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33.8 Comments from State Agencies and Responses 

This section contains a copy of comment letters (and any attachments) 
from the State government agencies listed in Table 33.8-1.  As noted 
previously, each comment in the comment letters was assigned a 
number, in sequential order (note that some letters may have more than 
one comment). The numbers were then combined with an abbreviation 
for the State agency (example: DFW-1). 

Responses to the comments follow the comment letters, and are also 
numbered, corresponding to the numbers assigned in the letters.  The 
letters and associated responses are sorted alphabetically by abbreviation 
and appear in the section in that order. 

Table 33.8-1. State Agencies Providing Comments on Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Abbreviation Agency 
CTRAN1 California Department of Transportation 

CTRAN2 California Department of Transportation 

CVFPB1 Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

CVFPB2 Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

CVRWQCB Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

DFW Department of Fish and Wildlife 

DSC1 Delta Stewardship Council 

DSC2 Delta Stewardship Council 

DWR Department of Water Resources 

SRCAF Sacramento River Conservation Area Forum 

SRCAF2 Sacramento River Conservation Area Forum 

SRTA Shasta Regional Transportation Agency 

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 
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33.8.1 California Department of Transportation 

 

Responses to Comment from California Department of 
Transportation 
CTRAN1-1: The requested information was sent to the commenter. 
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33.8.2 California Department of Transportation 
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Responses to Comments from California Department of 
Transportation 
CTRAN2-1: The commenter’s support for Mitigation Measure Trans-5 
is noted. No revisions to the DEIS are required. 

CTRAN2-2: Mitigation Measure Trans-5 on page 20-52 has been 
revised as requested. 

CTRAN2-3: The commenter’s support for Mitigation Measure Trans-5 
is noted. No revisions to the DEIS are required. 

CTRAN2-4: Reclamation commits to interagency meetings with 
Caltrans before the start of construction if the action is approved by 
Congress.  

CTRAN2-5: Reclamation commits to interagency meetings with 
Caltrans before the start of construction if the action is approved by 
Congress. 

CTRAN2-6: Chapter 19, “Aesthetics and Visual Resources,” Section 
19.1.1, “Visual Environment,” will be revised in the Final EIS to reflect 
that State Route 151 is a State designated scenic highway. 
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33.8.3 Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
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Responses to Comment from Central Valley Flood Protection 
Board 
CVFPB1-1: Comment noted. 
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33.8.4 Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
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Responses to Comments from Central Valley Flood Protection 
Board 
CVFPB2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

CVFPB2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

CVFPB2-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response FM-6, “Effects 
to Downstream Flooding.” 

CVFPB2-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response FM-6, “Effects 
to Downstream Flooding.” 

CVFPB2-5: Recommendations submitted by the comment author have 
been incorporated into Chapter 3, “Considerations for Describing 
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences,” Section 3.4.2 
“State,” of the Final EIS. 

CVFPB2-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response FM-6, “Effects 
to Downstream Flooding.” 
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CVFPB2-7: Mitigation Measure GEO-2 in EIS Chapter 4, “Geology, 
Geomorphology, Minerals, and Soils,” Section 4.3.5, “Mitigation 
Measures” refers to mitigation to take place only in the Lake Shasta and 
Vicinity portion of the primary study area (as described in Chapter 1, 
“Introduction,” Section 1.3, “Setting and Location”) and not 
downstream from the dam on the Sacramento River. 

CVFPB2-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS 
Mitigation Plan.” 

CVFPB2-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response FM-6, “Effects 
to Downstream Flooding,” and Master Comment Response DSFISH-3, 
“Fish Habitat Restoration.” 

CVFPB2-10: Thank you for providing this information related to the 
CVFPB encroachment permit process. Your comment does not raise a 
significant issue with the DEIS, and therefore, does not require a 
specific response. 
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33.8.5 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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Responses to Comments from Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board 
CVRWQCB-1:  The information the comment author has provided was 
included in the DEIS, Chapter 7, “Water Quality,” which acknowledges 
the beneficial uses assigned to Shasta Lake and the Sacramento River.  
Throughout this chapter, these uses are discussed, impacts to them are 
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analyzed and where applicable, mitigation measures have been 
identified. 

CVRWQCB-2:  Subsequent to release of the DEIS, Reclamation made 
substantial revisions to the EIS with respect to environmental 
commitments and mitigation measures.  Specifically, in the DEIS, 
mitigation measure WQ-1 was to prepare and implement a SWPPP. The 
EIS has been revised to clarify the distinction between environmental 
commitments (e.g., SWPPP) and enhance the discussion of mitigation 
measures in a number of resource chapters, including Chapter 7, “Water 
Quality.”  The Preliminary Environmental Commitments and Mitigation 
Plan Appendix has been added to the EIS. This appendix provides a 
compilation of all the environmental commitments described in Chapter 
2, “Alternatives,” as well as summarizes all the mitigation measures 
discussed in chapters 4-25. 

CVRWQCB-3: Working closely with its cooperating agencies, 
Reclamation has substantially revised a number of mitigation measures 
to ensure compliance with CEQ regulations, and if applicable CEQA 
guidelines. This effort was conducted over several months’ time 
following receipt of public comments on the DIES using an interagency, 
interdisciplinary team.  In addition, the impacts related to shoreline 
erosion were reanalyzed using updated field sampling information.  As 
described in the EIS, Chapter 7, “Water Quality,” Impacts WQ-1 and 
Impact WQ-4 and the associated mitigation measures have been revised 
to reflect Reclamation’s commitment to mitigation measure WQ-1 
“Develop and Implement a Comprehensive Multi-scale Sediment 
Reduction and Water Quality Improvement Program Within Watersheds 
Tributary to the Primary Study Area.” 

This mitigation measure focuses on proactive activities intended to 
reduce sediment delivery to receiving waters using a framework 
approach.  At this point in Reclamation’s planning process there is 
substantial uncertainty with respect to the specific location and types of 
mitigation activities that may be appropriate and or effective.  At a 
minimum, the framework includes four fundamental components 
intended to meet the primary objectives of reducing sediment impacts 
and improving water quality.  These components are generally 
consistent with the type of management opportunities identified in the 
Upper Sacramento River Watershed Assessment and Management 
Strategy (The River Exchange 2010): 

• Stabilize and/or remediate localized point-source locations that 
are directly affecting waters tributary to Shasta Lake and/or the 
Upper Sacramento River (e.g., active landslides). 
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• Reduce road-related sediment and improve hydrologic functions 
by implementing erosion prevention and sediment control and 
stormproofing measures at the appropriate scale (5th-field 
watersheds). 

• Use silviculture techniques to manage fuel loads in a manner that 
reduces the potential for large-scale high intensity wildfires (e.g., 
Bagley Fire) that often result in wide-spread erosion and 
resultant water quality impacts. 

• Stabilize and/or restore channels using both active (construction) 
and passive (revegetation) measures that reestablish form and 
function in a manner that improves water quality. This 
component is consistent with the objectives for Mitigation Geo-2 
(Chapter 4). 

CVRWQCB-4:  Chapter 4, “Geology, Geomorphology, Minerals, and 
Soils,” and Chapter 7, “Water Quality,” of the EIS acknowledge that 
erosional processes associated with construction and operation of Shasta 
Dam has resulted in localized elevated levels of turbidity and suspended 
sediments. The EIS has been revised based on updated analysis of 
impacts related to shoreline erosion; mitigation for these types of 
impacts has also been updated. Chapter 7, “Water Quality,” of the EIS 
provides a discussion of the current conditions and potential impacts of 
reservoir-related erosion on beneficial uses, including both construction 
and shoreline erosion within Shasta Lake, and to the upper Sacramento 
River.  Mitigation measure WQ-1 has been revised to reduce sediment-
related impacts to these water bodies, with an emphasis on actions to 
reduce turbidity and suspended sediments. 

CVRWQCB-5:  See response for CVRWQCB-3 and CVRWQCB-4. 

CVRWQCB-6:  Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8, 
“Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” includes differing 
vegetation removal protocols based on the area: Clearing Portions of 
Inundated Reservoir Area, Complete Vegetation Removal, Overstory 
Removal, and No Treatment.  This chapter has also been revised to 
clarify Reclamation’s environmental commitments with respect to 
maintaining, restoring and enhancing structural measures (e.g., brush 
structures, boulder complexes) intended to provide near-shore habitat 
and soil cover/energy dissipaters at high potential erosion areas. 
Clearing portions of the inundated reservoir area would involve 
removing trees and other vegetation from around the reservoir shoreline 
at select areas.  Willows, cottonwoods, and buttonbush would not be 
removed in and along the riparian areas.  Consistent with the 
environmental commitments, manzanita removed in cleared areas would 
be stockpiled and used for fish habitat/soil cover structures placed in 
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designated locations.  Complete vegetation removal would clear all 
existing vegetation from the designated treatment area and would 
generally be applied to locations along and adjacent to developed 
recreation areas, including boat ramps, day use areas, campgrounds, 
marinas, and resorts.  Exceptions would be made in areas with high 
shoreline erosion potential, or habitat for special-status species.  
Overstory removal involves removing all trees from the treatment area 
that are greater than 10 inches in diameter at breast height, or 15 feet in 
height, generally in houseboat mooring areas or narrow arms of the 
reservoir where snags pose the greatest risk to boaters.  The remaining 
understory vegetation would be left in place.  Overstory removal is 
intended to minimize the risk to visitors from snags and water hazards.  
For the last protocol (No Treatment), designated areas of the inundation 
zone would be left untreated with no vegetation removed.  This 
prescription would generally be applied to stream inlets, the upper end 
of major drainages, the shoreline of wider arms of the reservoir, and 
special habitat areas.  Additionally, Impact GEO-5, “Substantial Soil 
Erosion or Loss of Topsoil Due to Shoreline Processes,” and Impact 
GEO-6, “Substantial Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil Due to Upland 
Processes,” in Chapter 4, “Geology, Geomorphology, Minerals, and 
Soils,” addresses these impacts. Measures taken to reduce vegetation 
removal will result in less soil erosion and more stabilized slopes. 
Mitigation Measure Geo-2 and Mitigation Measure WQ-1 are intended 
to minimize soil erosion and reduce the overall delivery of sediment to 
Shasta Lake and the upper Sacramento River. 

CVRWQCB-7: The EIS, Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic 
Ecosystems,” Impact Aqua-1 provides a comprehensive discussion of 
the increase in water surface levels by month, by water year type.  Under 
the No-Action Alternative, the lake fills one out of four years.  For most 
water year types, this trend would be similar. 

Collectively, Chapter 4, “Geology, Geomorphology, Minerals and 
Soils,” the Geologic Technical Report and the Shoreline Erosion 
Technical Memorandum included in the EIS provide a detailed 
discussion of the location, type and timing of shoreline erosion based on 
comprehensive field investigations and a predictive model. The model 
predicts that over the first 15 year period, shoreline erosion could yield 
as much as 767,000 cubic yards per year with an 18.5 foot raise. Within 
60 years of the dam raise, the average annual volume is predicted to 
decrease to 216,000 cubic yards per year. 

CVRWQCB-8:  Chapter 4, “Geology, Geomorphology, Minerals, and 
Soils,” and Chapter 7, “Water Quality,” of the EIS acknowledges that 
erosional processes associated with construction and operation of Shasta 
Dam has resulted in localized elevated levels of turbidity and suspended 
sediments. The EIS has been revised based on updated analysis of 
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impacts related to shoreline erosion; mitigation for these types of 
impacts has also been updated. Chapter 7 of the EIS provides a 
discussion of the current conditions and potential impacts of reservoir-
related erosion on beneficial uses, including both construction and 
shoreline erosion.  These impacts are considered to be significant and 
mitigation measures have been revised and/or enhanced in the EIS. 

CVRWQCB-9:  The short- and long-term impacts from increases in 
suspended sediment in water supplies are addressed in Chapter 7, 
“Water Quality.” The following impacts state that any increases in short- 
or long-term sediment levels would result in less-than-significant 
impacts and thus additional filtration would not be needed: Impacts WQ-
1, “Temporary Construction-Related Sediment Effects on Shasta Lake 
and Its Tributaries that Would Cause Violations of Water Quality 
Standards or Adversely Affect Beneficial Use”; WQ-4, “Long-Term 
Sediment Effects that Would Cause Violations of Water Quality 
Standards or Adversely Affect Beneficial Uses in Shasta Lake or Its 
Tributaries”; WQ-7, “Temporary Construction-Related Sediment Effects 
on the Upper Sacramento River that Would Cause Violations of Water 
Quality Standards or Adversely Affect Beneficial Uses”; and WQ-10, 
“Long-Term Sediment Effects that Would Cause Violations of Water 
Quality Standards or Adversely Affect Beneficial Uses in the Upper 
Sacramento River.”. The project design measures (e.g., SWPPP) are 
intended to address any sedimentation impacts from construction or 
operation activities for all action alternatives. 

CVRWQCB-10:  Reclamation has gathered information and performed 
focus studies to document resource conditions and evaluate the potential 
impacts of the range of alternatives developed through the SLWRI 
feasibility study.  The methods used to evaluate the impacts of the 
alternatives were based upon Reclamation's standard practices and input 
from agencies and subject matter experts. 

CVRWQCB-11:  Reclamation has gathered information and performed 
focus studies to document resource conditions and evaluate the potential 
impacts of the range of alternatives developed through the SLWRI 
feasibility study.  The methods used to evaluate the impacts of the 
alternatives were based upon Reclamation's standard practices and input 
from agencies and subject matter experts. 

CVRWQCB-12:  Comment noted.  In Chapter 7, “Water Quality,” of 
the EIS, Impact WQ-12, “Long-Term Metals Effects that Would Cause 
Violations of Water Quality Standards or Adversely Affect Beneficial 
Uses in the Upper Sacramento River,” addressed impacts associated 
with mercury. Specifically, the elevated levels of metals (including 
mercury are directly related to historic mining operations at two mining 
districts; one of which is directly adjacent to the current shoreline of 
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Shasta Lake (Bully Hill).  Mitigation Measure WQ-12, “Implement 
Mitigation Measure WQ-6 (CP1) to Reduce Long-Term Metals Effects 
on the Upper Sacramento River,” will reduce Impact WQ-12 to a less-
than-significant level. 

CVRWQCB-13:  Reclamation has gathered information and performed 
focus studies to document resource conditions and evaluate the potential 
impacts of the range of alternatives developed through the SLWRI 
feasibility study.  The methods used to evaluate the impacts of the 
alternatives were based upon Reclamation's standard practices and input 
from agencies and subject matter experts. 

CVRWQCB-14:  Reclamation has gathered information and performed 
focus studies to document resource conditions and evaluate the potential 
impacts of the range of alternatives developed through the SLWRI 
feasibility study.  The methods used to evaluate the impacts of the 
alternatives were based upon Reclamation's standard practices and input 
from agencies and subject matter experts. 

CVRWQCB-15:  The short- and long-term impacts from increases in 
suspended sediment in water supplies are addressed in Chapter 7, 
“Water Quality.” The following impacts state that any increases in short- 
or long-term sediment levels would result in less-than-significant 
impacts and thus additional filtration would not be needed: Impacts WQ-
1, “Temporary Construction-Related Sediment Effects on Shasta Lake 
and Its Tributaries that Would Cause Violations of Water Quality 
Standards or Adversely Affect Beneficial Use”; WQ-4, “Long-Term 
Sediment Effects that Would Cause Violations of Water Quality 
Standards or Adversely Affect Beneficial Uses in Shasta Lake or Its 
Tributaries,”; WQ-7, “Temporary Construction-Related Sediment 
Effects on the Upper Sacramento River that Would Cause Violations of 
Water Quality Standards or Adversely Affect Beneficial Uses”; and 
WQ-10, “Long-Term Sediment Effects that Would Cause Violations of 
Water Quality Standards or Adversely Affect Beneficial Uses in the 
Upper Sacramento River.” The project design measures (e.g., SWPPP) 
are intended to address any sedimentation impacts from construction or 
operation activities for all action alternatives. 

CVRWQCB-16:  Reclamation has gathered information and performed 
focus studies to document resource conditions and evaluate the potential 
impacts of the range of alternatives developed through the SLWRI 
feasibility study.  The methods used to evaluate the impacts of the 
alternatives were based upon Reclamation's standard practices and input 
from agencies and subject matter experts. 

CVRWQCB-17:  Reclamation has gathered information and performed 
focus studies to document resource conditions and evaluate the potential 
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impacts of the range of alternatives developed through the SLWRI 
feasibility study.  The methods used to evaluate the impacts of the 
alternatives were based upon Reclamation's standard practices and input 
from agencies and subject matter experts. 

CVRWQCB-18:  Reclamation has gathered information and performed 
focus studies to document resource conditions and evaluate the potential 
impacts of the range of alternatives developed through the SLWRI 
feasibility study.  The methods used to evaluate the impacts of the 
alternatives were based upon Reclamation’s standard practices and input 
from agencies and subject matter experts. 

CVRWQCB-19:  The EIS, Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” provides a 
discussion of actions related to relocation and/or enhancement of 
recreational facilities.  All action alternatives provide for modernization 
of relocated recreation facilities, including, at a minimum, modifications 
to comply with current standards of health and safety. 

CVRWQCB-20:  Please refer to Master Comment Response WQ-1, 
“Remediation of Abandoned Mines in the Shasta Lake Area.” 

CVRWQCB-21:  Please refer to Master Comment Response WQ-1, 
“Remediation of Abandoned Mines in the Shasta Lake Area.” 

CVRWQCB-22:  Please refer to Master Comment Response WQ-1, 
“Remediation of Abandoned Mines in the Shasta Lake Area.” 

CVRWQCB-23:  Please refer to Master Comment Response WQ-1, 
“Remediation of Abandoned Mines in the Shasta Lake Area.” 
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33.8.6 Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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Responses to Comments from Department of Fish and Wildlife 
DFW-1: Comment noted. 

DFW-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 

DFW-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, 
“Alternatives Development – Anadromous Fish Survival”; Master 
Comment Response COST/BEN-1, “Intent of EIS and Process to 
Determine Federal Interest”; Master Comment Response DSFISH-3, 
“Fish Habitat Restoration”; and Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, 
“Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.” 

DFW-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water 
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.” 
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DFW-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report,” and Master Comment Response 
DSFISH-8, “National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, 
Anadromous Fish Restoration Program, Doubling Goals and Biological 
Opinions.” 

DFW-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose 
and Need and Objectives,” and Master Comment Response ALTD-2, 
“Alternative Development – Anadromous Fish Survival.” 

DFW-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, 
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.” 

DFW-8: As described in the EIS, all action alternatives would 
generally result in improved flow and water temperature conditions 
for Chinook salmon in the upper Sacramento River downstream 
from Shasta Dam.  Effects to Chinook salmon, including beneficial 
effects, are discussed in EIS Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic 
Ecosystems,” Section 11.3.3, “Direct and Indirect Effects.”  This would 
benefit anadromous fish survival in the upper Sacramento River.  
Potential benefits of SLWRI action alternatives are described in EIS 
Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3, “Action Alternatives,” and 
Section 2.5, “Summary of Potential Benefits of Action Alternatives.” 

DFW-9: All DEIS action alternatives would benefit both anadromous 
fish survival and water supply reliability. Chapter 2 “Alternatives,” 
Section 2.3 “Action Alternatives,” describes estimated benefits for both 
primary and secondary objectives under the SLWRI action alternatives. 
A detailed evaluation of direct and indirect effects to fisheries, including 
beneficial effects to anadromous fish, is outlined in Chapter 11 
“Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” Section in 11.3.3 “Direct and 
Indirect Effects,” which shows that all action alternatives would result in 
improved water temperatures, as well as reliable flows in dry and critical 
water years, and thus provide overall benefits for fish in the upper 
Sacramento River. As described in Chapter 6 “Hydrology, Hydraulics, 
and Water Management,” Section 6.3.3 “Direct and Indirect Effects,” all 
action alternatives would result in increased CVP and SWP deliveries, 
thus increasing water supply reliability. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water Supply 
Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits”; Master Comment Response 
WSR-12 “Increasing Water Supply Reliability under Action 
Alternatives”; Master Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative 
Development – Anadromous Fish Survival”; Master Comment Response 
DSFISH-3, “Fish Habitat Restoration”; Master Comment Response 
DSFISH-5, “Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report”; and Master 
Comment Response DSFISH-8, “National Marine Fisheries Service 
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Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish Restoration Program, Doubling Goals 
and Biological Opinions.” 

DFW-10: The SLWRI has two primary coequal objectives that must be 
met, and neither must impede or harm the other objective. While the 
SLWRI is not the only way to improve anadromous fish survival, the 
most efficient way to meet both primary objectives is to enlarge Shasta 
Reservoir.  The existing Shasta Reservoir cannot be reoperated to 
benefit anadromous fisheries without impacting water supply reliability. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need 
and Objectives”; Master Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative 
Development – Anadromous Fish Survival”; Master Comment Response 
DSFISH-3, “Fish Habitat Restoration”; Master Comment Response 
DSFISH-5, “Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report”; Master 
Comment Response DSFISH-8, “National Marine Fisheries Service 
Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish Restoration Program, Doubling Goals 
and Biological Opinions”; and Master Comment Response NEPA-2, 
“Cumulative Impacts.” 

DFW-11: The SLWRI has two primary coequal objectives that must be 
met, and neither must impede or harm the other objective. The existing 
Shasta Reservoir cannot be reoperated to benefit anadromous fisheries 
without impacting water supply reliability or vice versa. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative 
Development – Water Supply Reliability.” 

DFW-12: The SLWRI has two primary coequal objectives that must be 
met, and neither must impede or harm the other objective. While the 
SLWRI is not the only way to improve anadromous fish survival, the 
most efficient way to meet both primary objectives is to enlarge Shasta 
Reservoir.  The existing Shasta Reservoir cannot be reoperated to 
benefit anadromous fisheries without impacting water supply reliability. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative 
Development- Water Supply Reliability”; Master Comment Response 
ALTD-2, “Alternative Development – Anadromous Fish Survival”; 
Master Comment Response DSFISH-8, “National Marine Fisheries 
Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish Restoration Program, 
Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions”; and Master Comment 
Response DSFISH-3, “Fish Habitat Restoration.” 

DFW-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, 
“Alternative Development – Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master 
Comment Response DSFISH-8, “National Marine Fisheries Service 
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Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish Restoration Program, Doubling Goals 
and Biological Opinions.” 

DFW-14: The SLWRI has two primary coequal objectives that must be 
met, and neither must impede or harm the other objective. While the 
SLWRI is not the only way to improve anadromous fish survival, the 
most efficient way to meet both primary objectives is to enlarge Shasta 
Reservoir.  Shasta Dam and Reservoir are currently operated to meet 
existing regulations, including the 2008 and 2009 BOs.  The existing 
Shasta Dam and Reservoir cannot be reoperated to benefit anadromous 
fisheries without impacting water supply reliability. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative 
Development – Anadromous Fish Survival.” 

DFW-15: It is unclear whether the commenter is referring to the 2008 
USFWS Coordination Act Report which was attached to the DEIS. For 
information related to the Coordination Act Report, please see Master 
Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
Report.”  

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of 
Alternatives General”; Master Comment Response ALTS-1, 
“Alternative Selection”; and Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, 
“Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.” 

DFW-16: While some sensitivity analyses were conducted in 2008 with 
SALMOD using a modified TCD placement on Shasta Dam, it was also 
made clear to USFWS and CDFW at the July 31, 2008 meeting that the 
modifications were theoretical at best, and were not to be considered 
based on reality until engineers could identify a valid structural 
modification of the TCD. This option did not provide the overall 
benefits to both primary and secondary goals that the action alternatives 
provided, and was not moved forward under the revised alternatives 
established with the 2008 and 2009 BO operational RPA requirements. 

DFW-17: While some sensitivity analyses were conducted in 2008 with 
SALMOD using a modified TCD placement on Shasta Dam, it was also 
made clear to USFWS and CDFW at the July 31, 2008 meeting that the 
modifications were theoretical at best, and were not to be considered 
based on reality until engineers could identify a valid structural 
modification of the TCD. This option did not provide the overall 
benefits to both primary and secondary goals that the action alternatives 
provided, and was not moved forward under the revised alternatives 
established with the 2008 and 2009 BO operational RPA requirements. 
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DFW-18: While some sensitivity analyses were conducted in 2008 with 
SALMOD using a modified TCD placement on Shasta Dam, it was also 
made clear to USFWS and CDFW at the July 31, 2008 meeting that the 
modifications were theoretical at best, and were not to be considered 
based on reality until engineers could identify a valid structural 
modification of the TCD. This option did not provide the overall 
benefits to both primary and secondary goals that the action alternatives 
provided, and was not moved forward under the revised alternatives 
established with the 2008 and 2009 BO operational RPA requirements. 

DFW-19: The SLWRI has two primary coequal objectives that must be 
met, and neither must impede or harm the other objective. While the 
SLWRI is not the only way to improve anadromous fish survival, the 
most efficient way to meet both primary objectives is to enlarge Shasta 
Reservoir.  The existing Shasta Reservoir cannot be reoperated to 
benefit anadromous fisheries without impacting water supply reliability. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative 
Development – Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master Comment 
Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives – General.” 

DFW-20: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, 
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 

DFW-21: Chapter 2 “Alternatives,” Section 2.4, “Alternatives 
Considered and Eliminated from Further Analysis,” describes 
alternatives considered but eliminated from further development and 
consideration during formulation of initial alternatives and 
comprehensive plans. Acreages of impacts for relocation areas used 
conservative estimates in the DEIS based on preliminary 
engineering and planning information. The precise footprint of 
buildings, campgrounds, etc. within the relocation areas was uncertain; 
therefore a larger footprint area was identified.  Currently, the footprint 
of these areas has been updated to reflect a “maximum area of impact” 
and a “likely area of impact.”  Mitigation for compensation will be 
calculated based on the “likely area of impact.” 

Please refer to Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS Mitigation 
Plan.” 

DFW-22: Efforts were made to simplify the document as much as 
feasible while meeting the needs to disclose environmental effects to the 
extent required to meet current legal requirements for full disclosure, 
including documenting the absence of significant effects on sensitive 
resources.  To allow the document to be searched quickly, the DEIS is 
available in electronic format.  It also includes a table of contents and 
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index to allow the reader to find certain chapters or specific information 
in the DEIS.   

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of 
Alternatives – General,” and Master Comment Response ALTS-1, 
“Alternative Selection.” 

DFW-23: The SLWRI EIS is written in plain language. Efforts were 
made to simplify the document as much as feasible while meeting the 
needs to disclose environmental effects to the extent required to meet 
current legal requirements for full disclosure, including documenting the 
absence of significant effects on sensitive resources.  The document 
includes a table of contents and index as well as being available in 
electronic format to makes searches of the entire document quick and 
easy.   

Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1, “CEQA 
Compliance.”  

DFW-24: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1, “CEQA 
Compliance.” 

DFW-25: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTS-1, 
“Alternative Selection.” 

DFW-26: Please refer to Master Comment Response ESA-1, 
“Compliance with the Endangered Species Act.” 

DFW-27: The DEIS provides quantitative information on relative 
impacts across all the alternatives.  This information was presented in 
tabular formation whenever possible.  The commenter does not provide 
a specific reference to respond to in terms of what impact acreage was 
not provided. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-2, “Cumulative 
Impacts,” and Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of NEPA 
Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts.” 

DFW-28: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-2, “CEQA 
Mitigation,” And Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS Mitigation 
Plan.” 

DFW-29: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-2, “CEQA 
Mitigation,” And Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS Mitigation 
Plan.” 
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DFW-30: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-3, “Fish 
Habitat Restoration,” and Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.” 

DFW-31: With regards to responding to the comment letter submitted 
for the Draft Feasibility Report, there have been previous review and 
comment opportunities on documents related to the SLWRI.  At this 
time we are responding to questions submitted specifically for the public 
DEIS.  Many modifications to the SLWRI have been made pursuant to 
previous reviews of the various documents related to the project 
formulation process and Reclamation is not required as part of the 
NEPA process to review all previous comments on project related 
documents. 

DFW-32: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-2, “Other 
Fisheries Models and Tools.” 

DFW-33: SALMOD is not a restoration program, rather a tool. It is 
unclear if the commenter is referring to the SALMOD output or the 
SALMOD input values. However, SALMOD is not being used as a 
population model in the context of SLWRI, but is being used to compare 
the effects of each alternative on fish survival between Keswick Dam 
and RBPP under the conditions that would occur each year when Shasta 
is operated under each action alternative scenario. The starting number 
of adult spawning Chinook salmon (each run) input into SALMOD was 
based on 2 scenarios: (1) the 1999-2006 average population of each run 
calculated from the Grand Tab Table 
(http://www.calfish.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=wXbihOvQ7JU%3d
&tabid=213&mid=524), and (2) the AFRP Sacramento River doubling 
goals, per the request of the USFWS and CDFW during SLWRI 
fisheries technical team meetings. These AFRP targets are for the river 
between the confluence with the Feather River and Keswick Dam, 
therefore the number of adult spawners were adjusted for our analysis to 
cover Keswick Dam down to RBPP. The numbers in our analysis may 
be readjusted for the ESA Section 7 consultation.  The AFRP goals are 
based on naturally spawning fish, not hatchery fish. The text within 
Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Resources,”  explaining the AFRP 
goals defined natural production to be that portion of production not 
produced in hatcheries, and defined total production to be the sum total 
of harvest and escapement. The production goals include adult fish 
removed from the system due to both sport and commercial fishing in 
both freshwater and marine environments. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-1, “SALMOD 
Model for Sacramento River Chinook Salmon.” 
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DFW-34: The project is primarily intended to improve Chinook salmon 
survival in critical and dry years, particularly in a drought condition, 
when they are likely to be most at risk of significant population declines 
or even extinction. While overall benefits to production when all water 
year types are combined are insignificant, benefits in dry and critical 
years are significant. With the added risks of climate change, the benefit 
of an increased source of cold water adds to the reliability of suitable 
habitat available for Chinook salmon and other listed fish in the 
Sacramento River. Adding to that, the habitat restoration components 
provides an additional amount of available habitat necessary to improve 
conditions that can help increase the number of Chinook salmon and 
other listed fish in the Sacramento River. 

While the juvenile to adult return rates for all runs but winter-run 
Chinook salmon in the Sacramento River are unknown, the increase in 
juvenile production during critical and dry water years would increase 
the likelihood of increased adult returns. This shows a significant benefit 
of the project because these are the years in which the Chinook salmon 
populations, as well as steelhead, are at the greatest risk, as described by 
NMFS in their Draft Recovery Plan (2009) and in their Final Recovery 
Plan (2014). 

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-2, “Other Fisheries 
Models and Tools,” and Master Comment Response DSFISH-8, 
“National Marine Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish 
Restoration Program, Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions.” 

DFW-35: The methods used for the NEPA analysis used the best tools 
available. If required through the ESA consultation, additional tools will 
be considered. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-2, “Other Fisheries 
Models and Tools.” 

DFW-36: A detailed discussion on management of the cold-water pool 
for anadromous fish is presented in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 
2.3.6, “Operations and Maintenance for CP4 and CP4A.”  It is explained 
that Reclamation would work cooperatively with the Sacramento River 
Temperature Task Group (SRTTG), of which CDFW is a participant, to 
determine the best use of the cold-water pool each year under an 
adaptive cold water management plan.  Reclamation would manage the 
cold-water pool and operate Shasta Dam each year based on 
recommendations from the SRTTG. Because adaptive management is 
predicated on using best available science and new information to make 
decisions, a monitoring program would be implemented as part of the 
adaptive management plan.  SRTTG members would conduct 
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monitoring, develop monitoring protocols, and set performance 
standards to determine the success of adaptive management actions. 

DFW-37: The commenter is mistaken in that no potentially significant 
impacts were identified to fish based on Old and Middle River reverse 
flows, however the DEIS did disclosed minor increases in entrainment 
levels to Delta fish. However, due to the low population levels, 
Reclamation felt that even a less than 1 percent increase in entrainment 
could be considered a significant impact to the overall population, even 
if that entrainment level is below the Take Limits established by the 
USFWS and NMFS in their respective BOS. As specified in the DEIS, 
no mitigation could be proposed because these levels of entrainment are 
still below the levels designated by USFWS and NMFS for the Take 
Limits defined in the BOs, and as such, the SLWRI would remain in 
compliance with all regulations and requirements established under the 
Endangered Species Act. 

DFW-38: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-9, “Flow-
Related Effects on Fish Species of Concern.” 

DFW-39: Comment noted.  The EIS was revised to enhance the 
discussion of biological resources, impacts to biological resources, and 
mitigation measures for impacted biological resources.  CP4, CP4A and 
CP5 are alternatives that includes actions to restore ecological processes 
in the Sacramento River (i.e., augmenting spawning gravel), but these 
actions are not mitigation measures for CVPIA or for the SLWRI 
project.  CP4, CP4A and CP5 would further enhance spawning gravels 
in addition to the mitigation actions that have been and are being 
completed for CVPIA. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS Mitigation 
Plan.” 

DFW-40: Chapter 3, “Considerations for Describing Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences,” of the EIS provides a 
discussion of those programs and projects that are considered for 
cumulative effects, including those described by the commenter. 
SALMOD was not used to evaluate the effects of these past present and 
foreseeable programs and projects. The EIS does evaluate the 
downstream effects of reservoir storage and discharge on both the 
Sacramento River above and below Red Bluff and the Delta in Chapter 
11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” Chapter 7, “Water Quality,” 
Chapter 8, “Botany Resources and Wetlands,” and Chapter 13, “Wildlife 
Resources.” 

Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1, “Relationship of 
the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan,” Master Comment 
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Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam,” and Master 
Comment Response NEPA-2, “Cumulative Impacts.” 

DFW-41: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1, “CEQA 
Compliance”; Master Comment Response CEQA-2, “CEQA 
Mitigation”; and Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS Mitigation 
Plan.” 

DFW-42: Effects analyses for anadromous fish were conducted for the 
upper Sacramento River, the lower Sacramento River and tributaries, the 
Trinity River, and the Delta. Multiple environmental and population 
level variables were used to assess potential effects to anadromous fish 
from project implementation. A full description of the variables and 
methodologies used for the analysis of effects to anadromous fish can be 
found in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems.” The 
Significance criteria used for the anadromous fish effects analysis are 
based on the checklist presented in Appendix G of the State CEQA 
Guidelines; factual or scientific information and data; and regulatory 
standards of Federal, State, and local agencies. These thresholds also 
encompass the factors taken into account under NEPA to determine the 
significance of an action in terms of the context and the intensity of its 
effects. A full discussion of significance criteria development can be 
found in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” Section 
11.3.2, “Criteria for Determining Significance of Effects.” 

NEPA requires that agencies shall insure the professional integrity, 
including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in 
environmental impact statements. They shall identify any methodologies 
used and shall make explicit reference by footnote to the scientific and 
other sources relied upon for conclusions in the statement. Reclamation, 
through the scoping process and discussions with agencies (including 
CDWF) and stakeholders, has performed information gathering and 
focused studies to document resource conditions and evaluate the 
potential impacts of the range of alternatives developed through the 
SLWRI feasibility study. The tools used to evaluate impacts of the 
alternatives were selected based upon Reclamations standard practices 
and input from agencies and subject matter experts. 

This comment will be included as part of the record and made available 
to decision makers before a final decision on the proposed project. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of NEPA 
Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts”; Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range 
of Alternatives General”;  Master Comment Response ESA-1, 
“Compliance with the Endangered Species Act”; and Master Comment 
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Response COST/BEN-1, “Intent of EIS and Process to Determine 
Federal Interest.” 

DFW-43: The Final EIS was revised to enhance the discussion of 
resources and mitigation measures in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic 
Ecosystems”; Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands”; and 
Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources.”  The Final EIS will provide an 
enhanced discussion of project impacts and mitigation actions with a 
level of specificity and detail consistent with Reclamation's planning 
process. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS Mitigation 
Plan.” 

DFW-44: Where surveys for special status species have not been 
completed to meet established protocols, Reclamation's approach is to 
assume presence of these species within areas of potential habitat.  The 
EIS was revised to include an enhanced discussion of environmental 
commitments in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” a number of resource 
chapters have been revised and enhanced with respect to affected 
environment, impact analysis, and mitigation measure sections based on 
additional studies, investigations and analysis. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS Mitigation 
Plan.” 

DFW-45: Where surveys for special status species have not been 
completed to meet established protocols, Reclamation's approach is to 
assume presence of these species within areas of potential habitat.  The 
EIS was revised to include an enhanced discussion of environmental 
commitments in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” a number of resource 
chapters have been revised and enhanced with respect to affected 
environment, impact analysis, and mitigation measure sections based on 
additional studies, investigations and analysis. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS Mitigation 
Plan.” 

DFW-46: Subsequent to publication of the DEIS, additional 
investigations were performed specific to these species.  The EIS has 
been revised to incorporate best available science.  Impact Wild-1, 
“Take and Loss of Habitat for the Shasta Salamander,” in Chapter 13, 
“Wildlife Resources,” addresses impacts to Shasta Salamander. Impact 
Bot-3, “Loss of USFS Sensitive, BLM Sensitive, or CRPR Species,” in 
Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” addresses impacts to 
Shasta snow-wreath.  In the EIS, mitigation measures were enhanced to 
reduce impacts to Shasta salamander and Shasta snow-wreath, however 



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation 
Environmental Impact Statement 

33.8-70 Final – December 2014 

the EIS acknowledges that impacts to these species remains significant, 
even with mitigation. 

DFW-47: A number of chapters of the EIS have been revised to address 
a wide array of comments similar to those described by CDFW. 

DFW-48: NEPA requires that the lead agency--in this case, 
Reclamation--determine and disclose the impacts of an action. While the 
McCloud River is protected under state statute, is not clear how the 
referenced statute supports the commenters claim that Reclamation 
should request an effects determination from the California Natural 
Resources Agency. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-6, “Protections of the 
Lower McCloud River as Identified in the California Public Resources 
Code, Section 5093.542.” 

DFW-49: There have been previous review and comment opportunities 
on documents related to the SLWRI.  At this time we are responding to 
questions submitted specifically for the public DEIS.  Many 
modifications to the SLWRI have been made pursuant to previous 
reviews of the various documents related to the project formulation 
process and Reclamation is not required as part of the NEPA process to 
review all previous comments on project related documents. 

DFW-50: Reclamation has gathered information and performed focused 
studies to document resource conditions and evaluate the potential 
impacts of the range of alternatives developed through the SLWRI 
feasibility study.  The methods used to evaluate the impacts of the 
alternatives were based upon Reclamation's standard practices and input 
from agencies and subject matter experts.  A response is not required 
under NEPA because the comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue (NEPA Regulation 40 CFR Part 1503.4).  This 
comment will, however, be included as a part of the record and made 
available to decision makers before a final decision on the proposed 
project. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response WQ-1, “Remediation of 
Abandoned Mines in the Shasta Lake Area.” 

DFW-51: This EIS does not evaluate the effects of channel incision and 
bank erosion that may have occurred historically as a result of 
construction of Shasta Dam, in the main channel and tributaries. The 
evaluation conducted for this EIS considers the action alternatives in 
comparison to the No Action Alternative. Under the No-Action 
Alternative, Shasta Dam operations would not change. Under the action 
alternatives, operational changes would be minimal, such that the 
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probability of exceedance of flows being exceeded on the Sacramento 
River during a given year is nearly indistinguishable from curves under 
the No-Action Alternative. Chapter 4, “Geology, Geomorphology, 
Minerals, and Soils,” Section 4.3.4 presents the probability of 
exceedance curves to demonstrate that minimal changes in energy 
associated with the difference in flows between the No-Action 
Alternative and the action alternatives would limit any significant 
additional channel incision or bank erosion in tributary streams below 
Keswick Dam. Because it is not anticipated that fluvial geomorphology 
or downstream tributary fluvial geomorphology would be altered, no 
mitigation measures is necessary. However, mitigation measure Geo-9 
was developed to implement coordination on an annual basis with 
relevant river management and habitat restoration efforts between 
Keswick Dam and Red Bluff, including but not limited to the members 
of the Sacramento River Temperature Task Group. The purpose of this 
coordination will be to discuss how releases from Shasta and Keswick 
Dams could be managed to best enhance downstream objectives, such as 
ramping rates or temperature targets, that are consistent with the CVP's 
capabilities and primary operating objectives. 

DFW-52: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

DFW-53: The DEIS identifies and evaluates six comprehensive plans 
(CP) that have been developed to meet the project purpose and need and 
objectives, analyzes the potential environmental effects, and identifies 
measures to reduce or avoid potential environmental effects resulting 
from the action alternatives (i.e., mitigation measures). 

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTS-1, “Alternative 
Selection.” 

DFW-54: Information related to the status of existing resources is 
presented in Chapters 4 through 25 of the DEIS.  The Executive 
Summary does not include all of the background information found in 
the individual resource chapters. 

DFW-55: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTS-1, 
“Alternative Selection,” and Master Comment Response CEQA-1, 
“CEQA Compliance.” 

DFW-56: The Summary is not meant for detailed descriptions of these 
issues. Specific needs, habitat descriptions, management and regulatory 
requirements and actions, and fisheries impacts and benefits are further 
described in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems.” 
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DFW-57: The Summary is not meant for detailed descriptions of these 
issues. Specific needs, habitat descriptions, management and regulatory 
requirements and actions, and fisheries impacts and benefits are further 
described in Chapter 11 “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems.” 
Additionally, the SLWRI has two primary coequal objectives that must 
be met, and neither must impede or harm the other objective. While the 
SLWRI is not the only way to improve anadromous fish survival, the 
most efficient way to meet both primary objectives is to enlarge Shasta 
Reservoir.  The existing Shasta Reservoir cannot be reoperated to 
benefit anadromous fisheries without impacting water supply reliability. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative 
Development – Water Supply Reliability,” and Master Comment 
Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development – Anadromous Fish 
Survival.” 

DFW-58: The Executive Summary is not meant for detailed descriptions 
of these issues. Specific needs, habitat descriptions, management and 
regulatory requirements and actions, and fisheries impacts and benefits 
are further described in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic 
Ecosystems.” 

DFW-59: The Executive Summary is not meant for detailed descriptions 
of these issues. Specific needs, habitat descriptions, management and 
regulatory requirements and actions, and fisheries impacts and benefits 
are further described in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic 
Ecosystems.” 

DFW-60: The SLWRI has two primary coequal objectives that must be 
met, and neither must impede or harm the other objective. While the 
SLWRI is not the only way to improve anadromous fish survival, the 
best way and most efficient way to meet both primary objectives is to 
implement the SLWRI. The existing Shasta Reservoir cannot be 
reoperated to benefit anadromous fisheries without impacting water 
supply reliability. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative 
Development- Anadromous Fish Survival”; Master Comment Response 
P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives”; and Master Comment 
Response GEN-2, “Unsubstantiated Information.” 

DFW-61: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-2, 
“Reservoir Surface Area with Reservoir Enlargement.” 

DFW-62: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-2, 
“Reservoir Surface Area with Reservoir Enlargement.” 
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DFW-63: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-2, 
“Reservoir Surface Area with Reservoir Enlargement.” 

DFW-64: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-2, 
“Reservoir Surface Area with Reservoir Enlargement.” 

DFW-65: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-2, 
“Reservoir Surface Area with Reservoir Enlargement.” 

DFW-66: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-2, 
“Reservoir Surface Area with Reservoir Enlargement.” 

DFW-67: The Summary Chapter is not meant for detailed information, 
but a summary of the findings. For detailed information, refer to Chapter 
6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Water Management,” Section 6.3.3, 
“Direct and Indirect Effects.” 

DFW-68: Chapter 7, “Water Quality,” and the associated Water Quality 
Technical Report provide a comprehensive discussion of the nature and 
location of historic mining activities and existing features as they relate 
to heavy metals and other water quality constituents.  Under the No-
Action Alternative, the existing mine drainage issues will continue 
consistent with abatement efforts of land owners and managers.  With 
the exception of an isolated area near the Bully Hill mine complex, there 
are no abandoned or active mines that would be subject to inundation or 
disturbance if the SLWRI project is authorized. 

The discussion of fisheries impacts in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and 
Aquatic Ecosystems,” referenced by the commenter is specific to 
impacts to cold water habitat.  Discussion of water quality impacts on 
beneficial uses (e.g., cold water habitat) is provided in Chapter 7, 
“Water Quality,” specifically impacts WQ-3 and WQ-6. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response WQ-1, “Remediation of 
Abandoned Mines in the Shasta Lake Area.” 

DFW-69: Mitigation measures were enhanced in the Final EIS. 

DFW-70: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1, “CEQA 
Compliance.” 

DFW-71: The purpose of the Executive Summary is to summarize the 
contents of the Final EIS.  The Executive Summary does not provide the 
level of detail and analysis that is included in the body of the EIS. The 
Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures are discussed in Chapter 11, 
“Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” of the Final EIS.  The impact call 
for Impact Aqua-7: Effects on Spawning and Rearing Habitat of 
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Adfluvial Salmonids in Low-Gradient Tributaries to Shasta Lake was 
changed and mitigation for this impact was revised in the Final EIS. 

DFW-72: There are no ESA or CESA listed plants in that portion of the 
primary study area that would be impacted.  The impact statement is 
specific to ESA and CESA to facilitate any consultation requirements. 
Please refer to Impact Bot-3 in the Executive Summary, which 
specifically addresses sensitive plants, including rare plants. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1, “CEQA 
Compliance.” 

DFW-73: The purpose of the Executive Summary is to summarize the 
contents of the EIS.  The Executive Summary does not provide the level 
of detail and analysis that is included in the body of the EIS.  The 
impacts were quantified and updated in Chapter 12, “Botanical 
Resources and Wetlands,” and Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the 
EIS. 

DFW-74: The purpose of the Executive Summary is to summarize the 
contents of the EIS.  The Executive Summary does not provide the level 
of detail and analysis that is included in the body of the EIS.  The 
impacts were quantified and updated in Chapter 13, “Wildlife 
Resources,” of the EIS. 

DFW-75: The text about which the commenter refers is a discussion of 
background and project need. There is no claim in the DEIS that the 
NMFS Recovery Plan, or the NMFS RPA include nor suggest raising 
Shasta Dam as an option for increasing the cold water pool or balancing 
carryover storage with instream flow needs for winter-run Chinook 
salmon. However, this DEIS does provide a viable option for increasing 
water supply reliability as well as increase the cold water pool and meet 
the NMFS 2009 RPA carryover storage requirements and improve 
conditions for Chinook salmon in the Sacramento River downstream 
from Keswick Dam. This is particularly important as climate change 
occurs and water needs increase. 

DFW-76: Text in the DEIS was revised. With regards to responding to 
the comment letter submitted for the Draft Feasibility Report, there have 
been previous review and comment opportunities on documents related 
to the SLWRI.  At this time we are responding to questions submitted 
specifically for the public DEIS.  Many modifications to the SLWRI 
have been made pursuant to previous reviews of the various documents 
related to the project formulation process and Reclamation is not 
required as part of the NEPA process to review all previous comments 
on project related documents. 
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DFW-77: Please refer to Master Comment Response CC-1, “Climate 
Change Uncertainty and Related Evaluations.” 

DFW-78: Mitigation Measure BOT-7 in Chapter 12, “Botanical 
Resources and Wetlands,” requires implementation of a riverine 
ecosystem mitigation and adaptive management plan to avoid and 
compensate for the impact of altered flow regimes on riparian and 
wetland communities. The plan will be developed through a multi-
agency collaborative effort before the beginning of project construction. 
The plan will address potential impacts to riparian and wetland habitat 
and associated effects to fisheries resources resulting from project 
operations, identify specific strategies to eliminate these impacts, and 
implement programs and operational strategies to benefit riparian and 
wetland habitat. This adaptive management plan has been described in 
the Final EIS.  See Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS Mitigation 
Plan.” 

DFW-79: With regards to responding to the comment letter submitted 
for the Draft Feasibility Report, there have been previous review and 
comment opportunities on documents related to the SLWRI.  At this 
time we are responding to questions submitted specifically for the public 
DEIS.  Many modifications to the SLWRI have been made pursuant to 
previous reviews of the various documents related to the project 
formulation process and Reclamation is not required as part of the 
NEPA process to review all previous comments on project related 
documents. 

DFW-80: Occurrences of “California Resources Agency” in the EIS 
have been replaced with “California Natural Resources Agency,” with 
the exception of references where the agency name remains consistent 
with the date of publication. Chapter 1, “Introduction,” Section 1.5.1, 
“Intended Use of Final EIS” of the EIS has been updated to include the 
California Wild and Scenic River Act as a responsibility of the 
California Natural Resources Agency. 

DFW-81: The commenter is correct with respect to referencing 
management direction for survey and manage species.  Chapter 17, 
“Land Use,” specifically Impact LU-2 has been revised to acknowledge 
potentially significant impacts and corresponding mitigation measures 
that may be required.  As part of the Biological Evaluation that will be 
prepared in support of this planning effort, a persistence evaluation will 
be included.  Subsequently, the USFS and/or BLM will make a 
consistency determination which may trigger the need to amend the 
respective agency’s LRMP. 

DFW-82: This text is located on page 2-46, Line Number 23, in Chapter 
11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” Section 2.3.5, “Increase 
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Anadromous Fish Survival.” CP3 is compared to the No-Action 
Alternative, from which there is an increase of 207,400 juvenile 
Chinook salmon. While other action alternatives may provide larger 
benefits, each action alternative does provide benefits relative to the No-
Action Alternative, and therefore, the title of this alternative reflects a 
true statement. 

DFW-83: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-3, “Fish 
Habitat Restoration.” 

DFW-84: The SRTTG was called out in the NMFS 2009 BO Section 
11.2.1.1 identifying it as one of the 4 Fisheries and Operation Technical 
Teams responsible for adjusting operations to meet contractual 
obligations for water deliveries and to minimize adverse effects on listed 
anadromous fish species. This group is further called out in Action 
I.1.2.4 of the NMFS RPA. The SRTTG is made up of members from 
Reclamation, USFWS, CDFW, NMFS, SWRCB, Hoopa Tribe, Yurok 
Tribe, and the Western Area Power Administration. 

With respect to responding to the 2008 PAM letter and comment letter 
on the SLWRI Feasibility Report, there have been previous review and 
comment opportunities on documents related to the SLWRI.  At this 
time we are responding to questions submitted specifically for the public 
DEIS.  Many modifications to the SLWRI have been made pursuant to 
previous reviews of the various documents related to the project 
formulation process and Reclamation is not required as part of the 
NEPA process to review all previous comments on project related 
documents. 

DFW-85: As stated further down in the same section of the DEIS 
Chapter 2 “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.7, “CP5 – 18.5-Foot Dam Raise, 
Combination Plan,” subsection “Restore Riparian, Floodplain, and Side 
Channel Habitat,” the riparian, floodplain, and side channel habitat 
restoration measure is identical to that proposed under CP4. 

DFW-86: Within Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8, 
“Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities Section,” the vegetation 
treatments sections were enhanced to acknowledge the value of forest 
patches for Bald eagle and other sensitive species.  Complete vegetation 
removal will not occur in areas that contain habitat (i.e., nest trees) for 
bald eagle or other special-status species.  Design measures were 
developed to avoid these areas as feasible.  Bald eagle life history is 
described in detail in Attachment 2 of the Wildlife Resources Technical 
Report.  Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” in the EIS includes details 
within Section 13.1.2, “Affected Environment,” regarding bald eagle 
surveys, and number of nests in the primary study area between 2007 
and 2010.  Within the “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Section 13.3.4, 
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Impact Wild-5: Take and Loss of Habitat for the Bald Eagle details 
impacts to bald eagle.  Mitigation measures for Bald Eagle were 
enhanced in Section 13.3.4.  In addition, a Bald and Golden Eagle 
Management Plan will be developed if warranted.  In Chapter 11, 
“Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” Impact Aqua-1: Effects on 
Nearshore, Warm-Water Habitat in Shasta Lake from Project Operations 
and Impact Aqua-2: Effects on Nearshore, Warm-Water Habitat in 
Shasta Lake from Project Construction addresses impacts related to 
cover habitat for reservoir fish species. 

DFW-87: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1, “CEQA 
Compliance.” 

DFW-88: Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1, “CEQA 
Compliance”; Master Comment Response NEPA-1, “Sufficiency of the 
EIS”; and Master Comment Response NEPA-2, “Cumulative Impacts.” 

DFW-89: Reclamation has gathered information and performed focused 
studies to document resource conditions and evaluate the potential 
impacts of the range of alternatives developed through the SLWRI 
feasibility study.  The methods used to evaluate the impacts of the 
alternatives were based upon Reclamation's standard practices and input 
from agencies and subject matter experts. 

DFW-90: The SLWRI does not cumulatively negatively impact any of 
the actions identified in the species recovery plans produced for species 
impacted by the project, or actions identified for species recovery plans 
for species not impacted by the project in or near the primary and 
extended study area.  

The criteria for the inclusion of a species recovery plan in the SLWRI 
cumulative effects analysis was whether or not the species recovery plan 
had past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions being implemented 
on the ground in or near the primary or extended study area. 
Additionally, the SLWRI cumulative effects analysis assesses actions 
which could potentially have negative cumulative impacts, not those that 
may be beneficial. Revisions to the text of the Final EIS were made in 
response to this comment. 

The 1992 DFG Bank Swallow Recovery Plan has actions identified for 
set-back levees (meander belt concept) on page 11, provisions for 
impact avoidance on page 12, and a habitat preserve concept on page 13 
of the document. However, none of the actions identified fit the criteria 
for inclusion in the SLWRI cumulative effects analysis, nor would they 
be negatively impacted cumulatively by implementation of any of the 
project alternatives. Therefore, the 1992 DFG Bank Swallow Recovery 
Plan is not included in the SLWRI cumulative effects analysis. 
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The 2002 Region 1 USFWS California Red-legged Frog Recovery Plan 
identifies a number of management and prescriptive actions, none of 
which have been specifically identified as occurring in or near the 
primary or extended study area and are not expected to be cumulatively 
affected by the SLWRI project alternatives. Any potential direct impacts 
to the Red-legged frog are addressed in Chapter 13, “Wildlife 
Resources,” and through environmental commitments and mitigation 
plans. Therefore, the 2002 Region 1 USFWS California Red-legged 
Frog Recovery Plan is not included in the SLWRI cumulative effects 
analysis. 

The 2009 NMFS Draft Recovery Plan and the 2014 Final Recovery Plan 
for Sacramento River winter-run Chinook Salmon and Central Valley 
Spring-run Chinook Salmon and The Distinct Population segment of 
Central Valley Steelhead are not included in the SLWRI cumulative 
effects analysis on the same premise as the 1992 DFG Bank Swallow 
Recovery Plan. At this time, actions have not been identified for on-the-
ground implementation in the regions identified in the plan 
encompassing the primary and extended study area. It should be noted 
that the 2009 NMFS Biological Opinion and Sacramento River Habitat 
Restoration and Enhancement and Fish Passage Actions are included in 
the cumulative effects analysis because they fit the criteria for the 
analysis. 

DFW-91: Text amended to remove the Invasive Non-Native Plant 
(Weed) Management Plan for the Mouth of Cottonwood Creek Wildlife 
Area project from the qualitative cumulative effects analysis in Chapter 
3, "Considerations for Describing Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences," due to the project no longer being active. 
A formal update of the South Fork Cottonwood Creek Nonnative Plant 
Management and Control Project the project is not available at this time. 
This project has not been added to the cumulative effects analysis for 
lack of updated information. The cumulative effects analysis only 
considers projects which “the impact on the environment which results 
from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what 
agency (federal or nonfederal) or person undertakes such other actions” 
(40 CFR 1508.7). 

DFW-92: Information for an update to the project description for the 
cumulative effects analysis is not available at this time. The project 
website has not been updated since 2010.  Project removed from 
cumulative effects analysis. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-4, “Best Available 
Information.” 
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DFW-93: A formal update of the project is not available at this time. 
The project has been removed from the cumulative effects analysis for 
lack of updated information. 

DFW-94: The Natomas Central Mutual Water Company completed the 
American Basin Fish Screen and Habitat Improvement Project as part of 
CVPIA 3406(b)(21). This project was implied in the cumulative effects 
analysis as an action under CVPIA 3406(b)(21). Text has been amended 
as per this comment to include an explicit description of the American 
Basin Fish Screen and Habitat Improvement Project as follows: 
American Basin Fish Screen and Habitat Improvement Project The 
American Basin Fish Screen and Habitat Improvement Project is a river 
intake facility, including the fish screen, 434 cfs pumping plant, access 
bridges, canal connection,  irrigation canal, connections to existing 
canals, and hibernacula and wetlands plantings on and near the 
Sacramento River completed by the Natomas Central Mutual Water 
Company as part of CVPIA 3406(b)(21). 

DFW-95: The text was revised to reflect the understanding of potential 
geomorphic conditions at the major tributaries under the action 
alternatives. 

DFW-96: The text was revised to reflect the understanding of potential 
geomorphic conditions on the upper Sacramento River within the 
primary study area under the action alternatives. 

DFW-97: The text was revised to reflect the understanding of potential 
geomorphic conditions on the upper Sacramento River within the 
primary study area under the action alternatives. 

DFW-98: This EIS does not evaluate the effects of geomorphic changes 
at major tributaries that may have occurred historically as a result of 
construction of Shasta Dam. The evaluation conducted for this EIS 
considers the action alternatives in comparison to the No Action 
Alternative. Under the No-Action Alternative, Shasta Dam operations 
would not change. Under the Action Alternatives, operational changes 
would be minimal, such that Sacramento River water surface elevations 
would be very similar from conditions under the No-Action Alternative. 
Minimal changes in water surface elevations between the No-Action 
Alternative and the action alternatives would limit gravel removal via 
downcutting at the confluence with the Sacramento River. Because it is 
not anticipated that fluvial geomorphology or downstream tributary 
fluvial geomorphology would be altered significantly, no mitigation 
measures is necessary. However, mitigation measure Geo-9 was 
developed to implement coordination on an annual basis with relevant 
river management and habitat restoration efforts between Keswick Dam 
and Red Bluff, including but not limited to the members of the 
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Sacramento River Temperature Task Group. The purpose of this 
coordination will be to discuss how releases from Shasta and Keswick 
Dams could be managed to best enhance downstream objectives, such as 
ramping rates or temperature targets, that are consistent with the CVP's 
capabilities and primary operating objectives. 

DFW-99: See response to comment DFW-98. 

DFW-100: See response to comment DFW-98. 

DFW-101: See response to comment DFW-98. 

DFW-102: Table has been updated to reflect the status of this species. 

DFW-103: Table 11-1 has been updated to include River lamprey 
(Lampetra ayresi). Little information exists for this species in California, 
and most sources suggest it does not occur in the primary study area but 
does occur in the extended study area and tributaries. 

DFW-104: Text has been revised to include critical habitat. 

DFW-105: The referenced text has been revised to reflect that the 
program name is now “Ecosystem Restoration Program.” 

DFW-106: The text to which this comment refers is the NMFS 1993 BO 
which is cited in the text. No change was made. 

DFW-107: This section describes the Fisheries Technical Teams. The 
Water Operations Technical Team (WOMT) is not among that group. 
Text was not revised. 

DFW-108: See response to DFW-81. 

DFW-109: Chapter 17, “Land Use,” has been revised to include a 
discussion of USFS lands along the upper Sacramento River near the 
Red Bluff Pumping Plant.  The DEIS included a discussion of BLM 
lands within the primary study area; this discussion has been enhanced 
in the Final EIS. 

DFW-110: Text revised to reflect comment. 

DFW-111: Additional details on the plan were not added as it is does 
not add additional information on fisheries resources beneficial for the 
SLWRI. However, the Yolo County citation was added to the document, 
and the reference included in Chapter 30, “References.” Chapter 17, 
“Land Use,” provides information on the general plans (City and 
County) that Reclamation has deemed applicable for consideration in the 
EIS. 
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DFW-112: Comment noted. Revisions were made to Chapter 11, 
“Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems.” 

DFW-113: Text revised to reflect comment. 

DFW-114: The Sacramento River Watershed Program is discussed in 
Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” Section 12.2.4, 
“Federal, State, and Local Programs and Projects,” and in Chapter 13, 
“Wildlife Resources,” Section 13.2.4, “Federal, State, and Local 
Programs and Projects.” 

DFW-115: There have been previous review and comment opportunities 
on documents related to the SLWRI.  At this time we are responding to 
questions submitted specifically for the public DEIS.  Many 
modifications to the SLWRI have been made pursuant to previous 
reviews of the various documents related to the project formulation 
process and Reclamation is not required as part of the NEPA process to 
review all previous comments on project related documents. 

DFW-116: Text revised to provide clarification. 

DFW-117: Text revised to clarify model limitations. Please refer to 
Master Comment Response DSFISH-1, “SALMOD Model for 
Sacramento River Chinook Salmon,” and Master Comment Response 
DSFISH-2, “Other Fisheries Models and Tools.” 

DFW-118: The starting number of adult spawning Chinook salmon 
(each run) input into SALMOD was based on the AFRP Sacramento 
River doubling goals, per the request of the USFWS and CDFW during 
SLWRI fisheries technical team meetings. These AFRP targets are for 
the river between the confluence with the Feather River and Keswick 
Dam, so the number of adult spawners were adjusted to cover the reach 
between RBPP and Keswick Dam. The numbers in the table presented in 
the DEIS are likely underrepresented of what the true AFRP goal likely 
is for each run in the evaluated reach of river. 

While the spring-run Chinook salmon in that spawn in the Sacramento 
River between Keswick Dam and Red Bluff Pumping Plant may be of 
questionable genetic integrity, they are still considered as spring-run 
Chinook salmon by CDFW and other resource agencies while 
conducting annual spawner estimates (see Grand Tab Table at 
http://www.calfish.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=wXbihOvQ7JU%3d&t
abid=213&mid=524). Also, the Sacramento River within this reach is 
included in the designated critical habitat for spring-run Chinook 
salmon. In a Fisheries Technical Team meeting in Red Bluff on July 5, 
2007, NMFS stated that regardless of the actual number of spring-run 
present in the Sacramento River, the Recovery Plan, critical habitat, and 
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AFRP goals require that Reclamation must include protective measures 
for spring-run Chinook salmon, and therefore need to include spring-run 
Chinook salmon in the analysis. 

DFW-119: There have been previous review and comment opportunities 
on documents related to the SLWRI.  At this time we are responding to 
questions submitted specifically for the public DEIS.  Many 
modifications to the SLWRI have been made pursuant to previous 
reviews of the various documents related to the project formulation 
process and Reclamation is not required as part of the NEPA process to 
review all previous comments on project related documents. 

DFW-120: The significance criteria are listed here per the requirements 
of CEQA. However, whenever specific regulatory such as ESA or other 
legal requirements dictate specific metrics to determine significance, 
they have been described in further detail in Section 11.3.1, “Methods 
and Assumptions,” in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems.” 

Please refer to Master Comment Response ESA-1, “Compliance with 
the Endangered Species Act.” 

DFW-121: Implementation of Mitigation Measure Aqua-15 will 
maintain flows in the Feather, American, and Trinity Rivers pursuant to 
existing operational agreements, BOs, and standards that are protective 
of fisheries resources. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-10, “Methodology 
for Evaluating Fisheries Impacts.” 

DFW-122: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-10, 
“Methodology for Evaluating Fisheries Impacts.” 

DFW-123: Chapter 7, “Water Quality,” and the associated Water 
Quality Technical Report provide a comprehensive discussion of the 
nature and location of historic mining activities and existing features as 
they relate to heavy metals and other water quality constituents.  Under 
the No-Action Alternative, the existing mine drainage issues will 
continue consistent with abatement efforts of land owners and 
managers.  With the exception of an isolated area near the Bully Hill 
mine complex, there are no abandoned or active mines that would be 
subject to inundation or disturbance if the SLWRI project is authorized. 

The discussion of fisheries impacts in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and 
Aquatic Ecosystems,” referenced by the commenter is specific to 
impacts to cold water habitat.  Discussion of water quality impacts on 
beneficial uses (e.g., cold water habitat) is provided in Chapter 7, 
“Water Quality,” specifically Impacts WQ-3 and WQ-6. 
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DFW-124: The EIS was revised to enhance the discussion of Fisheries 
and Aquatic Resources, impacts to fisheries and aquatic resources, and 
mitigation measures for impacted fisheries and aquatic resources.  As 
part of a detailed technical study of the tributaries to Shasta Lake, field 
surveys and sampling efforts of the lower reaches of representative 
tributaries to the lake did not detect any special-status mollusks.  One 
special-status aquatic mollusk does occur in Shasta Lake, while limited 
information is known on this species specific to Shasta Lake, this 
discussion does take a conservative approach and presume impacts. 

DFW-125: Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” Section 
11.3, “Environmental Consequences” describe the Reservoir Fisheries 
Analyses and models used to determine that the expansion of the surface 
area of Shasta Lake could be beneficial. This analysis considered and 
incorporated local knowledge from agency biologist and relevant 
scientific literature. 

DFW-126: Comment noted.  The tributary investigations were 
completed.  This information is included in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and 
Aquatic Ecosystems,” of the Final EIS. The report documenting this 
investigation is cited as Reclamation 2014 in Chapter 11. 

DFW-127: Chapter 7, “Water Quality,” and the associated Water 
Quality Technical; Report provide a comprehensive discussion of water 
quality in the upper Sacramento River; specifically Impacts WQ-7 
through WQ-12.  Of these impacts, only one (WQ-12) was deemed 
significant for action alternatives. Mitigation Measure WQ-12 would be 
implemented to address these impacts. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response WQ-1, “Remediation of 
Abandoned Mines in the Shasta Lake Area.” 

DFW-128: Please see Biological Resources Appendix, Fisheries and 
Aquatic Resources Technical Report for the full analysis for each of the 
Chinook Salmon runs.  This information was used and summarized in 
the DEIS Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems.” 

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-10, “Methodology 
for Evaluating Fisheries Impacts.” 

DFW-129: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-10, 
“Methodology for Evaluating Fisheries Effects.” 

DFW-130: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-10, 
“Methodology for Evaluating Fisheries Impacts,” And Master Comment 
Response CMS-1, “EIS Mitigation Plan.” 
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DFW-131: Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Resources,” of the DEIS 
acknowledges the potential adverse effects of altered flow regimes on 
river sinuosity. Reduced flow can decrease sinuosity, thus potential 
project impacts to sinuosity are reflected in the effects analyses for 
potential changes to flow for each alternative. Analyses for direct and 
indirect effects to flow among alternatives is found throughout Section 
11.3.3, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” of the DEIS. Impact Geo-9: 
Substantial Increase in Channel Erosion and Meander Migration in 
Chapter 4, “Geology, Geomorphology, Minerals, and Soils,” Section 
4.3.3, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” describes the characteristics of peak 
flows, including the duration, magnitude and rate at which flows change 
downstream from Shasta Dam. In Chapter 3 “Considerations for 
Describing Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences,” 
within Table 3-1, there is a subheader entitled “Qualitative Assessment 
of Actions Related to Flood Management” which covers numerous 
programs related to flood management, including the DWR program. 
Therefore, the DWR flood management program was included in the 
cumulative effects analysis. 

DFW-132: Please refer to Master Comment Response ESA-1, 
“Compliance with the Endangered Species Act.” 

DFW-133: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-10, 
“Methodology for Evaluating Fisheries Impacts.” 

DFW-134: See responses to comments DFW-51, DFW-95, DFW-98, 
and DFW-99. 

DFW-135: Please refer to Master Comment Response ESA-1, 
“Compliance with the Endangered Species Act.” 

DFW-136: Please refer to Master Comment Response ESA-1, 
“Compliance with the Endangered Species Act.” 

DFW-137: Impact Aqua-24 in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic 
Resources,” Section 11.3.3, “Direct and Indirect Effects” has been 
revised. 

DFW-138: The EIS, Chapter 7, “Water Quality,” includes a discussion 
of heavy metals and the associated impacts, including a discussion of 
beneficial uses (e.g., cold water fishery).  No known sources of mercury 
are within the immediate vicinity of Shasta Lake, although the EIS does 
disclose the fact that Shasta Lake is an impaired water body due to 
historic mining and smelting activity in the watershed. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response WQ-1, “Remediation of 
Abandoned Mines in the Shasta Lake Area.” 
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DFW-139: Comment noted. The tributary investigations were 
completed.  This information is included in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and 
Aquatic Ecosystems,” of the Final EIS.  The report documenting this 
investigation is cited as Reclamation 2014 in Chapter 11. 

DFW-140: Information concerning environmental commitments for 
CP4 can be found in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” 
Section 11.3.5, “Mitigation Measures.” Resource and Regulatory 
agencies will determine whether the mitigation commitments will be 
sufficient for regulatory purposes. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-10, “Methodology 
for Evaluating Fisheries Impacts.” 

DFW-141: The additional storage created by the 18.5-foot dam raise 
under alternative CP4 and CP4A would be used to improve the ability to 
meet water temperature objectives and habitat requirements for 
anadromous fish during drought years and increase water supply 
reliability. 

DFW-142: The comment refers to a preliminary draft EIS issued in 
2012, not the June 2013 DEIS. The DEIS did include additional 
information on this topic. The Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report and EIS include updated information on Neviusia 
cliftonii.  Surveys were completed to map population sizes and locations 
to accurately quantify the impacts to this species from the dam raise and 
lake inundation.  In Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” 
Section 12.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Bot-2, “Loss of 
MSCS Covered Species,” and Impact BOT-3, “Loss of USFS Sensitive, 
BLM Sensitive, or CRPR Species” include the analysis of impacts to 
Neviusia cliftonii. Mitigation measures were developed in cooperation 
with the USFWS, USFS, and BLM, and were updated in Section 12.3.5, 
“Mitigation Measures,” of the EIS. 

DFW-143: The comment refers to a preliminary draft EIS issued in 
2012, not the June 2013 DEIS. The DEIS did include additional 
information on this topic. The Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report and EIS include updated information on Neviusia 
cliftonii.  Surveys were completed to map population sizes and locations 
to accurately quantify the impacts to this species from the dam raise and 
lake inundation.  In Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” 
Section 12.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Bot-2, “Loss of 
MSCS Covered Species,” and Impact BOT-3, “Loss of USFS Sensitive, 
BLM Sensitive, or CRPR Species” include the analysis of impacts to 
Neviusia cliftonii. Mitigation measures were developed in cooperation 
with the USFWS, USFS, and BLM, and were updated in Section 12.3.5, 
“Mitigation Measures,” of the EIS. 
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DFW-144: The comment refers to a preliminary draft EIS issued in 
2012, not the June 2013 DEIS. The DEIS did include additional 
information on this topic. The Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report and EIS include updated information on Neviusia 
cliftonii.  Surveys were completed to map population sizes and locations 
to accurately quantify the impacts to this species from the dam raise and 
lake inundation.  In Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” 
Section 12.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Bot-2, “Loss of 
MSCS Covered Species,” and Impact BOT-3, “Loss of USFS Sensitive, 
BLM Sensitive, or CRPR Species” include the analysis of impacts to 
Neviusia cliftonii. Mitigation measures were developed in cooperation 
with the USFWS, USFS, and BLM, and were updated in Section 12.3.5, 
“Mitigation Measures,” of the EIS. 

DFW-145: The comment refers to a preliminary draft EIS issued in 
2012, not the June 2013 DEIS. The DEIS did include additional 
information on this topic. The Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report and EIS include updated information on Neviusia 
cliftonii.  Surveys were completed to map population sizes and locations 
to accurately quantify the impacts to this species from the dam raise and 
lake inundation.  In Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” 
Section 12.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects Impact Bot-2, “Loss of 
MSCS Covered Species,” and Impact BOT-3, “Loss of USFS Sensitive, 
BLM Sensitive, or CRPR Species” include the analysis of impacts to 
Neviusia cliftonii. Mitigation measures were developed in cooperation 
with the USFWS, USFS, and BLM, and were updated in Section 12.3.5, 
“Mitigation Measures,” of the EIS. 

DFW-146: The comment refers to a preliminary draft EIS issued in 
2012, not the June 2013 DEIS. The DEIS did include additional 
information on this topic. The Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report and EIS include updated information on Neviusia 
cliftonii.  Surveys were completed to map population sizes and locations 
to accurately quantify the impacts to this species from the dam raise and 
lake inundation.  In Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” 
Section 12.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects Impact Bot-2, “Loss of 
MSCS Covered Species,” and Impact BOT-3, “Loss of USFS Sensitive, 
BLM Sensitive, or CRPR Species” include the analysis of impacts to 
Neviusia cliftonii. Mitigation measures were developed in cooperation 
with the USFWS, USFS, and BLM, and were updated in Section 12.3.5, 
“Mitigation Measures,” of the EIS. 

DFW-147: The comment refers to a preliminary draft EIS issued in 
2012, not the June 2013 DEIS. The DEIS did include additional 
information on this topic. The Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report and EIS include updated information on Neviusia 
cliftonii.  Surveys were completed to map population sizes and locations 
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to accurately quantify the impacts to this species from the dam raise and 
lake inundation.  In Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” 
Section 12.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Bot-2, “Loss of 
MSCS Covered Species,” and Impact BOT-3, “Loss of USFS Sensitive, 
BLM Sensitive, or CRPR Species” include the analysis of impacts to 
Neviusia cliftonii. Mitigation measures were developed in cooperation 
with the USFWS, USFS, and BLM, and were updated in Section 12.3.5, 
“Mitigation Measures,” of the EIS. 

DFW-148: The comment refers to a preliminary draft EIS issued in 
2012, not the June 2013 DEIS. The DEIS did include additional 
information on this topic. The Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report and EIS include updated information on Neviusia 
cliftonii.  Surveys were completed to map population sizes and locations 
to accurately quantify the impacts to this species from the dam raise and 
lake inundation.  In Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” 
Section 12.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Bot-2, “Loss of 
MSCS Covered Species,” and Impact BOT-3, “Loss of USFS Sensitive, 
BLM Sensitive, or CRPR Species” include the analysis of impacts to 
Neviusia cliftonii. Mitigation measures were developed in cooperation 
with the USFWS, USFS, and BLM, and were updated in Section 12.3.5, 
“Mitigation Measures,” of the EIS. 

DFW-149: The comment refers to a preliminary draft EIS issued in 
2012, not the June 2013 DEIS. The DEIS did include additional 
information on this topic. The Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report and EIS include updated information on Neviusia 
cliftonii.  Surveys were completed to map population sizes and locations 
to accurately quantify the impacts to this species from the dam raise and 
lake inundation.  In Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” 
Section 12.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Bot-2, “Loss of 
MSCS Covered Species,” and Impact BOT-3, “Loss of USFS Sensitive, 
BLM Sensitive, or CRPR Species” include the analysis of impacts to 
Neviusia cliftonii. Mitigation measures were developed in cooperation 
with the USFWS, USFS, and BLM, and were updated in Section 12.3.5, 
“Mitigation Measures,” of the EIS. 

DFW-150: The comment refers to a preliminary draft EIS issued in 
2012, not the June 2013 DEIS. The DEIS did include additional 
information on this topic. The Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report and EIS include updated information on Neviusia 
cliftonii.  Surveys were completed to map population sizes and locations 
to accurately quantify the impacts to this species from the dam raise and 
lake inundation.  In Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” 
Section 12.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Bot-2, “Loss of 
MSCS Covered Species,” and Impact BOT-3, “Loss of USFS Sensitive, 
BLM Sensitive, or CRPR Species” include the analysis of impacts to 
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Neviusia cliftonii. Mitigation measures were developed in cooperation 
with the USFWS, USFS, and BLM, and were updated in Section 12.3.5, 
“Mitigation Measures,” of the EIS. 

DFW-151: The comment refers to a preliminary draft EIS issued in 
2012, not the June 2013 DEIS.  The DEIS did include additional 
information on this topic. The Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report and EIS include updated information on Shasta snow-
wreath and Neviusia cliftonii.  Surveys were completed to map 
population sizes and locations to accurately quantify the impacts to 
MSCS plant species from the dam raise and lake inundation. In Chapter 
12, “Water Quality,” of the EIS, Section 12.3.4, “Direct and Indirect 
Effects,” Impact Bot-2, “Loss of MSCS Covered Species,” and Impact 
BOT-3, “Loss of USFS Sensitive, BLM Sensitive, or CRPR Species” 
include the analysis of impacts to Shasta snow-wreath.  Mitigation 
measures were developed in cooperation with the USFWS, USFS, and 
BLM, and were updated in the mitigation measures Section 12.3.5 of the 
EIS. 

DFW-152: The comment refers to a preliminary draft EIS issued in 
2012, not the June 2013 DEIS.  The DEIS did include additional 
information on this topic. The Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report and EIS include updated information on Shasta snow-
wreath and Neviusia cliftonii.  Surveys were completed to map 
population sizes and locations to accurately quantify the impacts to 
MSCS plant species from the dam raise and lake inundation.  In Chapter 
12, “Water Quality,” of the EIS, Section 12.3.4, “Direct and Indirect 
Effects,” Impact Bot-2, “Loss of MSCS Covered Species,” and Impact 
BOT-3, “Loss of USFS Sensitive, BLM Sensitive, or CRPR Species” 
include the analysis of impacts to Shasta snow-wreath.  Mitigation 
measures were developed in cooperation with the USFWS, USFS, and 
BLM, and were updated in the mitigation measures Section 12.3.5 of the 
EIS. 

DFW-153: The comment refers to a preliminary draft EIS issued in 
2012, not the June 2013 DEIS.  The DEIS did include additional 
information on this topic. The Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report and EIS include updated information on Shasta snow-
wreath and Neviusia cliftonii.  Surveys were completed to map 
population sizes and locations to accurately quantify the impacts to 
MSCS plant species from the dam raise and lake inundation. In Chapter 
12, “Water Quality,” of the EIS, Section 12.3.4, “Direct and Indirect 
Effects,” Impact Bot-2, “Loss of MSCS Covered Species,” and Impact 
BOT-3, “Loss of USFS Sensitive, BLM Sensitive, or CRPR Species” 
include the analysis of impacts to Shasta snow-wreath.  Mitigation 
measures were developed in cooperation with the USFWS, USFS, and 
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BLM, and were updated in the mitigation measures Section 12.3.5 of the 
EIS. 

DFW-154: The comment refers to a preliminary draft EIS issued in 
2012, not the June 2013 DEIS. The DEIS did include additional 
information on this topic. The Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report and EIS include updated information on Neviusia 
cliftonii.  Surveys were completed to map population sizes and locations 
to accurately quantify the impacts to this species from the dam raise and 
lake inundation.  In Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” 
Section 12.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Bot-2, “Loss of 
MSCS Covered Species,” and Impact BOT-3, “Loss of USFS Sensitive, 
BLM Sensitive, or CRPR Species” include the analysis of impacts to 
Neviusia cliftonii. Mitigation measures were developed in cooperation 
with the USFWS, USFS, and BLM, and were updated in Section 12.3.5, 
“Mitigation Measures,” of the EIS. There are private lands outside the 
study area that contain Neviusia cliftonii populations that were 
discovered following the release of the DEIS. 

DFW-155: The comment refers to a preliminary draft EIS issued in 
2012, not the June 2013 DEIS. The DEIS did include additional 
information on this topic. The Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report and EIS include updated information on Shasta snow-
wreath.  Surveys were completed to map population sizes and locations 
to accurately quantify the impacts to Shasta snow-wreath populations 
from the dam raise and lake inundation In Chapter 12, “Botanical 
Resources and Wetlands,” Section 12.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” 
Impact Bot-2, “Loss of MSCS Covered Species,” and Impact BOT-3, 
“Loss of USFS Sensitive, BLM Sensitive, or CRPR Species” include the 
analysis of impacts to Neviusia cliftonii.  Mitigation measures were 
developed in cooperation with the USFWS, USFS, and BLM, and were 
updated in Section 12.3.5, “Mitigation Measures,” of the EIS. 

DFW-156: In addition to enhanced impact analyses and mitigation 
measures within Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” 
Section 12.3.6, “Cumulative Effects,” was revised. 

DFW-157: The comment refers to a preliminary draft EIS issued in 
2012, not the June 2013 DEIS. The DEIS did include additional 
information on this topic. In addition to enhanced impact analyses and 
mitigation measures within Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and 
Wetlands,” Section 12.3.6, “Cumulative Effects,” was revised. 

DFW-158: The comment refers to a preliminary draft EIS issued in 
2012, not the June 2013 DEIS. The DEIS did include additional 
information on this topic. Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and 
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Wetlands,” of the EIS includes updated impacts discussions, revised 
impact analyses, and enhanced mitigation measures. 

DFW-159: For species that are relatively widespread (i.e., foothill 
yellow-legged frog and pacific fisher), a habitat-based impact analysis 
was used.  However, for endemics or species with a more narrow range 
(i.e., purple martin nesting habitat) the impact analysis was more 
detailed and not based on habitat alone. 

DFW-160: As stated in Section 2.2 of the ASIP Guidebook, the ASIP 
should “[i]dentify species and habitats that are present or may be present 
in the Action Area including: (1) MSCS species covered under 
CALFED Programmatic BOs and NCCP Determination.  To develop the 
species list, it is recommended that the Implementing Entities: (a) 
Include species lists from the Fishery Agencies as described under 
Section 1.3 for the Action Area; (b) Conduct a search of DFG’s Natural 
Diversity Database to identify known occurrences of special-status 
species within the Action Area:  
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/whdab/html/cnddb.html; (c) Conduct a search of 
the California Native Plant Society’s Inventory of Rare and Endangered 
Plants; and (d) Submit a request in writing to DFG for information about 
any recent observations of special-status species within or near the 
geographic scope of the project that are not included in the special-status 
species occurrence databases available to the public...” Reclamation 
evaluated all species evaluated under the MSCS (as identified in MSCS 
Table 2-2) and augmented this list with information obtained from 
USFWS, CNPS, and CDNNB. Reclamation will submit a written 
request to CDFW. 

DFW-161: See response to comment DFW-160. 

DFW-162: Within Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the Final EIS, 
Section 13.1, “Affected Environment,” and Section 13.3.4, “Direct and 
Indirect Effects,” were revised. 

DFW-163: The EIS and Wildlife Resources Technical Report 
Attachment 2, “Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the 
Shasta Lake and Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area” was 
updated to include the correct number of Shasta salamander sites.  The 
Wildlife Resources Technical Report – Attachment 9, “Shasta 
Salamander Survey Report,” contains information on Shasta salamander 
survey results.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 
13.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-1, “Take and Loss of 
Habitat for the Shasta salamander” includes the analysis of impacts to 
Shasta salamander. The EIS was revised to enhance Section 13.3.5, 
“Mitigation Measures,” for the Shasta salamander. 
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DFW-164: The EIS and Wildlife Resources Technical Report 
Attachment 2, “Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the 
Shasta Lake and Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area” was 
updated to include the correct number of Shasta salamander sites.  The 
Wildlife Resources Technical Report – Attachment 9, “Shasta 
Salamander Survey Report,” contains information on Shasta salamander 
survey results.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 
13.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-1, “Take and Loss of 
Habitat for the Shasta salamander” includes the analysis of impacts to 
Shasta salamander. The EIS was revised to enhance Section 13.3.5, 
“Mitigation Measures,” for the Shasta salamander. 

DFW-165: The EIS and Wildlife Resources Technical Report 
Attachment 2, “Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the 
Shasta Lake and Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area” was 
updated to include the correct number of Shasta salamander sites.  The 
Wildlife Resources Technical Report – Attachment 9, “Shasta 
Salamander Survey Report,” contains information on Shasta salamander 
survey results.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 
13.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-1, “Take and Loss of 
Habitat for the Shasta salamander” includes the analysis of impacts to 
Shasta salamander. The EIS was revised to enhance Section 13.3.5, 
“Mitigation Measures,” for the Shasta salamander. 

DFW-166: The EIS and Wildlife Resources Technical Report 
Attachment 2, “Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the 
Shasta Lake and Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area” includes 
enhanced discussions on foothill yellow-legged frog and tailed frog 
habitat.  Northwestern pond turtle habitat is also discussed in 
Attachment 2. In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 
13.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-2, “Impact on the 
Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog and Tailed Frog and Their Habitat” 
includes the analysis of impacts to foothill yellow-legged frog and tailed 
frog. Impact Wild-3: Impact on the Northwestern Pond Turtle and Its 
Habitat includes the analysis of impacts to northwestern pond turtle. 

DFW-167: The EIS and Wildlife Resources Technical Report 
Attachment 2, “Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the 
Shasta Lake and Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area” includes 
discussion on peregrine falcon and its habitat.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife 
Resources,” of the EIS, Section 13.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” 
Impact Wild-4, “Impact on American Peregrine Falcon” includes the 
analysis of impacts to peregrine falcon. The EIS was revised to enhance 
Section 13.3.5, “Mitigation Measures,” for peregrine falcon. 

DFW-168: The EIS and Wildlife Resources Technical Report 
Attachment 2, “Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the 



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation 
Environmental Impact Statement 

33.8-92 Final – December 2014 

Shasta Lake and Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area” includes 
discussion on bald eagle and its habitat. In Chapter 13, “Wildlife 
Resources,” of the EIS, Section 13.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” 
Impact Wild-5, “Take and Loss of Habitat for the Bald Eagle” includes 
the analysis of impacts to bald eagle and its habitat. The EIS was revised 
to enhance Section 13.3.5, “Mitigation Measures,” for bald eagle.  In 
addition, a Bald and Golden Eagle Management Plan will be developed 
if warranted. 

DFW-169: The Wildlife Resources Technical Report – Attachment 9, 
“Shasta Salamander Survey Report” contains information on Shasta 
salamander surveys including the level of survey effort, methods, and 
results.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 13.3.4, 
“Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-1, “Take and Loss of Habitat 
for the Shasta salamander,” includes the analysis of impacts to Shasta 
salamander. The Wildlife Resources Technical Report - Attachment 2, 
“Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the Shasta Lake and 
Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area,” was revised to enhance the 
discussion of Shasta salamander.  In addition, the EIS was revised to 
enhance the impact analysis and mitigation measures in Section 13.3.5 
for Shasta salamander. 

DFW-170: The Wildlife Resources Technical Report – Attachment 9, 
“Shasta Salamander Survey Report” contains information on Shasta 
salamander surveys including the level of survey effort, methods, and 
results.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 13.3.4, 
“Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-1, “Take and Loss of Habitat 
for the Shasta salamander,” includes the analysis of impacts to Shasta 
salamander. The Wildlife Resources Technical Report - Attachment 2, 
“Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the Shasta Lake and 
Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area,” was revised to enhance the 
discussion of Shasta salamander.  In addition, the EIS was revised to 
enhance the impact analysis and mitigation measures in Section 13.3.5 
for Shasta salamander. 

DFW-171: The Wildlife Resources Technical Report Attachment 2, 
“Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the Shasta Lake and 
Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area,” includes discussion on bald 
eagle and its habitat.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, 
Section 13.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-5, “Take and 
Loss of Habitat for the Bald Eagle” includes the analysis of impacts to 
bald eagle and its habitat. The EIS was revised to enhance the impact 
analysis and mitigation measures in Section 13.3.5 for bald eagle.  In 
addition, a Bald and Golden Eagle Management Plan will be developed 
if warranted with input from CDFW and USFWS. 
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DFW-172: The Wildlife Resources Technical Report - Attachment 10, 
“Terrestrial Mollusk Survey Report,” contains information on terrestrial 
mollusk surveys including the level of effort, methods, and results.  In 
Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 13.3.4, “Direct 
and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-12, “Impacts on Special-Status 
Mollusks (Shasta Sideband, Wintu Sideband, Shasta Chaparral, and 
Shasta Hesperian) and Their Habitat” includes the analysis of impacts to 
special-status terrestrial mollusks.  In addition, the EIS was revised to 
enhance the impact analysis and mitigation measures in Section 13.3.5 
for special-status terrestrial mollusks. 

DFW-173: General Wildlife Habitat is based on the California Wildlife 
Habitat Relationship system including those habitats not linked to a 
specific species.  This is defined in Section 13.1, “Affected 
Environment,” in Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS.  The 
HEP analysis was used in the USFWS CAR to characterize existing 
conditions and was considered in the impacts analysis and mitigation 
development. 

DFW-174: Chapter 12, “Botany,” indicates that “acreage values are 
approximate.”  As noted in Impact Wild-17 (CP1), “the total amount of 
riparian vegetation would not decline substantially, [but] the portion in 
early successional stages would be reduced.” Thus, the overall amount 
of riparian habitat (measured in acres) is less affected than the 
composition of this this habitat (e.g., early successional versus late 
successional). Therefore, the impact is adequately analyzed in terms of 
how the composition change (not an acreage change) affect various 
species. 

DFW-175: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-2, “Potential 
Impacts to Bank Swallow and Bank Swallow Habitat,” and Master 
Comment Response DSFISH-2, “Other Fisheries Models and Tools.” 

DFW-176: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-2, “Potential 
Impacts to Bank Swallow and Bank Swallow Habitat.” 

DFW-177: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-2, “Potential 
Impacts to Bank Swallow and Bank Swallow Habitat.” 

DFW-178: The Wildlife Resources Technical Report – Attachment 9, 
“Shasta Salamander Survey Report,” contains information on Shasta 
salamander surveys including the level of survey effort, methods, and 
results.  The Wildlife Resources Technical Report Attachment 2, 
“Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the Shasta Lake and 
Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area,” was revised to enhance the 
discussion of Shasta salamander.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” 
of the EIS, Section 13.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects Section,” Impact 



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation 
Environmental Impact Statement 

33.8-94 Final – December 2014 

Wild-1, “Take and Loss of Habitat for the Shasta salamander,” includes 
the analysis of impacts to Shasta salamander. In addition, the EIS was 
revised to enhance the impact analysis and mitigation measures Section 
13.3.5 for Shasta salamander. 

DFW-179: The Wildlife Resources Technical Report – Attachment 9, 
“Shasta Salamander Survey Report,” contains information on Shasta 
salamander surveys including the level of survey effort, methods, and 
results.  The Wildlife Resources Technical Report Attachment 2, 
“Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the Shasta Lake and 
Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area,” was revised to enhance the 
discussion of Shasta salamander.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” 
of the EIS, Section 13.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects Section,” Impact 
Wild-1, “Take and Loss of Habitat for the Shasta salamander,” includes 
the analysis of impacts to Shasta salamander. In addition, the EIS was 
revised to enhance the impact analysis and mitigation measures Section 
13.3.5 for Shasta salamander. 

DFW-180: The Wildlife Resources Technical Report – Attachment 9, 
“Shasta Salamander Survey Report” contains information on Shasta 
salamander surveys including the level of survey effort, methods, and 
results.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 13.3.4, 
“Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-1, “Take and Loss of Habitat 
for the Shasta salamander,” includes the analysis of impacts to Shasta 
salamander. The Wildlife Resources Technical Report - Attachment 2, 
“Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the Shasta Lake and 
Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area,” was revised to enhance the 
discussion of Shasta salamander.  In addition, the EIS was revised to 
enhance the impact analysis and mitigation measures in Section 13.3.5 
for Shasta salamander. 

DFW-181: The Wildlife Resources Technical Report – Attachment 9, 
“Shasta Salamander Survey Report” contains information on Shasta 
salamander surveys including the level of survey effort, methods, and 
results.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 13.3.4, 
“Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-1, “Take and Loss of Habitat 
for the Shasta salamander,” includes the analysis of impacts to Shasta 
salamander. The Wildlife Resources Technical Report - Attachment 2, 
“Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the Shasta Lake and 
Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area,” was revised to enhance the 
discussion of Shasta salamander.  In addition, the EIS was revised to 
enhance the impact analysis and mitigation measures in Section 13.3.5 
for Shasta salamander. 

DFW-182: The Wildlife Resources Technical Report Attachment 2, 
“Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the Shasta Lake and 
Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area,” was revised to enhance the 
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discussion of willow flycatcher, Vaux’s swift, yellow warbler, and 
yellow-breasted chat.  Impact Wild-8: Impacts on the Willow 
Flycatcher, Vaux’s Swift, Yellow Warbler, and Yellow-Breasted Chat 
and Their Foraging and Nesting Habitat includes the analysis of impacts 
to these species.  In addition, the EIS was revised to enhance Section 
13.3.4, “Impact Analysis,” and Section 13.3.5, “Mitigation Measures,” 
for these species. 

DFW-183: The EIS contains additional information from technical 
studies completed after the DEIS was circulated; specifically, a detailed 
discussion of barriers to aquatic organisms (upstream and downstream) 
has been included. The EIS includes an environmental commitment to 
monitor a potential barrier in the transition reach of Squaw Creek and 
develop a management plan to address this site if a barrier is 
documented post-authorization. 

The EIS also acknowledges that the creation of transition reaches is a 
permanent, albeit periodic process. 

DFW-184: Chapter 25, “Wild and Scenic River Considerations for 
McCloud River,” of the EIS has been revised to acknowledge the 
permanent but periodic fluctuations of water levels (Impact WASR-3). 

DFW-185: NEPA requires that the lead agency--in this case, 
Reclamation--determine and disclose the impacts of an action. While the 
McCloud River is protected under state statute, is not clear what section 
of the Public Resources Code supports the commenters claim that 
Reclamation should request an effects determination from the California 
Natural Resources Agency. 

Comments received on the DEIS related to Impacts WASR- 3 and 
WASR-4  resulted in developing mitigation measures intended to 
evaluate opportunities available to Reclamation that could potentially 
mitigate, these impacts to some degree if the SLWRI is authorized. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-6, “Protections of the 
Lower McCloud River as Identified in the California Public Resources 
Code, Section 5093.542.” 

DFW-186: Chapter 25, “Wild and Scenic River Considerations for 
McCloud River,” discusses both the temporary and permanent impacts 
on the McCloud River.  It discloses that, without mitigation, the impact 
is significant and unavoidable. 

DFW-187: During the preparation of the cumulative impact assessment 
of the SLWRI DEIS, Reclamation carefully considered how to treat 
various potential future actions and programs consistent with CEQ 
NEPA Regulations 40 CFR Section 1508.7. Projects which are included 
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in the SLWRI cumulative effects analysis quantitatively are those that 
are reasonably foreseeable projects defined as including those with 
current authorization, secured funding for design and construction, and 
environmental permitting and compliance activities that are substantially 
complete (Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2, “No Action”). The 
actions of the 2009 NMFS Biological Opinion which qualify for 
inclusion in the SLWRI cumulative effects analysis, the Sacramento 
River Habitat Restoration and Enhancement and Fish Passage Actions, 
are described and included in Section 3.2.9, “Cumulative Effects,” of 
Chapter 3, “Considerations for Describing Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences.” The 2009 Biological Opinion, and any 
actions associated with the 2009 Biological Opinion which do not 
qualify are not included in the cumulative effects analysis, although 
elements of both are included in the modeling for impacts analysis 
within the SLWRI DEIS. At present, the USFS does not have any post-
Bagley Fire formal plans for salvage logging or soils remediation which 
qualify for inclusion the cumulative effects analysis; however 
considerations for post-fire recovery were prescribed by the USFS in the 
Comprehensive Mitigation Strategy (CMS), included in the SLWRI 
Final EIS. 

DFW-188: NEPA requires that the lead agency--in this case, 
Reclamation--determine and disclose the impacts of an action. While the 
McCloud River is protected under state statute, is not clear what section 
of the Public Resources Code supports the commenters claim that 
Reclamation should request an effects determination from the California 
Natural Resources Agency. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-6, “Protections of the 
Lower McCloud River as Identified in the California Public Resources 
Code, Section 5093.542.” 

DFW-189: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTS-1, 
“Alternative Selection.” 

DFW-190: The analysis for the DEIS is complete.  Consistent with 
NEPA, environmentally preferable alternative will be identified in the 
ROD. It is unclear why public release of the public draft would be 
questionable.  The release of the DEIS is consistent with the NEPA 
regulations (40 CFR Section 1502.19) for release and notification of a 
draft statement. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of NEPA 
Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts”; Master Comment Response NEPA-1, 
“Sufficiency of the EIS”; Master Comment Response CEQA-1, “CEQA 
Compliance”; Master Comment Response ALTS-1, “Alternative 
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Selection”; Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS Mitigation Plan”; 
and Master Comment Response GEN-8 “Public Outreach and 
Involvement.” 

DFW-191: The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (Public Law 85-
624) does not require the identification of the environmentally 
preferable alterative. The act states "for the purpose of determining the 
possible damage to wildlife resources and for the purpose of determining 
means and measures that should be adopted to prevent the loss of 
damage to such wildlife resources, as well as to provide concurrently for 
the development and improvement of such resources, shall be made an 
integral part of any report prepared or submitted by any agency of the 
Federal Government..." The Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
Report, prepared by the USFWS, was included in the DEIS. Per the act, 
Reclamation gave "full consideration to the report..." 

Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1, “CEQA 
Compliance,” and Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act Report.” 

DFW-192: As stated in the Engineering Summary Appendix, the Pit 7 
Afterbay Dam may require the placement of rock dowels and rip rap for 
slope stability to meet the necessary safety standards.  Ancillary 
facilities will need to be addressed near the Pit 7 Afterbay Dam 
including relocating the gaging station and cableway that would be 
inundated by the new high water line, extending the boat barriers, 
relocating security fences and signs, rehabbing the existing boat ramp, 
and relocating the warning siren. 

After Congressional authorization of an action alternative further 
planning and design refinements will be required. During that time the 
appropriate stakeholders will be included where necessary. 

DFW-193: This general comment in the introduction of the Fisheries 
and Aquatic Resources Technical Report was intended to provide 
background information.  It is not a statement specific to the SLWRI 
Project.  The impact discussion in Impact Aqua-1, “Effects on 
Nearshore, Warm-Water Habitat in Shasta Lake from Project 
Operations,” provided a detailed discussion of these issues in Chapter 
11, “Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems,” of the EIS. This chapter and 
related technical report have been updated to respond to wide array of 
comments and to incorporate new information and analysis. 

DFW-194: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Fisheries and Aquatic 
Ecosystems Technical Report, Section 1.1.1, “Aquatic Habitat.” 
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DFW-195: Text has been revised to reflect comment. 

DFW-196: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Fisheries and Aquatic 
Ecosystems Technical Report, Section 1.1.1, “Aquatic Habitat.” 

DFW-197: As the SLWRI has progressed, descriptions of affected 
environment, as well as other sections in the EIS (e.g., regulatory 
settings, cumulative effects) and related evaluations have been updated 
as appropriate to reflect changes in SLWRI baseline assumptions.  These 
changes include, among others, changes in regulatory conditions and 
CVP and SWP facilities and operations and updates to related 
projects/programs.  This documentation has also been updated, as 
appropriate for the SLWRI, for the Final EIS.  The commenter has not 
provided any specifics on resource topics that are considered as not 
reflecting existing conditions. 

DFW-198: The Draft Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems Technical 
Report do not contain impact analyses.  Section 11.3, “Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation Measures,” in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and 
Aquatic Ecosystems,” describes the Reservoir Fisheries Analyses and 
models used to determine that the expansion of the surface area of 
Shasta Lake could be beneficial. The EIS has been updated in response 
to comments, new information ad revisions to mitigation measures. 

DFW-199: The Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems Technical Report 
does not include an analysis of impacts; impacts analysis and mitigation 
measures were presented in the DEIS.  For the impact analysis regarding 
lower gradient, fish bearing reaches of the tributaries to Shasta Lake see 
Impact Geo-2 in Chapter 4, “Geology,” Chapter 11, “Fisheries and 
Aquatic Ecosystems,” Impact Aqua-1, “Effects on Nearshore, Warm-
Water Habitat in Shasta Lake from Project Operations”; Impact Aqua-6, 
“Creation or Removal of Barriers to Fish Between Tributaries and 
Shasta Lake”; and Impact Aqua-7, “Effects on Spawning and Rearing 
Habitat of Adfluvial Salmonids in Low-Gradient Tributaries to Shasta 
Lake.” The EIS has been updated in response to comments, new 
information and revisions to mitigation measures. 

DFW-200: Comment noted.  The Technical Report does not include 
impact analyses; they are in Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic 
Ecosystems.” 

DFW-201: Comment noted. The EIS Chapter 11, “Fisheries and 
Aquatic Ecosystems,” has been revised to acknowledge that the effects 
of sport fishing are minimal. 

DFW-202: Text has been revised to reflect comment. 
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DFW-203: Text has been revised to reflect comment. 

DFW-204: While the spring-run Chinook salmon in that spawn in the 
Sacramento River between Keswick Dam and Red Bluff Pumping Plant 
may be of questionable genetic integrity, they are still considered as 
spring-run Chinook salmon by DFW and other resource agencies while 
conducting annual spawner estimates (see Grand Tab Table at 
http://www.calfish.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=wXbihOvQ7JU%3d&t
abid=213&mid=524). Also, the Sacramento River within this reach is 
included in the designated critical habitat for spring-run Chinook 
salmon. In a Fisheries Technical Team meeting in Red Bluff on July 5, 
2007, NMFS stated that regardless of the actual number of spring-run 
present in the Sacramento River, the Recovery Plan, critical habitat, and 
AFRP goals require that Reclamation must include protective measures 
for spring-run Chinook salmon, and therefore need to include spring-run 
Chinook salmon in the analysis. 

DFW-205: Both Butte and Clear creeks were identified as supporting 
spring-run Chinook salmon, and as being included as critical habitat 3 
paragraphs above the text in the DEIS to which the commenter refers. 

DFW-206: Both the DEIS and the Final EIS are based upon best 
available information existing at the time of the preparation of these 
documents. Information will be updated during subsequent phases of the 
project, should an alternative be authorized by Congress. Text has not 
been revised. 

DFW-207: Discussion of the New Zealand mud snail and Quagga 
mussel was updated in the Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems Technical 
Report and included in the EIS Chapter 11, “Fisheries and Aquatic 
Ecosystems.” 

DFW-208: There have been previous review and comment opportunities 
on documents related to the SLWRI.  At this time we are responding to 
questions submitted specifically for the public DEIS.  Many 
modifications to the SLWRI have been made pursuant to previous 
reviews of the various documents related to the project formulation 
process and Reclamation is not required as part of the NEPA process to 
review all previous comments on project related documents. 

Additionally, while the spring-run Chinook salmon in that spawn in the 
Sacramento River between Keswick Dam and Red Bluff Pumping Plant 
may be of questionable genetic integrity, they are still considered as 
spring-run Chinook salmon by DFW and other resource agencies while 
conducting annual spawner estimates (see Grand Tab Table at 
http://www.calfish.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=wXbihOvQ7JU%3d&t
abid=213&mid=524). Also, the Sacramento River within this reach is 
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included in the designated critical habitat for spring-run Chinook 
salmon. In a Fisheries Technical Team meeting in Red Bluff on July 5, 
2007, NMFS stated that regardless of the actual number of spring-run 
present in the Sacramento River, the Recovery Plan, critical habitat, and 
AFRP goals require that Reclamation must include protective measures 
for spring-run Chinook salmon, and therefore need to include spring-run 
Chinook salmon in the analysis. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-1, “SALMOD 
Model for Sacramento River Chinook Salmon.” 

DFW-209: Reclamation concurs that SALMOD is only used to support 
technical analyses of anadromous fish populations in the SLWRI 
planning process.  SALMOD is not appropriate for addressing other 
environmental concerns, such as quagga mussels. Additionally, redd 
dewatering is one of the mortality factors calculated and quantified in 
SALMOD as Incubation Mortality. SALMOD can, however, be useful 
in providing information useful in managing each run, whether 
individually or together by showing which conditions benefit or impact 
each run. 

With respect to responding to the Departments previous letter, there 
have been previous review and comment opportunities on documents 
related to the SLWRI.  At this time we are responding to questions 
submitted specifically for the public DEIS.  Many modifications to the 
SLWRI have been made pursuant to previous reviews of the various 
documents related to the project formulation process and Reclamation is 
not required as part of the NEPA process to review all previous 
comments on project related documents. 

DFW-210: These results are based on a modeling exercise to show the 
general increase of each alternative based on simulated data. Putting a 
date in the Executive Summary table is inappropriate because other 
factors have strong influence over Chinook salmon populations as well, 
as shown by the fact that the AFRP goals still have not been met. 

DFW-211: Reclamation will respond when the full text of the comment 
is provided by the commenter. 

DFW-212: The commenter asserts that the statement “the majority of 
increased firm yield…would be for south-of-Delta agricultural and M&I 
deliveries” should be reworded to include refuge water supplies per 
CVPIA Section 3406 (d). 

As shown in Chapter 6, “Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Water 
Management,” Sections 6.3.3, “Direct and Indirect Effects” and 6.3.4, 
“Mitigation Measures” of the DEIS, while the impacts of the action 
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alternatives on south-of-Delta refuge water supplies would be either less 
than significant or beneficial so no mitigation would be needed, the 
majority of the average annual increase in firm (dry and critical year) 
water supplies would be for agricultural and M&I deliveries. The 
referenced statements in the DEIS are correct as written. 

DFW-213: Please refer to Master Comment Response CVPIA-1, 
“Central Valley Project Improvement Act Firm Level 2 and Incremental 
Level 4 Refuge Water Supplies.” 

DFW-214: Text has been revised to reflect the recent developments in 
the 2008 USFWS and 2009 NMFS Biological Opinions in the Executive 
Summary, Chapter 3, “Considerations for Describing Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences,” and Chapter 11, 
“Fisheries and Aquatic Ecosystems.” 

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-8, “National Marine 
Fisheries Service Recovery Plan, Anadromous Fish Restoration Program 
Doubling Goals and Biological Opinions.” 

DFW-215: Please refer to Master Comment Response CVPIA-1, 
“Central Valley Project Improvement Act Firm Level 2 and Incremental 
Level 4 Refuge Water Supplies.” 

DFW-216: The CNDDB and USFWS ES Database queries were 
updated in 2012 and 2011, respectively. This update is identified 
throughout the EIS and the Wildlife Resources Technical Report. The 
one reference in the text to a 2007 query was an inadvertent error in the 
text. Therefore, the queries are within the 5-year window and reflect 
current information. 

DFW-217: Vernal pool habitat is discussed under Annual Grassland on 
page 1-30 of the Wildlife Resources Technical Report and is not mapped 
as a separate habitat type in the study area. There is no vernal pool 
habitat within, or adjacent to any of the inundation, relocation or 
restoration areas identified in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” of the EIS. 

DFW-218: In the DEIS, this table displays the plant community and 
habitat types as classified in the CWHR and references those habitat 
types to an MSCS Habitat Type as part of the overall affected 
environment discussion. 

DFW-219: In the DEIS, the acres in Table 1-2 and Table 1-3 in Chapter 
1 of the Wildlife Resources Technical Report reflect the number of acres 
of habitat that would be inundated in the impoundment area and 
relocation areas, respectively.  The impoundment area is the same as the 
inundation area.  In the EIS, the size of relocation areas was revised and 
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the tables were updated. In addition, a total acreage value for each 
habitat type was added to these tables. 

DFW-220: The current small scale map is adequate for the purposes of 
the Wildlife Resources Technical Report and Final EIS. If the SLWRI is 
authorized, additional planning documents would be prepared; at that 
point, additional graphics may be required to support various permitting 
and consultation efforts. 

DFW-221: Revised oak woodland description on page 1-30 of the Draft 
Wildlife Resources Technical Report to add additional detail including 
associated plant and animal species. 

DFW-222: While the upper McCloud arm is within the area subject to 
inundation and part of the project footprint, there are no known northern 
goshawk nest sites located within the area subject to inundation, 
relocation or restoration actions. 

DFW-223: The Wildlife Resources Technical Report – Attachment 9, 
“Shasta Salamander Survey Report,” contains information on Shasta 
salamander surveys including the level of survey effort, methods, and 
results.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 13.3.4, 
“Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-1, “Take and Loss of Habitat 
for the Shasta salamander,” includes the analysis of impacts to Shasta 
salamander. The Wildlife Resources Technical Report Attachment 2, 
“Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the Shasta Lake and 
Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area,” was revised to enhance the 
discussion of Shasta salamander.  In addition, The EIS was revised to 
enhance the impact analysis and mitigation measures in Section 13.3.5 
for Shasta salamander. 

DFW-224: The technical report does not include any discussion of 
impacts or mitigation; this is provided in the respective EIS chapters. 

The Wildlife Resources Technical Report – Attachment 9, “Shasta 
Salamander Survey Report,” contains information on Shasta salamander 
surveys including the level of survey effort, methods, and results.  The 
Wildlife Resources Technical Report Attachment 2, “Species Accounts 
for Special-Status Wildlife in the Shasta Lake and Vicinity Portion of 
the Primary Study Area,” was revised to enhance the discussion of 
Shasta salamander.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, 
Section 13.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-1, “Take and 
Loss of Habitat for the Shasta salamander,” includes the analysis of 
impacts to Shasta salamander. In addition, The EIS was revised to 
enhance the impact analysis and mitigation measures in Section 13.3.5 
for Shasta salamander. 
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DFW-225: The technical report does not include any discussion of 
impacts or mitigation; this is provided in the respective EIS chapters. 

The Wildlife Resources Technical Report - Attachment 10, “Terrestrial 
Mollusk Survey Report,” contains information on terrestrial mollusk 
surveys including the level of survey effort, methods, and results.  In 
Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 13.3.4, “Direct 
and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-12, “Impacts to Special-Status 
Mollusks (Shasta Sideband, Wintu Sideband, Shasta Chaparral, and 
Shasta Hesperian) and their habitat,” includes the analysis of impacts to 
special-status terrestrial mollusks.  In addition, the EIS was revised to 
enhance the impact analysis and mitigation measures in Section 13.3.5 
for special-status terrestrial mollusks. 

DFW-226: The Wildlife Resources Technical Report was revised to 
include this updated information on the distribution of Pacific fisher. 

DFW-227: Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” has been revised with respect to 
the project footprint.  All resource chapters have been revised as 
applicable to reflect these revisions. 

Potential effects of the alternatives on special-status wildlife species are 
discussed in Chapter 13, "Wildlife Resources." 

DFW-228: Revised Table 1-5 to state that California Red-Legged Frog 
and Foothill yellow-legged frog could occur along the Sacramento River 
if suitable habitat is present. Additional California Red-Legged Frog site 
assessments were conducted for the river restoration sites under the 
technical guidance of the USFWS and in accordance with the USFWS 
Revised Guidance on Site Assessments and Field Surveys for the 
California Red-Legged Frog (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2005). Due 
to the shelf life of protocol-level surveys for these species, USFWS has 
acknowledged that surveys would not be required at this point in the 
SLWRI planning process. 

DFW-229: As discussed in Table 1-5 and on page 1-96 of the Wildlife 
Resources Technical Report, Swainson's hawk have the potential to 
occur within the study area and are known to occur within the Klamath 
Basin. 

DFW-230: This section of the referenced technical report is titled 
Regulatory Framework and is intended to provide the basis for 
developing issues and addressing impacts considered in the EIS.  The 
exclusion of the BLM and Mendocino National Forest land management 
plan sections in this section do not inhibit Reclamation from addressing 
impacts on lands managed by those agencies where appropriate.  Several 
chapters of the EIS (e.g., Chapter 17, “Land Use”) do incorporate 
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direction form these management plans as appropriate based on input 
and coordination from these federal agencies throughout the SLWRI 
planning process.  Reclamation is unaware of similar plan guidance and 
direction for the other agencies identified in this comment; both DWR 
and CDFW have been participants in the SLWRI project coordination 
team for a number of years and this issue has not been raised previously 
to Reclamation. 

DFW-231: The Wildlife Resources Technical Report Table A1-1 was 
updated and includes the correct MSCS species and special habitats. 

DFW-232: As stated in the Wildlife Resources Technical Report: 
Attachment 2, “Species Accounts for Special-Status Species Wildlife in 
the Shasta Lake and Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study area,” the 
Shasta Lake purple martin population represents between 14-51 percent 
of the interior northern California population.  The Wildlife Resources 
Technical Report- Attachment 3, “Breeding Bird Survey Results – 
Breeding Bird Surveys 2007-2014,” includes information on purple 
martin surveys including the level of survey effort, methods, and results. 
The Wildlife Resources Technical Report was revised to enhance the 
discussion of purple martin.  However, the Wildlife Resources Technical 
Report does not include an analysis of impacts to purple martin.  In 
Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 13.3.4, “Direct 
and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-7, “Impact on the Purple Martin and 
Its Nesting Habitat” includes the analysis of impacts to purple martin.  
In addition, The EIS was revised to enhance the impact analysis and 
mitigation measures in Section 13.3.5 for purple martin. 

DFW-233: The Wildlife Resources Technical Report – Attachment 9, 
“Shasta Salamander Survey Report,” contains information on Shasta 
salamander surveys including the level of survey effort, methods, and 
results.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 13.3.4, 
“Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-1, “Take and Loss of Habitat 
for the Shasta salamander” includes the analysis of impacts to Shasta 
salamander. The Wildlife Resources Technical Report Attachment 2, 
“Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the Shasta Lake and 
Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area” was revised to enhance the 
discussion of Shasta salamander.  In addition, the EIS was revised to 
enhance the impact analysis and mitigation measures in Section 13.3.5 
for Shasta salamander. 

DFW-234: As discussed on page 1-5 of the Wildlife Technical Report, 
descriptions of biological resources were derived primarily from the 
following sources: 

• Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation Mission Statement 
Milestone Report (Reclamation 2003) 
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• Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation Initial Alternatives 
Information Report (Reclamation 2004) 

• Chapter 3, “Biological Environment,” in the Draft Shasta Lake 
Water Resources Investigation Plan Formulation Report 
(Reclamation 2007) 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Endangered Species 
Database (USFWS 2011) 

• The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (2012) 

In addition, as discussed on page A4-1 of Attachment 4 to the Wildlife 
Technical Report, Black-crowned night heron is a MSCS species and is 
likely to breed along the Sacramento River corridor. 

DFW-235: The state and federal lists of special-status species were 
updated as of March 2014. 

DFW-236: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

DFW-237: In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 
13.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,”  the following impacts to species 
are addressed: Impact Wild-1, “Take and Loss of Habitat for the Shasta 
Salamander”; Impact Wild-4, “Impact on the American Peregrine 
Falcon”; Impact Wild-7, “Impact on the Purple Martin and Its Nesting 
Habitat”; Impact Wild-5, “Take and Loss of Habitat for the Bald Eagle”; 
and Impact Wild-18, “Impacts on Bank Swallow in the Primary Study 
Area Resulting from Modifications of Geomorphic Processes.”  The EIS 
was revised to enhance the impact analysis and mitigation measures in 
Section 13.3.5 for these species. 

DFW-238: A response to this comment is not required under NEPA 
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 
(NEPA Regulations 40 CFR Part 1503.4). Many comment authors 
expressed personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not 
appropriately addressed as part of the NEPA process. This comment will 
be included as part of the record and made available to decision makers 
before a final decision on the proposed project. 

Throughout the DEIS, single maps were used wherever possible. In 
some instances, the study area was divided into multiple maps to show 
specific features and details that would not have been visible on a single 
map of the study area. Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands” 
of the DEIS is an example of an instance in which multiple maps were 
necessary. The EIS was not revised with respect to graphic scales. 
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DFW-239: The Wildlife Technical Report provides a description of 
each habitat type identified and analyzed in the EIS, including a 
description of the plants and animals that are typically associated with 
these habitat types. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-4, “Best Available 
Information.” 

DFW-240: The technical report does not include any discussion of 
impacts or mitigation; this is provided in the respective EIS chapters. 

The Wildlife Resources Technical Report – Attachment 9, “Shasta 
Salamander Survey Report,” contains information on Shasta salamander 
surveys including the level of survey effort, methods, and results.  The 
Wildlife Resources Technical Report Attachment 2, “Species Accounts 
for Special-Status Wildlife in the Shasta Lake and Vicinity Portion of 
the Primary Study Area,” was revised to enhance the discussion of 
Shasta salamander. However, the Wildlife Resources Technical Report 
does not include an analysis of impacts to Shasta salamander.  In 
Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 13.3.4, “Direct 
and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-1, “Take and Loss of Habitat for the 
Shasta salamander,” includes the analysis of impacts to Shasta 
salamander.  In addition, The EIS was revised to enhance the impact 
analysis and mitigation measures in Section 13.3.5 for Shasta 
salamander. 

DFW-241: The technical report does not include any discussion of 
impacts or mitigation; this is provided in the respective EIS chapters. 

The Wildlife Resources Technical Report – Attachment 9 (Shasta 
Salamander Survey Report) contains information on Shasta salamander 
surveys including the level of survey effort, methods, and results.  
Recent genetic studies have been incorporated in the technical 
memorandum. The Wildlife Resources Technical Report Attachment 2 
Species Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the Shasta Lake and 
Vicinity Portion of the Primary Study Area was revised to enhance the 
discussion of Shasta salamander. However, the Wildlife Resources 
Technical Report does not include an analysis of impacts to Shasta 
salamander.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 
13.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-1, “Take and Loss of 
Habitat for the Shasta salamander,” includes the analysis of impacts to 
Shasta salamander.  In addition, the EIS was revised to enhance the 
impact analysis and mitigation measures in Section 13.3.5 for Shasta 
salamander. 

DFW-242: The technical report does not include any discussion of 
impacts or mitigation; this is provided in the respective EIS chapters. 
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The Wildlife Resources Technical Report – Attachment 9, “Shasta 
Salamander Survey Report,” contains information on Shasta salamander 
surveys including the level of survey effort, methods, and results.  The 
Wildlife Resources Technical Report Attachment 2, “Species Accounts 
for Special-Status Wildlife in the Shasta Lake and Vicinity Portion of 
the Primary Study Area,” was revised to enhance the discussion of 
Shasta salamander. However, the Wildlife Resources Technical Report 
does not include an analysis of impacts to Shasta salamander.  In 
Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 13.3.4, “Direct 
and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-1, “Take and Loss of Habitat for the 
Shasta salamander,” includes the analysis of impacts to Shasta 
salamander. In addition, the EIS was revised to enhance the impact 
analysis and mitigation measures in Section 13.3.5 for Shasta 
salamander. In coordination with the USFS, Reclamation conducted 
extensive reviews of subterranean habitat (known caves) in close 
proximity to Shasta Lake to assess impacts to cave resources.  While 
there are several caves and other subterranean habitats currently subject 
to inundation, no additional caves or known subterranean habitat would 
be impacted by an action alternative. 

DFW-243: The technical report does not include any discussion of 
impacts or mitigation; this is provided in the respective EIS chapters. 

The Wildlife Resources Technical Report Attachment 2, “Species 
Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the Shasta Lake and Vicinity 
Portion of the Primary Study Area,” was revised to enhance the 
discussion of peregrine falcon.  However, the Wildlife Resources 
Technical Report does not include an impact analysis for peregrine 
falcon or other birds of prey.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of 
the EIS, Section 13.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,”  Impact Wild-4, 
“Impacts on the American Peregrine Falcon,” and “Impact Wild-14, 
Impacts on Other Birds of Prey (i.e., red-tailed hawk and red-shouldered 
hawk),” includes the analysis of impacts to peregrine falcon and other 
birds of prey, respectively.  In addition, the EIS was revised to enhance 
the mitigation measures in Section 13.3.5 for peregrine falcon and other 
birds of prey. 

DFW-244: The technical report does not include any discussion of 
impacts or mitigation; this is provided in the respective EIS chapters. 

The Wildlife Resources Technical Report Attachment 2, “Species 
Accounts for Special-Status Wildlife in the Shasta Lake and Vicinity 
Portion of the Primary Study Area,” includes discussion of bald eagle 
and bald eagle habitat.  In Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, 
Section 13.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Effects,” Impact Wild-5, “Take and 
Loss of Habitat for the Bald Eagle,” includes the analysis of impacts to 
bald eagle and it habitat.  The EIS was revised to enhance the impact 
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analysis and mitigation measures in Section 13.3.5 for bald eagle.  In 
addition, a Bald and Golden Eagle Management Plan will be developed 
if warranted with coordination from CDFW and USFWS. 

DFW-245: The technical report does not include any discussion of 
impacts or mitigation; this is provided in the respective EIS chapters. 

The Wildlife Resources Technical Report Attachment 3, “Breeding Bird 
Survey Results – Breeding Bird Surveys 2007-2014,” includes 
information on purple martin surveys including the level of survey 
effort, methods, and results.  The Wildlife Resources Technical report 
was revised to enhance the discussion of purple martin, In Chapter 13, 
“Wildlife Resources,” of the EIS, Section 13.3.4, “Direct and Indirect 
Effects,”  Impact Wild-7, “Impact on the Purple Martin and its Nesting 
Habitat,” includes the revised analysis of impacts to purple martin.  In 
addition, the EIS was revised to enhance the mitigation measures in 
Section 13.3.5 for purple martin and its nesting habitat. 

DFW-246: Potential impacts to resource areas are not discussed in the 
Draft Feasibility Report, nor are they discussed in the Technical 
Reports/Attachments. 

The commenter is referring to the ADEIS which was released in 2008. 
At this time we are responding to questions submitted specifically for 
the public DEIS.  Many modifications to the SLWRI have been made 
pursuant to previous reviews of the various documents related to the 
project formulation process and Reclamation is not required as part of 
the NEPA process to review all previous comments on project related 
documents. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-2, “Potential Impacts to 
Bank Swallow and Bank Swallow Habitat.” 

DFW-247: Comment noted. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-2, “Potential Impacts to 
Bank Swallow and Bank Swallow Habitat.” 

DFW-248: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-249: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-250: A response is not required under NEPA because the 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA 
Regulation 40 CFR Part 1503.4).  This comment will, however, be 
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included as a part of the record and made available to decision makers 
before a final decision on the proposed project. 

DFW-251: Please refer to Master Comment Response WQ-1, 
“Remediation of Abandoned Mines in the Shasta Lake Area.” 

DFW-252: The EIS has been updated to reflect information in the Basin 
Plan (as revised in 2011 by the CVRWQCB). 

DFW-253: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-254: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-255: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-256: Reclamation has acknowledged and made the appropriate 
correction. 

DFW-257: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-258: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-259: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-260: Reclamation determined that there were no abandoned mine 
features beyond the area associated with the Bully Hill mining complex 
that will be inundated. 

DFW-261: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-262: Text not revised, per 2014 Omnibus Appropriations Bill, 
Public Law 113-76, signed on January 17, 2014, CALFED is authorized 
through 2015. 

DFW-263: Text not revised, per 2014 Omnibus Appropriations Bill, 
Public Law 113-76, signed on January 17, 2014, CALFED is authorized 
through 2015. 

DFW-264: Reclamation has acknowledged and made the appropriate 
correction with respect to suggested edit.  At this point in the SLWRI 
planning process, it is premature to specifically discuss permitting 
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efforts; if the SLWRI is authorized, Reclamation would comply with 
applicable sections of the federal Clean Water Act. 

DFW-265: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-266: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-267: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-268: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-269: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-270: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 

DFW-271: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-272: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-273: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-274: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-275: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-276: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Water Quality Technical Report. 

DFW-277: The referenced Draft Geologic Technical Report was 
prepared jointly by two Professional Geologists, Mr. Jim Fitzgerald 
(North State Resources, Inc.) and Ms. Heather Shannon (MWH). Mr. 
Fitzgerald prepared information for the Shasta Lake and Vicinity portion 
of the Primary Study Area. Ms. Shannon prepared information for the 
Upper Sacramento River (Shasta Dam to Red Bluff) portion of the 
Primary Study Area and the Extended Study Area.  This report has been 
revised by Professional Geologists, Dr. Thomas Koler and Mr. Duncan 
Drummond (North State Resources, Inc.). 
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DFW-278: Chapter 4, “Geology, Geomorphology, Minerals, and Soils,” 
and The Geologic Technical Report has been updated to include current 
references and updated information. 

DFW-279: The referenced Geologic Technical Report and the related 
discussion in Chapter 4, “Geology, Geomorphology, Minerals and 
Soils,” have been revised and updated by a Professional Geologist 
licensed to practice in California and reviewed by a P.E.  The EIS and 
supporting appendices have been corrected to concur with the 
commenter’s statement regarding the Battle Creek Fault. 

DFW-280: Reclamation has acknowledged and made the appropriate 
clarification. 

DFW-281: The technical report does not include any discussion of 
impacts or mitigation; this is provided in the respective EIS chapters. 

Chapter 4, “Geology, Geomorphology, Minerals, and Soils,” addresses 
erosional processes and how they may be affected by SLWRI actions, 
including inundation and associated shoreline erosion. 

DFW-282: Comment noted. Text was revised to more clearly state the 
definition of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act and 
identify those Earthquake Fault Zones within Shasta County outside of 
the Shasta Lake and Vicinity portion of the Primary Study Area. 

DFW-283: Recommendations submitted by the comment author have 
been incorporated into Chapter 4, “Geology, Geomorphology, Minerals, 
and Soils,” Section 4.1.2, “Geologic Hazards.” These recommendations 
have also been incorporated into the Geologic Technical Appendix, 
Section 1.1.2, “Geologic Hazards.” 

DFW-284: Recommendations submitted by the comment author have 
been incorporated into Chapter 4, “Geology, Geomorphology, Minerals, 
and Soils,” Section 4.1.2, “Geologic Hazards.” These recommendations 
have also been incorporated into the Geologic Technical Appendix, 
Section 1.1.2, “Geologic Hazards.” 

DFW-285: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the technical report. 

DFW-286: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the technical report. 

DFW-287: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the technical report. 
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DFW-288: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the technical report. 

DFW-289: The technical report does not include any discussion of 
impacts or mitigation; this is provided in the respective EIS chapters. 

Chapter 4, “Geology, Geomorphology, Minerals, and Soils,” addresses 
erosional processes and how they may be affected by SLWRI actions, 
including inundation and associated shoreline erosion. 

DFW-290: Reclamation has gathered information and performed focus 
studies to document resource conditions and evaluate the potential 
impacts of the range of alternatives developed through the SLWRI 
feasibility study.  The methods used to evaluate the impacts of the 
alternatives were based upon Reclamation's standard practices and input 
from agencies and subject matter experts. 

DFW-291: The editorial recommendations submitted by the comment 
author have been incorporated into the Botanical Resources and 
Wetlands Technical Report. 

DFW-292: The acreage of relocation areas was updated in the Botanical 
Resources and Wetlands Technical Report. 

DFW-293: The Botanical Resources and Wetlands Technical Report 
includes a technical memo in the appendix that provides a detailed 
description of the study design.  The botanical surveys were conducted 
in general accordance with the technical methods prescribed by Nelson 
(1994). *Nelson, J.R. 1994. Rare Plant Survey Guidelines.  In M.W. 
Skinner and B.M. Pavlick (eds.), Inventory of Rare and Endangered 
Vascular Plants of California. California Native Plant Society. 
Sacramento, California. In the event the SLWRI is authorized, 
Reclamation understands that addition surveys and investigations may 
be required to support permit and consultation requirements. 

DFW-294: Impact acreages were corrected and updated in the Botanical 
Resources and Wetlands Technical Report. 

DFW-295: The technical report does not include any discussion of 
impacts or mitigation; this is provided in the respective EIS chapters. 

The total acreage was added to Table 1-2 in the Botanical Resources and 
Wetlands Technical Report.  . This affected environment and impact 
analysis e was updated in Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and 
Wetlands,” of the EIS. 
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DFW-296: The scientific names were referenced the first time they 
appear in the body of the text in both the Botanical Resources and 
Wetlands Technical Report and the EIS chapter. 

DFW-297: The study area included all areas where potential direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts could occur. This area is different for 
each resource area and is not a fixed or defined size. The species with 
the widest breadth of evaluation were vernal pool-associated species; 
vernal pool grasslands that were within 250 feet of the bank edge were 
evaluated for potential indirect effects to the hydrology of these pools 
that could result from project implementation. The species with the 
smallest width of evaluation were bank swallows, which occur in 
localized areas within and immediately adjacent to the river channel in 
eroded banks.  

 DFW-298: As stated in the Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report on page 1-30, lines 41-43 and page 1-31, lines 1-5, 
sensitive plant communities addressed in the document include locally 
or regionally declining communities that are tracked in the CNDDB. 
This includes the communities ranked S1-S3, as these are communities 
tracked in the CNDDB. Mapped locations of these natural communities 
are shown in Figures 1-2a through 1-2f for the Shasta Lake and Vicinity 
portion and in Figures 1-3a through 1-3j for the Upper Sacramento River 
(Shasta Dam to Red Bluff). Potential project impacts on these vegetation 
communities, as well as natural communities that are considered 
sensitive for other reasons (e.g., all riparian and wetland communities), 
were addressed in Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” 
Section 12.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Impacts,” under Impact Bot-5, 
Impact Bot-7, and Impact Bot-14. 

See Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” Section 12.3.5, 
“Mitigation Measures,” for mitigation measures associated with impacts 
(Mitigation Measure Bot-4, Mitigation Measure Bot-5, Mitigation 
Measure Bot-7, and Mitigation Measure Bot-14.) 

DFW-299: Sensitive plant communities located in the impoundment 
area are shown in Figures 1-2a through 1-2f in the Botanical Resources 
and Wetland Technical Report. A discussion of CDFW special-status 
natural communities was added to the Regulatory Setting section on 
page 12-86 of Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources.” Figures 1-3a through 
1-3j have been removed from the Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report that accompanies the EIS. 

DFW-300: Figures 1-3a through 1-3j have been removed from the 
Botanical Resources and Wetlands Technical Report. 
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DFW-301: Corrections were made to the Botanical Resources and 
Wetlands Technical Report. 

DFW-302: For the Final EIS, the text shown on page 12-84 of the DEIS 
has been clarified as follows:  “Occurrences of special-status natural 
communities are included in the CNDDB; however, no new occurrences 
have been added to the CNDDB since the mid-1990s when funding for 
natural communities tracking was cut.” The document does not rely on 
CNDDB occurrences to identify jurisdictional wetlands and other waters 
of the United States, waters of the state, or riparian communities that 
may be subject to jurisdiction under Section 1602 of the Fish and Game 
Code. CNDDB terrestrial natural community occurrences are provided 
as supplemental information to the wetland delineation and vegetation 
mapping completed in support of the project. 

DFW-303: Sensitive plant communities located in the impoundment 
area are shown in Figures 1-2a through 1-2f in the Botanical Resources 
and Wetland Technical Report. A discussion of CDFW special-status 
natural communities was added to the Regulatory Setting section on 
page 12-86 of Chapter 12, “Botanical Resources.” Figures 1-3a through 
1-3j have been removed from the Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report. 

DFW-304: The Botanical Resources and Wetlands Technical Report 
Attachment 6 (Botanical Survey Report 2002-2014) includes 
information on Shasta snow-wreath (Neviusia cliftonii) and Shasta 
huckleberry (Vaccinium sp.) surveys. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response CEQA-1, “CEQA 
Compliance.” 

DFW-305: The Botanical Resources and Wetlands Technical Report 
Attachment 6, “Botanical Survey Report 2002-2014,” includes 
information on the botanical surveys including how many acres 
surveyed. Chapter 12, “Botany and Wetland Resources,” provides a 
comprehensive discussion on impacts these resources. 

DFW-306: The Botanical Resources and Wetlands Technical Report 
does not include an impact analysis.  In Chapter 12, “Botanical 
Resources and Wetlands,” of the EIS, Section 12.3.4, “Direct and 
Indirect Effects,” Impact Bot-1: Loss of Federally or State Listed Plant 
Species and Impact Bot-3: Loss of USFS Sensitive, BLM Sensitive, or 
CRPR Species includes the analysis of impacts to special-status plant 
species. The Botanical Resources and Wetlands Technical Report 
Attachment 6, “Botanical Survey Report 2002-2014,” includes 
information on the botanical surveys. 
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DFW-307: As described in the Botanical Resources and Wetlands 
Technical Report Attachment 6, “Botanical Survey Report 2002-2014,” 
Reclamation conducted several focused botanical surveys addressing 
specific plant species that warranted additional work due to rarity and 
potential project impacts, specific habitat requirements that may have 
made previous botanical surveys insufficient, surveys for newly 
described species not included in previous survey efforts, or surveys for 
new, undescribed, species.  These focused efforts included surveys for 
Shasta snow-wreath (Neviusia cliftonii) and Shasta huckleberry 
(Vaccinium sp. nov). 

DFW-308: The Botanical Resources and Wetlands Technical Report 
Attachment 6, “Botanical Survey Report 2002-2014,” includes 
information on the botanical surveys.  Survey methods were described in 
the Botanical Survey Report. 

DFW-309: A list of plant species observed was included in the 
Botanical Resources and Wetlands Technical Report Attachment 2, 
“List of Plant Species Observed in the Shasta Lake and Vicinity Portion 
of the Primary Study Area.” 

DFW-310: The Botanical Resources and Wetlands Technical Report 
was revised to enhance the discussion of Shasta snow wreath (Neviusia 
cliftonii).  However, the Botanical Resources and Wetlands Technical 
Report does not include an analysis of impacts.  In Chapter 12, 
“Botanical Resources and Wetlands,” of the EIS, Section 12.3.4, “Direct 
and Indirect Effects,” Impact Bot-1, “Loss of Federally or State Listed 
Plant Species,” and Impact Bot-3, “Loss of USFS Sensitive, BLM 
Sensitive, or CRPR Species,” includes the analysis of impacts to Shasta 
snow-wreath.  The Botanical Resources and Wetlands Technical Report 
Attachment 6 (Botanical Survey Report 2002-2014) includes 
information on Shasta snow-wreath surveys and results. 

DFW-311: The Botanical Resources and Wetlands Technical Report 
Attachment 6, “Botanical Survey Report 2002-2014,” includes 
information on the number of Shasta snow-wreath locations. 

DFW-312: The Botanical Resources and Wetlands Technical Report 
Attachment 6, “Botanical Survey Report 2002-2014,” includes 
information on who conducted the Shasta snow-wreath surveys. 

DFW-313: Acreage totals for the refined relocation areas are included in 
the EIS. 

DFW-314: The Botanical Resources and Wetlands Technical Report 
was updated. 
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DFW-315: Please refer to Master Comment Response ESA-1, 
“Compliance with the Endangered Species Act.” 

DFW-316: The referenced text, “Project impacts on these species are 
not considered significant unless the species are known to have a high 
potential to occur within the area of disturbance associated with 
construction of the project” was written accurately and was not revised. 

DFW-317: This paragraph was revised in the Botanical Resources and 
Wetlands Technical Report and the related chapter of the EIS. 

DFW-318: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, 
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.8.7 Delta Stewardship Council 
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Responses to Comments from Delta Stewardship Council 
DSC1-1: Comment noted. 

DSC1-2: As subsequently stated by the commenter, SLWRI project 
objectives in the DEIS are consistent with California's coequal goals 
under the Delta Reform Act, and SLWRI action alternatives could 
provide benefits that would advance the coequal goals. 

DSC1-3: Reclamation agrees that project objectives in the SLWRI EIS 
are generally consistent with the coequal goals of the 2009 Delta Reform 
Act of providing a more reliable water supply for California and 
protecting, restoring, and enhancing the Delta ecosystem. 

DSC1-4: CP4 and CP4A have a cold water pool allocation dedicated for 
fisheries benefits. This water is not dedicated for water supply purposes, 
but water supply benefits are incidental. As stated in Chapter 2, 
“Alternatives,” “Of the increased reservoir storage space of CP4, about 
378,000 acre-feet would be dedicated to increasing the supply of cold 
water for anadromous fish survival purposes. Of the increased storage 
space of CP4A, about 191,000 acre-feet would be dedicated to 
increasing the supply of cold water for anadromous fish survival 
purposes.” 

Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act Report,” Master Comment Response WSR-1, 
“Water Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits,” and Master 
Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative Development – Water 
Supply Reliability.” 
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DSC1-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-6, 
“Protections of the Lower McCloud River as Identified in the California 
Public Resources Code, Section 5093.542.” 

DSC1-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 

DSC1-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 

DSC1-8: A response is not required under NEPA because the comment 
does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulation 40 
CFR Part 1503.4).  This comment will, however, be included as a part of 
the record and made available to decision makers before a final decision 
on the proposed project. 

DSC1-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-4, 
“Maintaining Sacramento River Flows to Meet Fish Needs and 
Regulatory Requirements.” 

DSC1-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2, 
“Alternative Development- Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master 
Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.” 
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33.8.8 Delta Stewardship Council 
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Responses to Comments from Delta Stewardship Council 
DSC2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment 
Included as Part of the Record.” 
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33.8.9 Department of Water Resources 
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Responses to Comments from Department of Water Resources 
DWR-1: Reclamation will work with DWR on coordinating the long-
term operation of any project authorized as part of the SLWRI program.  
It is not anticipated that there would be adverse impacts to the SWP.  
However, as the SWP and CVP are jointly operated, refinements to the 
Coordinated Operations Agreement (COA) or other operational effects 
will be addressed if a project is authorized. 
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33.8.10 Sacramento River Conservation Area Forum 

 

Responses to Comments from Sacramento River Conservation 
Area Forum 
SRCAF-1: The mitigation measure Bot-7 in Chapter 12, "Botanical 
Resources and Wetlands," Section 12.3.5, "Mitigation Measures," 
specifically states that Mitigation and Adaptive Management Plan will 
be consistent with the Senate Bill 1086 program such that the years of 
effort and experience by the Sacramento River Conservation Area 
Forum would be incorporated to aid in successfully mitigating project 
impacts on riparian habitats in a coordinated manner that supports its 
efforts. It is the intent of Reclamation to include the Forum in 
correspondence regarding the Mitigation and Adaptive Management 
Plan, but no other official role has been designated for the Forum. 
Reclamation intends to include cooperating agencies and any other 
interested parties in the development of the Mitigation and Adaptive 
Management Plan.  
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33.8.11 Sacramento River Conservation Area Forum 
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Responses to Comments from Sacramento River Conservation 
Area Forum 
SRCAF2-1: The mitigation measure Bot-7 in Chapter 12, "Botanical 
Resources and Wetlands," Section 12.3.5, "Mitigation Measures," 
specifically states that Mitigation and Adaptive Management Plan will 
be consistent with the years of effort and experience by the Sacramento 
River Conservation Area Forum and would be incorporated to aid in 
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successfully mitigating project impacts on riparian habitats in a 
coordinated manner that supports its efforts. It is the intent of 
Reclamation to include the Forum in correspondence regarding the 
Mitigation and Adaptive Management Plan, but no other official role has 
been designated for the Forum. Reclamation intends to include 
cooperating agencies and any other interested parties in the development 
of the Mitigation and Adaptive Management Plan. 

SRCAF2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS 
Mitigation Plan.” 

SRCAF2-3: NEPA requires full disclosure of the potential effects of 
Federal actions and accompanying alternatives and possible mitigation. 
The mitigation measure Bot-7 in Chapter 12, "Botanical Resources and 
Wetlands," Section 12.3.5, "Mitigation Measures," describes a range of 
performance measures to mitigate identified impacts on riparian and 
wetland communities. 

Mitigation Measure Bot-7 identifies specific actions (modification of 
dam operations and funding restoration actions) that will be included in 
the final plan to avoid and compensate for impacts on riparian and 
wetland communities such that a no-net-loss performance standard is 
met. Mitigation Measure Bot-7 also identifies the minimum measures 
that will be implemented to avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
impacts. Details about off-site mitigation opportunities in the primary 
study area are not yet available. Potential mitigation lands containing 
comparable wetland and special-status species habitat comparable to 
those that would be affected by the action alternatives have been 
identified and specific details about how these lands may be used for 
mitigation will be discussed in detail in future documents and be subject 
to review by regulatory agencies and the public. The DEIS follows 
standard NEPA procedures in disclosing impacts on biological resources 
and providing mitigation measures that Reclamation will be required to 
implement following future Congressional authorization of an action 
alternative. The intent of this document is to identify measures that are 
flexible and adaptable so they can be implemented effectively by 
Reclamation to respond to direct and indirect impacts on riparian and 
wetland habitats resulting from the project. The mitigation measure 
clearly states that a mitigation and adaptive management plan will be 
implemented and will include implementation funding mechanisms and 
criteria. On pages ES-32 and ES-33, the DEIS identifies implementation 
of a comprehensive revegetation plan and a comprehensive mitigation 
strategy to minimize potential effects on biological resources as 
environmental commitments. Therefore, the document properly 
identifies the probability of implementation of mitigation as required 
under NEPA and commits Reclamation to implementing this mitigation. 
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As stated under Mitigation Measure Bot-7, page 12-165, lines 13-15, 
feasible measures in this context are those that are not in conflict with 
applicable laws, agreements, and regulations, or with the purpose of the 
project. As stated on page 12-165, lines 24-34, appropriate restoration 
actions are those that do any of the following: 1) enhance connectivity of 
river side channels (e.g., by modifying the elevation of secondary 
channels, remnant oxbows, or meander scars); 2) expand the river 
meander zone at selected locations (e.g., by assisting in funding projects 
that meet this objective); 3) increase floodplain connectivity (e.g., by 
assisting in funding projects that meet this objective); 4) control and 
remove nonnative, invasive plant species from riparian areas to shift 
dominance to native species; 5) create riparian and wetland communities 
(e.g., through plantings); and 6) increase shaded riverine aquatic habitat 
(e.g., through plantings). Because the plan would be developed in 
coordination with USFWS, NMFS, CDFW, and the Sacramento River 
Conservation Area Forum, each of these entities would have the 
opportunity to provide input on the appropriateness and feasibility of 
restoration actions. 

SRCAF2-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS 
Mitigation Plan.” 

SRCAF2-5: As discussed in the Real Estate Appendix to the DEIS, 
specific mitigation lands will be identified during final design and 
permitting following Congressional Authorization. 

SRCAF2-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response NEPA-1, 
“Sufficiency of the EIS.” 

SRCAF2-7: Mitigation Measure GEO-2 in EIS Chapter 4, "Geology, 
Geomorphology, Minerals, and Soils," Section 4.3.5, "Mitigation 
Measures," refers to mitigation to take place only in the Lake Shasta and 
Vicinity portion of the primary study area (as described in Chapter 1, 
"Introduction," Section 1.3, "Setting and Location") and not downstream 
from the dam on the Sacramento River. 

SRCAF2-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-2, “Potential 
Impacts to Bank Swallow and Bank Swallow Habitat.” 

SRCAF2-9: As stated in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Reclamation will 
implement commitments to avoid, reduce, mitigate, and/or compensate 
for adverse socioeconomic and related environmental impacts to the 
extent practicable, including –but not limited to– compliance with the 
policies and provisions set forth in the Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act for all relocations.  Please 
see response to SRCAF2-1, SRCAF2-3, and SRCAF2-5.  
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SRCAF2-10: Please see the response to SRCAF2-3.  

SCRAF2-11: Comment noted. 
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33.8.12 Shasta Regional Transportation Agency 

 

Responses to Comments from Shasta Regional Transportation 
Agency 
SRTA-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response MAILINGLIST-1, 
“Addition or Change to the Mailing List.” 
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33.8.13 State Water Resources Control Board 
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Responses to Comments from State Water Resources Control 
Board 
SWRCB-1: Comment noted. 

SWRCB-2: Comment noted. 

SWRCB-3: Thank you for your comment related to potential future 
water rights appropriations or changes in existing water rights that may 
be required if the SLWRI is implemented. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response WR-1, “Water Rights.” 

SWRCB-4: Reclamation will provide the information requested by the 
State Board at the appropriate stage in project planning. 

Please refer to Master Comment Response WR-1, “Water Rights.” 
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