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Comments from State Agencies and 
Responses 
This section contains copies of comment letters from state agencies on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Coordinated Long-term Operation 
of the Central Valley Project (CVP) and State Water Project (SWP).  Each 
comment in the comment letters was assigned a number, in sequential order.  The 
numbers were combined with the agency name (example: CDFW 1).  The 
comments with the associated responses are arranged alphabetically by agency 
name, and appear in the chapter in that order. 

Copies of the comments are provided in Section 1B.1.  Responses to each of the 
comments follow the comment letters, and are numbered in accordance with the 
numbers assigned in the letters.  None of the comments from the state agencies 
included large attachments. 

1B.1 Comments and Responses 

The agencies listed in Table 1B.1 provided comments on the Draft EIS. 

Table 1B.1 State Agencies Providing Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Acronym Commenter 

CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

DSC Delta Stewardship Council 

DWR California Department of Water Resources 
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CDFW 1: Comment noted. 

CDFW 2: Please see responses to Comments CDFW 3 through CDFW 16. 

CDFW 3: Comment noted.  The description of the trap and haul program 
assumptions and methodologies presented in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIS were not 
extensive.  Additional information has been included on the text from page 9-316 
of the Draft EIS, and additional information has been provided in Appendix 9O of 
the Final EIS.  The additional information includes a discussion of the need for 
review and potential permits from California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) to translocate fish either by CDFW or other entities.   

CDFW 4: The discussion in Section 3.4.5 of Chapter 3, Description of 
Alternatives, has been modified in the Final EIS to include references of the 
review and approval process for changes in harvest limits by other agencies, 
including the California Fish and Game Commission and Pacific Fisheries 
Management Council.  It should be noted that under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), the range of alternatives evaluated in this EIS is not limited 
by Reclamation’s authorized purposes.  Therefore, the range of alternatives 
includes actions that Reclamation would require approvals and authorizations by 
other agencies for implementation.  
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their potential for unintended consequences are acknowledged in the Final EIS.  
The concerns expressed in this comment are consistent with the discussion of 
predator control on page 9-274 of the Draft EIS.  The EIS acknowledges the 
uncertainty regarding the extent of predation on listed species, the influence of 
habitat loss, and the potential for unintended consequences of a predator control 
program. 

CDFW 6: The alternatives are described in Section 3.4 of Chapter 3, Description 
of Alternatives.  Additional details about the No Action Alternative are provided 
in Appendix 3A: No Action Alternative: Central Valley Project and State Water 
Project Operations.  Details about the operational assumptions for all of the 
alternatives are presented in and Appendix 5A, Section B, CalSim II and DSM2 
Modeling Simulations and Assumptions.  The cumulative effects actions are 
described in Section 3.5 of Chapter 3; and the effects of implementing 
Alternatives 1 through 5 with the cumulative effects actions as compared to 
implementation of the No Action Alternative with the cumulative effects actions 
are presented in the next to last section of each of the resource chapters 
(Chapters 5 through 21). 

CDFW 7: The No Action Alternative and Alternative 5 assume that the 2008 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Biological Opinion (BO) Reasonable 
and Prudent Alternative (RPA) and the 2009 National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) BO RPA will be implemented.  However, most of the actions listed in 
the RPAs would not be implemented in Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 and the Second 
Basis of Comparison; and some of the actions would not be implemented in 
Alternative 2.  Comparison of resource conditions under Alternative 1 as 
compared to the No Action Alternative in Chapters 5 through 21 indicate 
differences between alternatives with and without RPA actions.   

CDFW 8: The discussion of cumulative effects analyses in Chapters 5 through 21 
have been modified to provide more clarity in the Final EIS. 

CDFW 9: As documented in Grimaldo et al (2009), combined Old and Middle 
River flows are strongly correlated with the annual adult delta smelt, longfin 
smelt, and age-1 striped bass salvage.  Chapter 9, Fish and Aquatic Resources, 
includes a discussion of entrainment assessment for Longfin Smelt based on Old 
and Middle River flow comparisons between the alternatives and No Action 
Alternative and Second Basis of Comparison (see Table 9.4).  The results of this 
analysis indicate that Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 would have more adverse impacts 
on Longfin Smelt as compared to the No Action Alternative than Alternatives 2 
and 5.   

CDFW 10: It is unclear as to which model output and for which species this 
comment refers to, but it appears to be the SALMOD output for winter-run 
Chinook Salmon as the patterns in mortality described are consistent with the 
SALMOD analyses for that species and not the other runs of Chinook Salmon.  
No conclusion was presented regarding the “significance” of these results in the 
EIS.  Some of the RPA actions cannot be simulated in the models; therefore, the 

Final LTO EIS 1B-11  



Appendix 1B: Comments from State Agencies and Responses 

results of the models are considered in conjunction with the results of a qualitative 1 
2 
3 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 

38 
39 
40 
41 

42 
43 

analysis.  The results of the quantitative and qualitative analysis are similar in 
nature to previous reports. 
The comment notes the lack of a strong distinction between the water temperature 
results for the No Action Alternative and the Second Basis of Comparison, and 
questions why the No Action Alternatives does not perform better for fish given 
the RPA actions intended to improve conditions.  The analysis results can be 
explained in part by the similar flow conditions associated with both scenarios, as 
described in Chapter 5, Surface Water Resources and Water Supplies.  This 
similarity in flow is translated into similar temperatures.  In addition, the RPA 
actions not specifically included in the CalSim II and temperature models were 
addressed in the introductory discussions of the impact analysis, but not 
specifically discussed under each alternative in Chapter 9, Fish and Aquatic 
Resources.  The text in the Final EIS has been modified to provide more clarity on 
the effects of the RPA actions that were not included in the models.  

CDFW 11: The assumptions of inclusion of the RPA actions in the CalSim II and 
DSM2 models are presented in Appendix 5A, Section B, CalSim II and DSM2 
Modeling Simulations and Assumptions.  The models and assumptions for the 
models are presented in Appendices 6B through 6E and Appendices 9C through 
9O.  The modeling results do not include consideration of the non-flow related 
actions under the No Action Alternative that are intended to benefit fish, such as 
fish passage.  The analysis of effects on fish contained in Chapter 9 of the Draft 
EIS qualitatively assesses the influence of those actions where appropriate, 
particularly the potential effects of fish passage.  Text changes are included in the 
Final EIS to provide that additional clarification for the effects of the actions not 
included in the numerical models. 

CDFW 12: The sentence regarding the trap and haul program has been removed 
from Section 9.4.1.5 and a new section (9.1.4.60) to discuss the trap and haul 
program was added to the Final EIS.  In addition, a new appendix (Appendix 9O) 
detailing the qualitative analysis of the trap and haul program has been added to 
the Final EIS. 

CDFW 13: In response to this comment, the description of impact mechanisms 
and impact analyses for sturgeon were augmented to include a flow analysis.  The 
details and results of the analysis are presented in Appendix 9P of the Final EIS.  
An interpretation of the results in relation to the potential for effects of operations 
on sturgeon under each of the alternatives has been included in the impact 
analyses for sturgeon in Section 9.4 of Chapter 9 in the Final EIS.   

In response to this comment, Section 9B4.3 has been revised to remove the 
assertion that White Sturgeon populations are relatively stable and Section 9B4.4 
includes more recent information on population trends for White Sturgeon and the 
possible mechanisms for the noted decline. 

CDFW 14: The text on page 9-89 of the Draft EIS was revised to clarify the 
relevance of the San Joaquin River drainage on production of White Sturgeon. 
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based on the application of CalSim II, a model that assesses changes in hydrology 
under various operational scenarios based in an 82-year period of record.  The 
period of record includes a full range of hydrologic conditions and water year 
types, including severe drought.   

It is recognized that droughts have occurred throughout California’s history, and 
are constantly shaping and innovating the ways in which Reclamation and DWR 
balance both public health standards and urban and agricultural water demands 
while protecting the Delta ecosystem and its inhabitants.  The most notable 
droughts in recent history are the droughts that occurred in 1976-77, 1987-92, and 
the ongoing drought.  More details have been included in Section 5.3.3 of Chapter 
5, Surface Water Resources and Water Supplies, and Section 9.3.8 of Chapter 9, 
Fish and Aquatic Resources, in the Final EIS to describe historical responses by 
CVP and SWP to these drought conditions and changes in fisheries resources. 

CDFW 16: The physical models developed and applied in the EIS analysis are 
generalized and simplified representations of a complex water resources system.  
The models are not predictive models (in how they are applied in EIS); therefore 
the results cannot be considered as absolute within a quantifiable confidence 
interval.  The model results are only useful in a comparative analysis, which is 
appropriate for a NEPA analysis and comparison of alternatives.  As indicated in 
the comment, accounting for the compounding effects on successive life stages 
within and among years is important.  It is acknowledged that the generalized 
models alone cannot be used to address these effects, but few tools are available 
that account for life cycle effects.  These effects were considered in the EIS for 
winter-run Chinook Salmon by applying lifecycle models IOS and OBAN.  These 
models account for successive life stages and produce comparative estimates of 
escapement potential (see Appendices 9H and 9I).  In addition to these life cycle 
models, the effects on successive life stages within the same life cycle of Chinook 
Salmon are accounted for in the SALMOD and egg mortality models. 

In recent years, there has been considerable emphasis placed on development of 
modeling tools to evaluate environmental changes associated with CVP and SWP 
operations.  The modeling tools applied in the EIS are the same as those used in 
the most recent applications (e.g., Bay Delta Conservation Plan EIR/EIS).  The 
modeled scenarios in the EIS are variations of the scenarios recently modeled.  
The relatively coarse level of resolution and degree of uncertainty associated with 
these models reflect the difficulty in representing a complex water system and the 
inherently uncertain ecosystem responses.  Nonetheless, these tools represent the 
best available and appropriate tools for this application.  The details of these 
models and their limitations are presented in Appendix 5A, Appendices 6B 
through 6E, and Appendices 9C through 9O. 

CDFW 17: Comment noted. 
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1B.1.2.1 Responses to Comments from Delta Stewardship Council 
DSC 1: Comment noted. 

DSC 2: Discussion in Section 9.3.4.12.9 of Chapter 9, Fish and Aquatic 
Resources, of the EIS includes information related to the 2013 expert panel 
review of predation conditions and research approaches. 

Discussion in Section 10.3.3.1.2 of Chapter 10, Terrestrial Biological Resources, 
of the EIS has been modified by including more detailed discussion of changes 
under the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers vegetation policy.  This information is 
currently provided in Section 10.4.1.4 of Chapter 10 and Section 3.4.6.2 of 
Chapter 3, Description of Alternatives. 
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1B.1.3.1 Responses to Comments from Department of Water Resources 
DWR 1: Comment noted. 

DWR 2: On October 9, 2015, the District Court granted a very short time 
extension to address comments received during the public review period, and 
requires Reclamation to issue a Record of Decision on or before January 12, 
2016.  This current court ordered schedule does not provide sufficient time for 
Reclamation to include additional alternatives, which would require recirculation 
of an additional Draft EIS for public review and comment, nor does Reclamation 
believe additional analysis is required to constitute a sufficient EIS.  Reclamation 
is committed to continue working toward improvements to the USFWS and 
NMFS RPA actions through either the adaptive management process, 
Collaborative Science and Adaptive Management Program (CSAMP) with the 
Collaborative Adaptive Management Team (CAMT), or other similar ongoing or 
future efforts. 

DWR 3: The description of the Coordinated Operations Agreement (COA) in 
Appendix 3A, No Action Alternative: Central Valley Project and State Water 
Project Operations, of the EIS, has been modified to reflect recent CVP and SWP 
operations. 
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