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Appendix 1D 

Comments from Interest Groups and 
Responses 
This section contains copies of comment letters from interest groups 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 name of the interest group (example: AA 1).  
The comments with the associated responses are arranged alphabetically by 
interest group name, and appear in the chapter in that order. 

Copies of the comments are provided in Section 1D.1.  Responses to each of the 
comments follow the comment letters, and are numbered in accordance with the 
numbers assigned in the letters.   

Large attachments included with letters from AquAlliance; California Water 
Impact Network and California Sportfishing Protection Alliance; Natural 
Resources Defense Council and The Bay Institute; and North Coast Rivers 
Alliance are provided in Section 1D.2. 
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1D.1 Comments and Responses 

The interest groups listed in Table 1D.1 provided comments on the Draft EIS. 

Table 1D.1 Interest Groups Providing Comments on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement 

Acronym Commenter 
AA AquAlliance 
CFBF California Farm Bureau Federation 
CSD Coalition for a Sustainable Delta 
CWIN California Water Impact Network 
CWIN - CSPA California Water Impact Network and California Sportfishing 

Protection Alliance 
CESAR The Center for Environmental Science Accuracy and Reliability 
EWC 1 Environmental Water Caucus 
EWC 2 Environmental Water Caucus 
FOTR Friends of the River 
GGSA-PC Golden Gate Salmon Association and Pacific Coast Federation of 

Fishermen’s Association 
NRDC-TBI Natural Resources Defense Council and The Bay Institute 
NCRA North Coast Rivers Alliance 
Restore the Delta Restore the Delta 
SVWA South Valley Water Association 
SWC State Water Contractors 
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Attachments to the AquAlliance letter are included in Attachment 1D.1 located at 
the end of Appendix 1D. 

1D.1.1.2 Responses to Comments from AquAlliance  
AA 1: Comment noted. 

AA 2: Comment noted.  The EIS analysis adequately addresses the effects of the 
coordinated long-term operation of the CVP and SWP. 

AA 3: The letters listed in this comment were submitted to Reclamation as 
comments on another project, the Long-Term Transfers EIR/EIS.  Responses to 
those comments can be found in the Final Long-term Transfers EIR/EIS posted on 
the Reclamation website at www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/index.cfm. 

AA 4: The letters listed in this comment were submitted to Reclamation as 
comments on other projects, not the EIS for the coordinated long-term operation 
of the CVP and SWP.  Responses to those comments on projects that have 
completed the NEPA process are included in the final version of the NEPA 
documents posted on the Reclamation website at 
http://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/index.cfm.   

Responses to comments on projects that are still undergoing evaluation will be 
posted on the Reclamation website at www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/index.cfm in the 
final NEPA documents.  
AA 5: Please see responses to Comments AA 6 through AA 40. 

AA 6:  The purpose of the action is presented in Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, of 
the EIS, and considers the purposes for which the CVP was authorized, as 
amended by CVPIA, as well as the regulatory limitations on CVP operations, 
including applicable state and federal laws and water rights. 

The need for the action also is presented in Chapter 2, and in accordance with the 
District Court order is to evaluate potential modifications to the continued long-
term operation of the CVP, in coordination with the operation of the SWP, related 
to Reclamation’s acceptance and implementation of the Reasonable and Prudent 
Alternatives (RPAs) included in the Biological Opinions (BOs) issued in 2008 
and 2009 by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), respectively, pursuant to the Federal 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) as amended (United States Code [U.S.C.] 
1531 et. seq.).  

AA 7: The CVP and SWP operate within the federal and state regulatory 
requirements, as described in Appendix 3A, No Action Alternative: Central 
Valley Project and State Water Project Operations.  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. 
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United States was signed on September 15, 2015.  This settlement agreement 
requires congressional authorization prior to implementation.  Therefore, this 
project has been included in the cumulative effects analysis in the Final EIS. 

AA 9: The CVP and SWP operations prioritize meeting federal and state 
regulatory requirements and deliveries to senior water rights holders.  The 
modeling analyses presented in the EIS include these prioritizations for long-term 
operation of the CVP and SWP using an 82-year hydrology analyzed with the 
CalSim II model.  This analytical approach results in low water storage elevations 
in CVP and SWP reservoirs and low deliveries to CVP agricultural water service 
contractors located to the south of the Delta in critical dry periods.  The modeled 
operations do not include changes in SWRCB requirements intended to reduce the 
effects of extreme flood or drought events, such as the recent changes in CVP and 
SWP drought operations. 

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, as described in the response to 
Comment AA 7. 
AA 10: The interaction of streamflow and groundwater is included in the 
groundwater analytical tool, CVHM, as described in Appendix 7A, Groundwater 
Model Documentation. 

AA 11: The historic reservoir storages and stream flows presented in Figures 5.7 
through 5.45 in the EIS were generally presented for the period of time from 2001 
through 2012.  This time frame represents conditions under the operations of the 
CVP and SWP since full implementation of operations in accordance with State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Decision 1641 (D-1641) and 
biological opinions adopted by the USFWS and NMFS in the early 2000s.  
Historic stream flow data and locations of the gauges, such as Douglas City, can 
be found on the CDEC website at www.cdec.water.ca.gov. 

AA 12: The EIS does include references to the efforts being implemented to meet 
the statewide goals for reduction of municipal per capita water use by 20 percent by 
2020 and optimization of agricultural water use efficiency.  The EIS analysis is 
conducted at the Year 2030, and it is assumed that the legislative requirements of 
water conservation by municipal and agricultural water users have been achieved in 
the No Action Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 
through 5. 
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AA 13: Many of the projects referenced in this comment are related to short-term 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 
44 
45 

water transfer programs.  It is acknowledged in the No Action Alternative, Second 
Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 through 5 that these annual water transfer 
programs are anticipated to continue in the Year 2030.  The Long-Term North-to-
South Water Transfer Program is acknowledged in this EIS to provide for water 
transfers from 2015 through 2024.  As with the short-term water transfer programs, it 
is anticipated that similar programs would continue in the Year 2030 in the No 
Action Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 through 5. 

The maximum amount of water transfers across the Delta referenced in this comment 
were defined by Reclamation in the Biological Assessment on the Continued 
Long-Term Operations of the Central Valley Project and the State Water Project 
August 2008 document.  These limitations were included in the 2008 USFWS BO 
and 2009 NMFS BO as the Proposed Action from the Biological Assessment.  
The effect of moving total amounts of water (including transferred water) across the 
Delta through CVP and SWP facilities is conducted in accordance with the federal 
and state requirements, as in included in the CalSim II model.   
AA 14: The project referenced in this comment was not completed by Glenn-
Colusa Irrigation District; and therefore, it was not included in the No Action 
Alternative, the Second Basis of Comparison, or Alternatives 1 through 5.  

AA 15: The coordinated long-term operation of the CVP and SWP assumes 
continued use of water rights by Reclamation, DWR, and all other water users.  
The EIS analysis is conducted with projected conditions at Year 2030 with 
climate change and sea level rise assumptions.  The climate change assumptions 
include a reduction in snow pack, warmer air temperatures, and larger rainfall 
events than in recent history.  As described in Chapter 5, Surface Water 
Resources and Water Supplies, and Chapter 7, Groundwater Resources and 
Groundwater Quality, this could lead to less carryover storage in all reservoirs in 
September and less natural groundwater recharge.  This could affect the amount 
of water available for all water rights holders. 

The water rights system in California was developed with consideration of a 
highly variable hydrology.  The water rights system is based upon a priority of 
diversion rates (e.g., maximum daily rates or instantaneous diversion rates), 
limited to beneficial uses and not wasteful uses, instead of a priority of volumes.  
The maximum daily or instantaneous diversion rates are frequently expressed as 
maximum monthly or annual volumes.  However, the volume of water that can be 
diverted is determined through the prioritization of water rights and minimum 
downstream flows required for other water users and environmental 
considerations as regulated by federal and state agencies.  Many of the water 
rights are for non-consumptive use (such as for power generation).  Many 
consumptive use water rights holders also return a portion of their diversions to 
the river as agricultural return flows and wastewater effluent.  These return flows 
are also available for downstream uses.  The CalSim II model used in this EIS 
simulates this complex system.  The model prioritizes deliveries and associated 
return flows to water rights holders and federal and state stream flow and water 
quality requirements prior to determining the available water supplies for CVP 
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and SWP water contractors.  Listings of water rights in California can be found on 1 
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the SWRCB website at www.swrcb.ca.gov/waterrights. 

AA 16: The EIS describes that under the No Action Alternative, benefits from 
implementation of the 2008 USFWS BO and 2009 NMFS BO RPA actions are 
anticipated to improve aquatic resources conditions.  However, it must be 
recognized that some of the RPA actions are either under construction, or recently 
completed construction (e.g., Battle Creek restoration and Red Bluff Pumping 
Plant, respectively).  Other RPA actions are still under development (e.g., fish 
passage around CVP reservoirs).  Therefore, conditions described in the Affected 
Environment section of Chapter 9 do not represent the anticipated conditions that 
would occur under the No Action Alternative by the Year 2030 with full 
implementation of the RPA actions. 

AA 17: The comment is consistent with the information presented in the EIS 
related to Alternatives 1 through 5. 

AA 18: The analysis in the EIS compares conditions under Alternatives 1 
through 5 with the No Action Alternative to identify beneficial and adverse 
impacts for a broad range of physical, environmental, and human resources.  The 
NEPA analysis does not determine if the alternatives would change the findings 
of the biological opinions in the determination of the likelihood of the alternatives 
to cause jeopardy to the continued existence of the species, or destroy or 
adversely affect their critical habitat. 
AA 19: CVHM was used to support the EIS groundwater analysis as is it was 
deemed to have the greatest resolution (vertically and spatially) and more robust 
calibration than any of the other currently available Central-Valley wide models.  
While it is true that the CVHM model simulation period ends at the end of 2003, 
none of the Central-Valley wide models that simulate groundwater conditions for 
more recent periods post-2003 were available or deemed adequate for the analysis 
at the time of preparation of the EIS.  The 1961 through 2003 time period 
simulated by CVHM includes varying hydrologic conditions that range from 
extreme dry periods (such as 1987-92) and extreme wet periods (such as 1983).  
The model includes assumptions for climate and typical hydrologic conditions at 
2030 that alternate between dry and wet conditions to capture the range of 
possible impacts. 

The CalSim II model output used in the CVHM model includes river flows and 
CVP and SWP water deliveries.  It is recognized that the CalSim II model does 
include assumptions for groundwater use in the Sacramento Valley. 

AA 20: Models are used in the EIS analysis to evaluate the differences of long-
term operations under the various alternatives as compared to the No Action 
Alternative and Second Basis of Comparison.  Historical conditions cannot be 
used to evaluate expected results under varying operational alternatives since 
operational constraints have changed continuously since the project was first 
developed.  Furthermore, the EIS analysis is conducted to analyze conditions in 
2030 which will include changes from recent conditions in land use, hydrology, 
and water quality due to future development, climate change, and sea level rise.  
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operations under these future conditions.  However, the historic observations were 
used in development of the analytical tools that are used in this EIS.  

AA 21: Additional details have been included in Appendix 5A, Section A, 
CalSim II and DSM2 Modeling, to provide more clarity about the climate change 
assumptions used in CalSim II, CVHM, and all related models.  As described in 
Appendix 5A, Section A, the climate change models used in this EIS indicate that 
the future conditions are anticipated to result in less snow pack, warmer air 
temperatures, and more intense rainfall events.  These conditions would result in a 
reduction of water available for CVP and SWP contractors as compared to 
historical conditions, as discussed in Section 5.4.2 of Chapter 5, Surface Water 
Resources and Water Supplies.  These conditions are included in the No Action 
Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 through 5. 

AA 22: Please response to Comment AA 18. 

AA 23: As discussed in this comment, the analytical tools do have limitations and 
uncertainties, as discussed in the appendices of the EIS.  The acknowledgement of 
these limitations and uncertainties is why all model results in all EIS chapters 
must be used in a comparative manner to determine the incremental differences 
between Alternatives 1 through 5 as compared to the No Action Alternative, and 
between the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1 through 5 as compared to 
the Second Basis of Comparison.  The model results are not used to project 
specific physical, biological, or human resource values.  By using the models in a 
comparative manner, the results of the analysis are less affected by the limitations 
and uncertainties.  The quantitative model results are used in conjunction with the 
qualitative analyses presented in this EIS to consider the comparative results of 
the entire analyses. 

AA 24: Central Valley groundwater models are complex due to the extremely 
differing hydrogeology in the watershed that provides groundwater recharge and 
the wide range of depletions that occur through wells, streamflow depletion, and 
losses to deep aquifers.  As stated in the 2010 Masters Thesis (referred to in the 
comment), “Actual groundwater storage capacity in California is unknown and is 
not accurately measureable at this time.” 

The two Central Valley wide groundwater flow models, CVHM and C2VSim, 
differ in their structure, simulation period, and input assumptions.  CVHM was 
used for the EIS groundwater impact analysis because it provides higher 
resolution (both in horizontal grid spacing and vertical layering – 10 layers versus 
3 layers) and has undergone a more robust calibration. 

A peer review of these models was led by CWEMF (California Water 
Environment Modeling Forum) and developed by renowned groundwater 
scientists in 2013.  The findings indicate that both C2VSim and CVHM are valid 
models for the evaluation of water resources planning and impact studies in the 
Central Valley.  Therefore, while differences in model forecast exist, CVHM is a 
more robust tool to support the EIS impact analysis.  
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mentioned in the comment, as it used the data presented in the 2014 DWR 
Drought Update report (as cited in Chapter 9, Groundwater Resources and 
Groundwater Quality in the EIS).  

The differences between the reported groundwater level trends the EIS and the 
Butte County groundwater levels included in the comment are due to the 
differences in groundwater data references cited.  It is recognized that local and 
regional data are collected and reported for many locations throughout the state.  
However, because the EIS study area included a large portion of the state, federal 
and state data references were used in the EIS to provide a uniform dataset for the 
entire analysis. 

AA 26: The actual magnitude of overdraft in the Central Valley groundwater 
basin is known at specific locations with groundwater elevations; however, 
regional overdraft values are only estimates based upon groundwater models and 
regional observations.  DWR is the state agency tasked with collecting state-wide 
groundwater elevation data and therefore is a reasonable source for estimates of 
the type mentioned in the comment.  The EIS impact analysis is based upon a 
comparative methodology to inform Reclamation and others about the differences 
between Alternatives 1 through 5 as compared to the No Action Alternative, and 
between the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1 through 5 as compared to 
the Second Basis of Comparison.  The EIS provides information related to the 
effects of the alternatives as compared to the No Action Alternative and the 
Second Basis of Comparison on groundwater in the Central Valley. 

AA 27: The EIS referenced the Sierra Nevada as a surrogate for all eastside 
streams.  The text on page 7-16 of the Draft EIS should have stated the “Sierra 
Nevada and Cascade Ranges”, and will be modified in the Final EIS. 

AA 28: Please see responses to Comment AA 36 through AA 40. 

AA 29: The requirements for water transfers, including transfers with provisions 
for groundwater substitution, that involve either CVP and SWP water contract 
water supplies or facilities are described in Section 5.4.2.1.3 of Chapter 5, Surface 
Water Resources and Water Supplies.  It is assumed that water transfers occurring 
under the No Action Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 
through 5 would meet the requirements listed in CVPIA and any other 
requirements.  Specific water transfers for the Year 2030 have not been identified 
at this time except for continued water transfers under the Lower Yuba River 
Accord.  Therefore, quantitative analyses presented in the EIS only included 
water transfers under the Lower Yuba River Accord, as described in Appendix 
3A, No Action Alternative: Central Valley Project and State Water Project 
Operations.  Qualitative analyses for conditions that could occur for other water 
transfers by 2030 are presented in the EIS. 

AA 30: Please see responses to Comments AA19 and AA24 for the discussion on 
the adequacy of using CVHM for the groundwater impacts analysis. 
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to the No Action Alternative would result in similar or less groundwater pumping.  
This is based on modeling results.  If implementation of these alternatives results 
in similar or less pumping than under No Action Alternative, there is no potential 
for additional drawdown-induced subsidence to occur, and further analysis is 
not required. 

Conclusions regarding subsidence impacts are reached by comparing groundwater 
level changes between the No Action Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, 
and Alternatives 1 through 5.  If groundwater levels decline, subsidence impacts 
are more likely to occur, due to the potential for compaction of subsurface 
materials with the loss of groundwater in storage.  However, if groundwater 
levels are similar or slightly decline, the potential for land subsidence to occur 
is minimal. 

AA 31: Major subsidence in the Sacramento Valley, such as up to 4 feet in the 
Yolo basin area, is discussed in Section 7.3.3 of Chapter 7, Groundwater 
Resources and Groundwater Quality, of the EIS.  The text acknowledges 
overdraft conditions that could result in subsidence do occur in other portions of 
the Sacramento Valley, including the West Butte Subbasin in Butte, Glenn, and 
Sutter Counties. 

AA 32: The groundwater water quality analysis described in the EIS consists of 
comparing the groundwater levels and flow directions under the alternatives as 
compared to the No Action Alternative and Second Basis of Comparison.  Any 
change in groundwater levels or flow directions due to implementation of the 
alternatives are further analyzed to determine whether the changes result in 
conditions that would lead to degradation of groundwater quality (e.g. inducement 
of migration of poorer quality groundwater into areas of higher quality).   

No mitigation measures were included in the EIS for groundwater conditions 
because groundwater pumping would be similar or decrease and groundwater 
elevations would be similar or rise under Alternatives 1 through 5 as compared to 
the No Action Alternative.  The Second Basis of Comparison was included in the 
EIS for informational purposes only, as described in Chapter 3, Description of 
Alternatives.  The Second Basis of Comparison does not comply with the 
definition of the No Action Alternative under the NEPA guidelines.  Therefore, 
mitigation measures have not been considered for changes under Alternatives 1 
through 5 and the No Action Alternative as compared to the Second Basis of 
Comparison. 

The analysis in the EIS assumes compliance with ongoing surface water and 
groundwater quality programs by 2030 under the No Action Alternative, Second 
Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 through 5, including the Grassland 
Bypass Project in the San Joaquin Valley. 

As described in the response to Comment AA 29, the EIS analysis assumes 
compliance with all requirements for water transfers, including transfers with 
provisions for groundwater substitution, that involve either CVP and SWP water 
contract water supplies or facilities are described in Section 5.4.2.1.3 of 
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groundwater uses and groundwater quality under the No Action Alternative, 
Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 through 5.   

AA 33: The EIS analysis is conducted to evaluate the No Action Alternative, 
Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 through 5 comparative 
conditions in Year 2030.  Historic data, including streamflow depletion values, 
were used to develop the input values and assumptions used in the CVHM model, 
as described in Appendix 7A, Groundwater Model Documentation.  The existing 
conditions maps are included in the reference cited in the EIS, the 2009 U.S. 
Geological Survey report entitled Groundwater Availability of the Central Valley 
Aquifer, California, which used the CVHM model for the evaluation of the Central 
Valley aquifer conditions.  It is recognized that the U.S. Geological Survey is 
currently updating this report.  
AA 34: The analysis includes an estimated 10 percent cost increase in 
groundwater pumping to include other additional economic costs (lower 
groundwater tables, subsidence, streamflow depletion, depreciation, well 
replacement, and increased treatment costs).  This estimate was based on a review 
of water management studies with projected costs for a range of water resource 
supplies during the development of Chapter 19, Socioeconomics, and 
Appendix 19A, California Water Economics Spreadsheet Tool (CWEST) 
Documentation.  Relevant information was reviewed and considered to reach the 
10 percent conclusion.  General information is available in the literature, but the 
information necessary to accurately assign a unique and representative cost to 
each individual contractor does not exist.  The additional costs of lower 
groundwater tables, subsidence, streamflow depletion, depreciation, well 
replacement, and increased treatment costs are influenced by regional factors and 
should not be entirely attributed to the amount of water pumped.  Variations 
among regions in precipitation, recharge patterns, and groundwater hydraulics, 
and technology may have more influence on these additional costs than the 
amount of groundwater pumped.  For example, in some regions, close 
connectivity between groundwater and surface water might allow a large rainfall 
event to eliminate lower groundwater levels.  In other regions, lower groundwater 
tables might be sustained indefinitely.  Some regions experience subsidence and 
streamflow depletion, others do not.  Depreciation of wells and pumps is related 
to age of the equipment and changing technology as well as the amount of water 
pumped.  In most regions, changes in groundwater costs, other than the direct 
pumping costs, are a very small fraction of all changes in water operating 
expenses caused by an alternative. 

AA 35: As described in the response to Comment AA 32, no mitigation measures 
were included in the EIS for groundwater conditions because groundwater 
pumping would be similar or decrease and groundwater elevations would be 
similar or increased under Alternatives 1 through 5 as compared to the No Action 
Alternative.  The Second Basis of Comparison was included in the EIS for 
informational purposes only, as described in Chapter 3, Description of 
Alternatives.  The Second Basis of Comparison does not comply with the 
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mitigation measures have not been considered for changes under Alternatives 1 
through 5 and the No Action Alternative as compared to the Second Basis of 
Comparison. 

AA 36: The cumulative effects do include water transfers.  The discussion of 
cumulative effects associated with water transfers in Chapter 7, Groundwater 
Resources and Groundwater Quality, has been modified in the Final EIS. 

AA 37: Continuation of the Lower Yuba River Accord water transfers is assumed 
in the No Action Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 
through 5.  Surface water diversions and flows from this program are included in 
the CalSim II model and are input into the CVHM model as a diversion node.  
When surface water transfers occur, the CVHM model automatically adjusts the 
groundwater pumping to make up for reduced surface water availability used 
locally in the Feather River and Yuba River watersheds.  Therefore, the effects of 
this transfer program are included in the modeling analysis for each alternative 
and are independent of the impacts from the alternatives. 

AA 38: The Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) would primarily convey water 
from North Delta and South Delta intakes in wet water year conditions.  During 
drier years, the intakes could convey less water than under the No Action 
Alternative and there would be many months when the North Delta intakes would 
not be allowed to operate, as described in the Draft EIR/EIS for the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan (BDCP).  The BDCP would be operated in a manner to protect 
water users and environmental habitat located upstream of and in the Delta in 
accordance with permits issued by the SWRCB, USFWS, NMFS, and California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife.  As described in the Draft EIR/EIS for the 
BDCP, the full capacity of the North Delta intakes would only be used during 
periods with high river flows, such as following a major rainfall event or rapid 
snow melt event. 

AA 39: Section 7.3 of Chapter 7, Groundwater Resources and Groundwater 
Quality, has been modified to include a discussion of the project referred to in this 
comment. 

AA 40: The projects listed in this comment are either considered to be relatively 
short-term and may not be implemented in 2030 or speculative.   

The cumulative effects analysis in the Final EIS has been modified to include the 
2015 Westlands v. United States Settlement. 

The transfer projects described in this comment are scheduled to be completed 
before 2030.  However, as described in the response to Comment AA 29, it is 
anticipated that similar programs would continue in the Year 2030 in the No Action 
Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 through 5.  Therefore, 
these projects are not also included in the cumulative impact analysis. 

Future installation of groundwater wells also is considered to continue in the 
Year 2030 in the No Action Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, and 
Alternatives 1 through 5.  However, it would be speculative to project the details of 
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groundwater is used to replace reductions in CVP and SWP water deliveries under 
some alternatives as compared to the No Action Alternative and Second Basis of 
Comparison.  The impacts of the additional withdrawals are included in the impact 
analysis in Chapter 7, Groundwater Resources and Groundwater Quality.  The 
programs listed in this comment could be part of those actions as CVP water 
deliveries have been reduced as compared to historical conditions. 
AA 41: The District Court required Reclamation to prepare a NEPA document 
upon the provisional acceptance of the RPA actions in the 2008 USFWS BO and 
2009 NMFS BO.  Reclamation has consulted DWR on this matter and DWR has 
stated that there was no state action requiring CEQA. 

AA 42: The mitigation measures adopted by Reclamation will be included in the 
Record of Decision. 

AA 43: The Preferred Alternative was defined following review of comments on 
the Draft EIS.  The Preferred Alternative is described in Section 1.5 of Chapter 1, 
Introduction, of the Final EIS. 

AA 44: As described in Section 3.3, Reclamation included the Second Basis of 
Comparison to identify changes that would occur due to actions that would not 
have been implemented without Reclamation’s provisional acceptance of the 
BOs, as required by the District Court order.  Alternative 1 is included in the 
range of alternatives considered in this EIS because the Second Basis of 
Comparison is not an alternative under NEPA. 

AA 45: Comment noted.  The EIS analysis adequately addresses the effects of the 
coordinated long-term operation of the CVP and SWP. 
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1D.1.2.1 Responses to Comments from California Farm Bureau 
Federation  

CFBF 1: The Council of Environmental Quality regulations provide for the lead 
agency (Reclamation for this EIS) to identify the preferred alternative that will 
fulfill the statutory mission and responsibilities, with consideration to physical, 
environmental, human resource, and economic factors.  The preferred alternative 
does not need to be the least damaging, self-mitigating alternative.  The 
Preferred Alternative is described in Section 1.5 of Chapter 1, Introduction, of 
the Final EIS. 

CFBF 2: The changes in groundwater and surface water conditions under the 
alternatives in this EIS as compared to the No Action Alternative and the Second 
Basis of Comparison can be used to differentiate between the alternatives, 
including the No Action Alternative, as described in Chapter 5, Surface Water 
Resources and Water Supplies, and Chapter 7, Groundwater Resources and 
Groundwater Quality, of this EIS. 

CFBF 3: The EIS analysis includes an evaluation of changes in CVP and SWP 
water deliveries based on the CalSim II models and the related changes in 
groundwater elevations, agricultural land uses, and agricultural economics in the 
CVP and SWP water service areas, as described in Chapter 5; Chapter 7; and 
Chapter 12, Agricultural Resources, in the EIS.  As described in Chapter 12, 
changes in CVP and SWP surface water deliveries and groundwater use would 
result in no substantial changes in agricultural land use and employment. 

CFBF 4: The EIS analysis indicates that agricultural land use would not 
substantially change under the Alternatives 1 through 5 as compared to the No 
Action Alternative, and under the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1 
through 5 as compared to the Second Basis of Comparison.  Therefore, there are 
no changes in dust generation from agricultural lands, as described in Chapter 16, 
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 
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CFBF 5: As described in the response to Comment CFBF 1, the Council of 1 
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Environmental Quality regulations provide for the lead agency (Reclamation for 
this EIS) to identify the preferred alternative that will fulfill the statutory mission 
and responsibilities, with consideration to physical, environmental, human 
resource, and economic factors.  The preferred alternative does not need to be the 
alternative with the least adverse impacts to surface water supplies, groundwater, 
agricultural production, land use, and socioeconomics. 

CFBF 6: The SWAP model, a regional agricultural production and economic 
optimization model that simulates the decisions of farmers across 93 percent of 
agricultural land in California, was used to determine changes in agricultural land use 
and employment based upon changes in CVP and SWP water deliveries and cost-
effective water supplies, as described in Appendix 12A, Statewide Agricultural 
Production Model (SWAP) Documentation, of the EIS.  The SWAP model 
simulates changes in Year 2030 based upon economic optimization factors related 
to crop selection, water supplies, and other factors to maximize profits with 
consideration of resource constraints, technical production relationships, and 
market conditions. The model indicated that even with the cost of groundwater 
pumping from greater depths, the overall agricultural production could be 
maintained.  The analysis assumes changes occur under the No Action Alternative 
and Second Basis of Comparison between the recent conditions and Year 2030 
with or without implementation of the 2008 USFWS BO and the 2009 NMFS 
BO; and the EIS evaluates changes in 2030 under the alternatives discussed 
Chapter 5 through 21 of the EIS.  
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1D.1.3 Coalition for a Sustainable Delta 1 
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Attachments to the Coalition for a Sustainable Delta letter are included in 
Attachment 1D.1 located at the end of Appendix 1D. 

1D.1.3.2 Responses to Comments from Coalition for a Sustainable Delta 
CSD 1: Comment noted. 

CSD 2: Please see responses to Comments CSD 3 through CSD 20. 

CSD 3: Reclamation was directed by the District Court to remedy its failure to 
conduct a NEPA analysis when it accepted and implemented the 2008 USFWS 
BO RPA and the 2009 NMFS BO RPA pursuant to the Federal Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (ESA) as amended (United States Code [U.S.C.] 1531 
et. seq.).  In order to satisfy the Court’s directive, Reclamation has analyzed 
operation of the CVP, in coordination with the operation of the SWP, consistent 
with the BOs, as well as alternatives which represent potential modifications to 
the continued long-term operation of the CVP in coordination with the SWP.  The 
purpose of the action, as described in Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, considers the 
purposes for which the CVP was authorized, as amended by CVPIA, as well as 
the regulatory limitations on CVP operations, including applicable state and 
federal laws and water rights.  This purpose statement does not limit the analysis 
of the range of alternatives which includes alternatives with CVP and SWP 
operational assumptions substantially different than historic operational 
parameters.  Because existing facilities were designed and constructed to operate 
under a variety of hydrologic conditions, Reclamation’s operation of the CVP 
facilities is within the original designed range of operations. 

CSD 4: The limited water supply available to Reclamation on the Stanislaus 
River through water rights associated with the New Melones Reservoir, are fully 
committed to multiple beneficial uses, including those on the Stanislaus River.  
The Vernalis Adaptive Management Program allowed for additional sources of 
water, other than available water within New Melones Reservoir to be used to 
maintain flow in the San Joaquin River.  After the completion of this program, 
Reclamation does not have sufficient supply available in New Melones Reservoir 
to meet inflow targets suggested by CSD.  Therefore, the I:E ratio can only be met 
through export limitations, and not through releases from New Melones 
Reservoir. 

CSD 5: The wastewater treatment plant improvements for the Sacramento 
Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant are under construction.  The final facilities, 
the tertiary treatment plant facilities, are scheduled to be completed in 2023.  
Because construction is underway on a site that requires continuous operation of 
existing facilities, it would be difficult for Reclamation to require an accelerated 
construction schedule.  The new facilities are anticipated to be operated at least 
seven years prior to the Year 2030.  Therefore, it is assumed that these facilities 
will be constructed and in operation in the same manner under the No Action 
Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 through 5 in the 
Year 2030.  The EIS analysis does not compare conditions under the existing 
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Comparison, and Alternatives 1 through 5. 

The EIS analysis is a comparative analysis of conditions at Year 2030 that 
compares Alternatives 1 through 5 to the No Action Alternative, and No Action 
Alternative and Alternatives 1 through 5 to the Second Basis of Comparison.  
Implementation of the Total Maximum Daily Load and other existing water 
quality objectives by 2020 in accordance with identified schedules would be 
consistent under the No Action Alternative, Alternatives 1 through 5, and Second 
Basis of Comparison.  Therefore, the results of the comparison of the alternatives 
would not be affected by implementation of these criteria.   

CSD 6: Additional details of the analysis of the trap and haul program associated 
with Alternatives 3 and 4 is included in the Final EIS as Appendix 9O and 
Section 9.4.1 of Chapter 9, Fish and Aquatic Resources.  Text revisions to 
page 9-316 of the Draft EIS indicate an improvement in survival and clarify 
uncertainty by describing the potential for unintended consequences associated 
with the trap and haul program.  Text was also added to pages 9-287, 9-296, and 
9-300 of the Draft EIS to indicate the potential for improved survival due to the 
non-operational measures included in Alternative 3. 

CSD 7: The text on page 9G-2 of Appendix 9G, Smelt Analysis, has been 
modified to reflect the uncertainty associated with using X2 as an indicator of 
suitable habitat for Delta Smelt.  Text has been added to Chapter 9 of the Final 
EIS related to uncertainty regarding analysis of operational measures. 

CSD 8: It is impossible to exactly predict how groundwater users would respond 
to changes in surface water deliveries in Year 2030.  The Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act does not prevent increased groundwater 
withdrawals until the Groundwater Sustainability Plans are completely 
implemented in 2040 to 2042.  The SWAP model, as described in Chapter 12, 
Agricultural Resources, of the EIS, indicates that groundwater elevations under 
the No Action Alternatives, the Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 
through 5 would not result in adverse economic impacts on a regional basis.  As 
described in Section 12.4.3 of Chapter 12, reduced cultivation of agricultural 
lands could occur within individual farms; however, the amount of lands affected 
would be relatively small on a regional basis.  The EIS analysis compares 
conditions in Year 2030 under the No Action Alternative with conditions under 
Alternatives 1 through 5; and conditions in 2030 under the Second Basis of 
Comparison with conditions under the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1 
through 5.  The EIS analysis does not compare conditions under the alternatives 
and Second Basis of Comparison to the existing conditions in the NEPA analysis. 

CSD 9: The cited Howitt et al. drought impact study was updated and revised in 
later months as more information became available, resulting in substantially 
lower estimated impacts (see Howitt et al., “Drought, Jobs, and Controversy: 
Revisiting 2009”, Agricultural and Resource Economics, Vol 14, No. 6, 
Jul/Aug 2011).  Importantly, the analysis in that drought impact study did not 
include a detailed groundwater modeling analysis to assess the physical effects of 

Final LTO EIS 1D-49  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

reduced water supplies on groundwater conditions.  Therefore, it relied on a set of 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 

assumptions about how pumping might change.  In contrast, the analysis in this 
EIS includes a detailed groundwater modeling analysis (as described in Chapter 7, 
Groundwater Resources and Groundwater Quality).  The agricultural analysis in 
Chapter 12, Agricultural Resources, was performed based on and consistent with 
the results of the groundwater analysis.  Based on the estimated pumping lift 
changes (and therefore pumping costs) relative to the value of agricultural 
production, the SWAP model estimates that changes in irrigated acreage and 
value of production would be less than 1 percent (relative to the 2030 No Action 
Alternative) on a regional basis.  As described in Section 12.4.3 of Chapter 12, 
reduced cultivation of agricultural lands could occur within individual farms with 
more limited access to groundwater. 

CSD 10: The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act does not prevent 
increased groundwater withdrawals until the Groundwater Sustainability Plans are 
completely implemented in 2040 to 2042.  Therefore, groundwater use is not 
limited in the EIS groundwater analysis.  It should be noted that Figures 7.15 
through 7.60 in Chapter 7, Groundwater Resources and Groundwater Quality, 
have been modified in the Final EIS to correct an error that increased the changes 
in groundwater elevation by a factor of 3.25.  This miscalculation was due to an 
error in a model post-processor that generates the figures related to changing the 
values from CVHM Model output from meters to feet.  Therefore, the results in 
these figures and the related text in Chapter 7 are less than reported in the Draft 
EIS.  The figures and the text have been revised in the Final EIS.  No changes are 
required to the CVHM model. 

The revised results in the figures and the text in Chapter 7 are consistent with the 
findings of the SWAP model. 

CSD 11: The summary for winter-run Chinook Salmon effects under 
Alternatives 3 and 4 have been modified in Section 9.4 of Chapter 9, Fish and 
Aquatic Resources, in the Final EIS to provide additional details regarding the 
level of uncertainty associated with harvest restrictions.  The modified text 
indicates that the harvest restrictions would likely benefit salmon. 

CSD 12: As described in Appendix 9I, Onchorhynchus Bayesian Analysis 
(OBAN) Model Documentation, the analysis presents changes in Alternatives 3 
and 4 as compared to the No Action Alternative and Second Basis of Comparison, 
including changes related to harvest restrictions and Old and Middle River 
criteria. 

CSD 13: A wide range of reference materials were evaluated in the preparation of 
the aquatic resource analysis in the EIS, as noted in Section 9.5 of Chapter 9, Fish 
and Aquatic Resources.  The reference materials were used to develop the 
affected environment sections and to consider the results of the impact analyses.  
During preparation of the Final EIS, the references identified in the exhibit 
attached to the Coalition for a Sustainable letter dated July 13, 2015 were 
examined and included as appropriate, as described below. 
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Review Panel) were included in the Draft EIS (including pages 9-75 and 9-79 
regarding Delta smelt, pages 9-76 and 9-78 regarding fish passage and 
entrainment, and page 9-139 regarding the Pelagic Organism Decline.  

• The Draft EIS already contains numerous references to Glibert (2010) and 
Glibert et al. (2011 and 2014).  Note that the 2011 citation in the Draft EIS is 
the correct form of Glibert et al. (2012) in the list of references provided.  The 
first Glibert et al. (2014) citation in the comment should be Glibert et al. 
(2013) and would add little to the discussion presented in the Draft EIS.  The 
paper identified as Glibert et al. (2013) in the comment concerns modeling of 
plankton dynamics that was not conducted for the Draft EIS.  

• The Manly et al. (2015) paper was included in the Draft EIS on page 9-64 in 
the Draft EIS and has been added to the discussion on page 9-115 and in 
Appendix 9G, Smelt Analysis. 

• The life cycle models of Maunder and Deriso (2011) were identified in the 
Draft EIS on page 9-115 and numerous times in Appendix 9B, Aquatic 
Species Life History Accounts. 

• Merz et al. (2011) is included in the list of studies on page 9-63 of the Draft 
EIS.  Additional information from this reference was added to page 9B-126 in 
Appendix 9B.  Longfin smelt distribution information from Merz et al. (2013) 
has been added to Sections 9B.11.2 and 9B.11.3 in Appendix 9B.  

• Miller et al (2012) is included in the references for Delta smelt related to food 
webs on page 9-65 in the Draft EIS.  

• The Murphy and Hamilton (2013) paper is included in the description of the 
Delta smelt distribution on page 9-63 and 9-64 of the Draft EIS.  Murphy and 
Weiland (2011) concerns agency obligations during ESA consultation, and is 
not directly applicable to the analysis under NEPA.  Similarly, Murphy et al. 
(2011) is a critique of the use of surrogate species when making management 
decisions and proposed actions during agency consultation and formulation of 
BOs by the management agencies and is not directly applicable to the NEPA 
analysis of alternatives in the Draft EIS.  Murphy and Weiland (2014) also 
concerns the use of surrogates as proxies for the amount or extent of 
anticipated take, which again concerns ESA consultation and determination of 
jeopardy by the management agencies.  The second Murphy and Weiland 
(2014) paper concerns the use of adaptive management which is outside the 
scope of the Draft EIS.  

• The Weston et al. (2015) paper documents that certain insecticides are found 
in urban and agricultural creeks tributary to Suisun Marsh and that these 
compounds pose a risk of toxicity to aquatic organisms in the creeks, but not 
necessarily once diluted in the marsh.  This type of impact could be important 
to Suisun Marsh conditions; however, it may not be discernable at the regional 
level analyzed in this EIS. 

CSD 14: Comment noted. 

Final LTO EIS 1D-51  


	1D Comments from Interest Groups and Responses
	1D.1 Comments and Responses
	1D.1.1 AquAlliance
	1D.1.1.1 Attachments to Comments from AquAlliance
	1D.1.1.2 Responses to Comments from AquAlliance

	1D.1.2 California Farm Bureau Federation
	1D.1.2.1 Responses to Comments from California Farm Bureau Federation

	1D.1.3 Coalition for a Sustainable Delta
	1D.1.3.1 Attachments to Comments from Coalition for a Sustainable Delta
	1D.1.3.2 Responses to Comments from Coalition for a Sustainable Delta






Accessibility Report


		Filename: 

		LTO_FEIS_App1D Response to_Interest Groups_PartA.pdf




		Report created by: 

		

		Organization: 

		




[Enter personal and organization information through the Preferences > Identity dialog.]


Summary


The checker found no problems in this document.


		Needs manual check: 0

		Passed manually: 2

		Failed manually: 0

		Skipped: 1

		Passed: 29

		Failed: 0




Detailed Report


		Document



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Accessibility permission flag		Passed		Accessibility permission flag must be set

		Image-only PDF		Passed		Document is not image-only PDF

		Tagged PDF		Passed		Document is tagged PDF

		Logical Reading Order		Passed manually		Document structure provides a logical reading order

		Primary language		Passed		Text language is specified

		Title		Passed		Document title is showing in title bar

		Bookmarks		Passed		Bookmarks are present in large documents

		Color contrast		Passed manually		Document has appropriate color contrast

		Page Content



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Tagged content		Passed		All page content is tagged

		Tagged annotations		Passed		All annotations are tagged

		Tab order		Passed		Tab order is consistent with structure order

		Character encoding		Passed		Reliable character encoding is provided

		Tagged multimedia		Passed		All multimedia objects are tagged

		Screen flicker		Passed		Page will not cause screen flicker

		Scripts		Passed		No inaccessible scripts

		Timed responses		Passed		Page does not require timed responses

		Navigation links		Passed		Navigation links are not repetitive

		Forms



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Tagged form fields		Passed		All form fields are tagged

		Field descriptions		Passed		All form fields have description

		Alternate Text



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Figures alternate text		Passed		Figures require alternate text

		Nested alternate text		Passed		Alternate text that will never be read

		Associated with content		Passed		Alternate text must be associated with some content

		Hides annotation		Passed		Alternate text should not hide annotation

		Other elements alternate text		Passed		Other elements that require alternate text

		Tables



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Rows		Passed		TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot

		TH and TD		Passed		TH and TD must be children of TR

		Headers		Passed		Tables should have headers

		Regularity		Passed		Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column

		Summary		Skipped		Tables must have a summary

		Lists



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		List items		Passed		LI must be a child of L

		Lbl and LBody		Passed		Lbl and LBody must be children of LI

		Headings



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Appropriate nesting		Passed		Appropriate nesting






Back to Top


