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1D.1.12.1 Attachments to Comments from North Coast Rivers Alliance 
Attachments to the North Coast Rivers Alliance Comment letter are included in 
Attachment 1D.4 located at the end of Appendix 1D. 

1D.1.12.2 Responses to Comments from North Coast Rivers Alliance 
NCRA 1: Comment noted. 

NCRA 2: The conclusions of the 2008 USFWS BO and 2009 NMFS BO cited in 
this comment discussed conditions that would likely jeopardize the continued 
existence of listed species prior to implementation of the RPA actions included in 
each BO.  The existing conditions and the future conditions under the No Action 
Alternative, as described in the EIS, include implementation of the RPA actions 
for the coordinated long-term operation of the CVP and SWP.  The RPAs 
contained in the BOs provide actions to modify the operations in order to avoid 
jeopardy of listed species or adverse modifications or destruction of critical 
habitat.  

NCRA 3: The commenter’s support of the No Action Alternative is 
acknowledged.   

The EIS analysis 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. 

NCRA 4: The commenter’s opposition of Alternatives 1 through 4 is 
acknowledged.  As discussed in the response to Comment NCRA 3, the EIS does 
not determine if the alternatives would be likely to cause jeopardy to the 
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habitat. 

NCRA 5: The comment related to the text on page 1-7 of the Draft EIS is a 
citation and a summary of information presented in the 2008 USFWS BO and 
2009 NMFS BO.  This information presented on page 1-7 of the Draft EIS is not a 
conclusion of the EIS. 

NCRA 6: Alternative 5 was developed as part of the range of alternatives to be 
considered in the EIS.  The commenter’s opposition to Alternative 5 and support 
of the No Action Alternative are acknowledged. 

NCRA 7: The analysis in the EIS includes a range of hydrologic conditions 
projected to occur with a projected 2030 level of demand and regulatory 
requirements (including implementation of the 2008 USFWS BO and 2009 
NMFS BO.  As described in Appendix 5A, Section A, CalSim II and DSM2 
Modeling, of the EIS, the range of hydrologic conditions analyzed in the EIS 
includes severe droughts and flood periods that have occurred in a 82-year 
hydrology with changes for projected climate change and sea level rise.  The 
climate change assumptions are incorporated with historical hydrologic patterns 
to develop projected conditions in the Year 2030 for all alternatives considered in 
the EIS.  As indicated in the comment, the projected pattern and frequency of 
water year types in the Year 2030 analysis in the EIS is different than under 
existing conditions. 

The commenter’s opposition to Alternative 5 is acknowledged. 

NCRA 8: The commenter’s support of the No Action Alternative is 
acknowledged. 
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1D.1.13.1 Responses to Comments from Restore the Delta 
Restore the Delta 1: At the time the request for extension of the public review 
period was submitted, the Amended Judgement dated September 30, 2014 issued 
by the United States District Court for the Eastern District of California (District 
Court) in the Consolidated Delta Smelt Cases required Reclamation to issue a 
Record of Decision by no later than December 1, 2015.  Due to this requirement, 
Reclamation did not have sufficient time to extend the public review period.  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 extend the 
public review period.   

Final LTO EIS 1D-157  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

1D.1.14 South Valley Water Association  1 

 2 

 1D-158 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-159  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-160 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-161  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-162 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-163  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-164 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-165  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-166 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

1D.1.14.1 Responses to Comments from South Valley Water Association 2 
3 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

SVWA 1: Comment noted. 

SVWA 2: At the time the request for extension of the public review period was 
submitted, the Amended Judgement dated September 30, 2014 issued by the 
United States District Court for the Eastern District of California (District Court) 
in the Consolidated Delta Smelt Cases required Reclamation to issue a Record of 
Decision by no later than December 1, 2015.  Due to this requirement, 
Reclamation did not have sufficient time to extend the public review period.  On 
October 9, 2015, the District Court granted a very short time extension to address 
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issue a Record of Decision on or before January 12, 2016.  This current court 
ordered schedule does not provide sufficient time for Reclamation to extend the 
public review period.  

SVWA 3: The Preferred Alternative is described in Section 1.5 of Chapter 1, 
Introduction, of the Final EIS.  The Environmentally Preferred Alternative will be 
identified and discussed in the Record of Decision, as required by the CEQ 
regulations. 

SVWA 4: The EIS analysis assumes all water deliveries to the San Joaquin River 
Exchange Contractors are conveyed through the Delta; and water deliveries from 
Millerton Lake would be similar under all alternatives and the Second Basis of 
Comparison in all water year types.  However, it is recognized that during 
extreme droughts, water can be delivered to the San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contractors from Millerton Lake and CVP deliveries to users along the Friant and 
Madera canals can be reduced.  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, in the Final EIS 
to describe historical responses by CVP and SWP to these drought conditions, 
including recent deliveries of CVP water to the San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contractors.     

SVWA 5: The comment is noted that inclusion of two basies of comparison does 
increase the number of alternative comparisons.  The results of the impact 
assessment were presented separately for the alternatives as compared to the No 
Action Alternative and to the Second Basis of Comparison.  The purposes of what 
the two basis of comparison represent are presented in Section 3.3 of Chapter 3, 
Description of Alternatives. 

SVWA 6: As described in Section 3.3, Reclamation had provisionally accepted 
the provisions of the 2008 USFWS BO and 2009 NMFS BO, and was 
implementing the BOs at the time of publication of the Notice of Intent in March 
2012.  Under the definition of the No Action Alternative in the National 
Environmental Policy Act regulations (43 CFR 46.30), Reclamation’s NEPA 
Handbook (Section 8.6), and Question 3 of the Council of Environmental 
Quality’s Forty Most Asked Questions, the No Action Alternative could represent 
a future condition with “no change” from current management direction or level 
of management intensity, or a future “no action” conditions without 
implementation of the actions being evaluated in the EIS.  The No Action 
Alternative in this EIS is consistent with the definition of “no change” from 
current management direction or level of management.  Therefore, the RPAs were 
included in the No Action Alternative as Reclamation had been implementing the 
BOs and RPA actions, except where enjoined, as part of CVP operations for 
approximately three years at the time the Notice of Intent was issued (2008 
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implemented for two years and nine months).   

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.  However, the Second Basis of 
Comparison is not consistent with the definition of the No Action Alternative 
used to develop the No Action Alternative for this EIS.  Therefore, mitigation 
measures have not been considered for changes of alternatives as compared to the 
Second Basis of Comparison. 

SVWA 7: The commenter’s opposition to Alternatives 2 and 5 is acknowledged. 

SVWA 8: The commenter’s discussion of groundwater conditions under 
Alternative 2 as compared to the No Action Alternative and Second Basis of 
Comparison are consistent with the discussion of the impact analysis in Section 
7.4.3.3 of Chapter Groundwater Resources and Groundwater Quality of the EIS.  
The commenter’s opposition to Alternative 2 is acknowledged. 

SVWA 9: The commenter’s discussion of groundwater conditions under 
Alternative 5 as compared to the No Action Alternative and Second Basis of 
Comparison are consistent with the discussion of the impact analysis in Section 
7.4.3.6 of Chapter Groundwater Resources and Groundwater Quality of the EIS.  
The commenter’s opposition to Alternative 5 is acknowledged. 

SVWA 10: The commenter’s discussion of groundwater conditions under 
Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 as compared to the No Action Alternative and Second 
Basis of Comparison are consistent with the discussion of the impact analysis in 
Sections 7.4.3.2, 7.4.3.4, and 7.4.3.5 of Chapter Groundwater Resources and 
Groundwater Quality of the EIS.  The commenter’s support of Alternatives 1, 3, 
and 4 is acknowledged. 

SVWA 11: The commenter’s opposition of Alternative 2 is acknowledged. 

SVWA 12: The commenter’s opposition of Alternative 5 is acknowledged. 

SVWA 13: The commenter’s opposition to the No Action Alternative and 
Alternatives 2 and 5 is acknowledged. 

Final LTO EIS 1D-169  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses  

1D.1.15 State Water Contractors 1 

2    

 1D-170 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-171  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-172 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-173  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-174 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-175  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-176 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-177  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-178 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-179  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-180 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-181  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-182 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-183  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-184 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-185  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-186 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-187  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-188 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-189  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-190 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-191  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-192 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-193  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-194 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-195  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-196 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-197  



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

 1D-198 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

 1 

Final LTO EIS 1D-199  


	1D.1.12 North Coast Rivers Alliance
	1D.1.12.1 Attachments to Comments from North Coast Rivers Alliance
	1D.1.12.2 Responses to Comments from North Coast Rivers Alliance

	1D.1.13 Restore the Delta 
	1D.1.13.1 Responses to Comments from Restore the Delta

	1D.1.14 South Valley Water Association 
	1D.1.14.1 Responses to Comments from South Valley Water Association

	1D.1.15 State Water Contractors
	1D.1.15.1 Responses to Comments from State Water Contractors




Accessibility Report


		Filename: 

		LTO_FEIS_App1D Response to_Interest Groups_PartD.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: 1

		Passed manually: 1

		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		Needs manual check		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


