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Comments from State Agencies and Responses
This section contains a copy of comment letters from State government agencies listed in
Table 3-5 and responses to their comments.
Table 3-5. State Agencies Providing Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Abbreviation

Agency

CDFW
NCRWQCB

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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Responses to Comments from California Department of Fish and Wildlife

CDFW-1: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
CDFW-2: In the Executive Summary and Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft
EIS, text on page ES-4 (lines 9-10, and 19-21) and page 2-3 (lines 10-11 and 21-23) has been
revised to clarify that Reclamation, in coordination with the LTP Technical Team, will initiate
preventive base flow augmentation in consideration of flow levels, thermal regime, fish
densities, and Ich infestation levels in the lower Klamath River. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of the
Final EIS.
As described in Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” (page 2-3) in the Draft EIS,
Reclamation will implement all of the flow augmentation components (preventive base flow
augmentation, preventive pulse flow, and emergency pulse flow augmentation) in coordination
with the LTP Technical Team. Text on page ES-6 (lines 21-25) and page 2-6 (lines 30-34) of the
Draft EIS has been revised to further clarify that refinement of trigger criteria for flow
augmentation components will be done in coordination with the LTP Technical Team.
CDFW-3: Reclamation appreciates CDFW participation as a cooperating agency, and the
presentation concerning potential effects of Trinity River flow releases on spring and fall
Chinook Salmon run timing made at the workshop. Reclamation considered this information in
the development of the Draft EIS. While this issue is of great concern to Reclamation, as it
should be for all of the cooperating resource managers, because the CDFW presenters described
this issue as a preliminary analysis that is subject to ongoing evaluation, it has been explicitly
included as one of the important elements of the additional monitoring and research efforts of the
action alternatives. Table 2-2 and Table 2-3 in Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the
Draft EIS includes further monitoring and research of any inadvertent and unanticipated adverse
effects on asynchronous migration cues and timing of any affected salmon runs.
CDFW-4: -CVPIA-3406(b) affirms Reclamation’s responsibilities to meet applicable State and
Federal law, but does not create any additional requirements to meet State law that is not already
applicable to Federal agencies in general and Reclamation specifically. As you are aware, actions
by Federal agencies are not subject to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) or
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) by statutory definition. See California Public
Resources Code Section 21000 and Fish and Game Code Section 2050 – 2115.5.
CDFW-5: As described in Chapter 4, “Fisheries Modeling” in the Analytical Tools Technical
Appendix in the Draft EIS (see pages 4-2 to 4-5), SALMOD and Interactive Object-Oriented
Salmon Simulation (IOS) results are affected by uncertainty in model inputs (described in
Chapter 4, “Surface Water Supply and Management” and Chapter 5, “Surface Water Quality”).
SALMOD results are intended to be used as a comparative tool to evaluate relative change in
salmon production between alternatives, and to identify general positive or negative change.
While the input data (flow and water temperature) may differ by less than 5 percent between
alternatives, those differences are incorporated into the fisheries’ models, and may result in
significant changes in survival. This is why it is important to use the fisheries model results as an
index simply for alternative comparisons rather than using them as actual population estimates.
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CDFW-6: Water temperature, moving downstream from Keswick Dam, is a combination of the
water temperature of the Keswick release, flow rate of Keswick release, and meteorological
conditions. The temperature modeling includes all three of these factors. The water temperature
of the Keswick release is a function of inflow temperature from Shasta Lake, not Shasta Dam
release temperature, because of heating or cooling in the reach from Shasta to Keswick and
inflow from the Spring Creek tunnel.
Results from both SALMOD and IOS show that changes in fish survival are significantly more
affected by changes in water temperature than by flow. Additionally, as seen in real-life, small
changes in water temperatures can have substantial effects on egg survival.
CDFW-7: In the Executive Summary and Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft
EIS, text on page ES-4 (lines 9-10 and 19-21) and page 2-3 (lines 10-11 and 21-23) has been
revised to clarify that Reclamation, in coordination with the LTP Technical Team, will initiate
preventive base flow augmentation in consideration of flow levels, thermal regime, fish
densities, and Ich infestation levels in the lower Klamath River. As described in Chapter 2,
“Description of Alternatives” on page 2-3, Reclamation will implement the three flow
components in coordination with the LTP Technical Team. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of the Final
EIS.
CDFW-8: In the Executive Summary and Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft
EIS, text on page ES-4 (lines 9-21) and page 2-3 (lines 10-23) has been revised to clarify that
Reclamation, in coordination with the LTP Technical Team, will initiate preventive base flow
augmentation in consideration of flow levels, thermal regime, fish densities, and Ich infestation
levels in the lower Klamath River. Based on input from the LTP Technical Team, fish harvest
data may be used to help understand potential fish densities in the lower Klamath River. In
coordination with the LTP Technical Team, additional fish density metrics will be developed as
part of the monitoring and research component of the action alternatives. See Chapter 4, “Errata”
of this Final EIS.
CDFW-9: Please refer to the response to comment for CDFW-4.
CDFW-10: Please refer to the responses to comments for CDFW-2 and CDFW-7.
CDFW-11: Please refer to the response to comment for CDFW-8.
CDFW-12: As described in Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” on page 2-4 (lines 5-6),
disease sampling and confirmation of disease findings for low-level Ich infections would follow
methods as described in the 2013 Fall Flow Release Recommendation Memorandum by USFWS
and NMFS. As described in Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” on page 2-7, Reclamation,
in coordination with the LTP Technical Team, may refine these trigger criteria.
CDFW-13: Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” (page 2-5) includes assessment
of environmental conditions. This assessment would include information from Pacific Fisheries
Management Council on projected adult fall-run Chinook Salmon run size.
CDFW-14: Please refer to the response to comment for CDFW-4.
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CDFW-15: In Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” of the Draft EIS, text on page 7-12
(lines 14-39) has been revised to conform the characterization and phenotypic identification of
the Klamath Mountain Province Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU) fall-run steelhead as
being a component of the summer-run race, not the winter-run race of steelhead as is the
convention of the CDFW and NMFS. The References section of Chapter 7, “Biological
Resources – Fisheries” was also revised to incorporate bibliographic citations for Busby et al.
(1994) and National Research Council (NRC) (2004) to support these text revisions. See Chapter
4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
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North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
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Responses to Comments from North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board

NCRWQCB-1: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
NCRWQCB-2: As described in Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” page 2-2, and detailed
in the Analytical Tools Technical Appendix of the Draft EIS, anticipated climate change and sealevel rise have been incorporated into the analyses for the No Action Alternative and action
alternatives. Chapter 4, “Surface Water Supply and Management” Figure 4-17, of the Draft EIS
(page 4-28) presents the estimated flow augmentation frequency and associated volumes for the
three flow augmentation components (preventive base flow augmentation, preventive pulse flow,
and emergency pulse flow augmentation). The Analytical Tools Technical Appendix (pages 2-12
to 2-27) provides additional detail on the anticipated frequency of flow augmentation actions
(preventive base flow augmentation, preventive pulse flow, and emergency pulse flow
augmentation), including descriptions of methods and assumptions. As described in Chapter 2,
“Description of Alternatives” (pages 2-5 to 2-7, and page 2-11) of the Draft EIS, the action
alternatives provide for potential refinement of the trigger criteria for the flow augmentation
actions based on adaptive management concepts. Refinement of the trigger criteria could include
changes to the identified timing, duration, and magnitude of flow augmentation components.
Please also refer to Master Response “Range of Alternatives.”
NCRWQCB-3: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
NCRWQCB-4: The Trinity River ROD allows for adjustments to the release schedule to
respond to changing conditions and evolving scientific understanding. The Trinity River ROD
established an Adaptive Environmental Assessment and Management Program to recommend
possible adjustments to the annual flow schedule provided for in the Trinity River ROD, or other
measures to ensure that the restoration and maintenance of the Trinity River anadromous fishery
continues based on the best available scientific information and analysis. Although Trinity River
ROD flows were not originally intended to be used for late-summer flow augmentation releases,
the flow augmentation releases under Alternative 2 would directly contribute to the maintenance
of the Trinity River anadromous fishery. A larger proportion of Trinity River fall-run Chinook
Salmon were lost in the 2002 fish die-off compared to the Klamath River run. Accordingly,
returning Trinity River adult salmon are a primary beneficiary of the flow augmentation releases
under Alternative 2.
As an implementing agency of the Trinity River Restoration Program and member of the Trinity
Management Council, Reclamation fully understands and recognizes the intent and purpose of
the Trinity River ROD objectives. Chapter 4, “Surface Water Supply and Management” pages 425 to 4-28, and Chapter 2, “Water Operations Modeling” of the Analytical Tools Technical
Appendix of the Draft EIS describe that the CalSim II model sequentially evaluates an 82-year
modified historical hydrology (water years 1922-2003). This hydrologic data set includes
multiple drought periods (e.g., 1928 to 1934, 1976 to 1977, and 1988 to 1994), including
successive dry and critically dry years. Accordingly, analyses in Chapters 4 to 14 based on these
CalSim II outputs (including reservoir levels, river flows, and reservoir and river water
temperatures) reflect these drought periods.
The flow-related objectives of the Trinity River ROD, as presented in the 1999 Trinity River
Flow Evaluation Final Report, were considered in the development of the effects analyses. In
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addition to the impact analyses on effects to Trinity River ROD water temperature objectives
described in Chapter 5, “Surface Water Quality,” the analyses presented in Chapter 7,
“Biological Resources – Fisheries” and Chapter 8, “Biological Resources – Terrestrial” address
effects on a number of relevant Trinity River ROD objectives potentially affected by Alternative
2. Specific Trinity River ROD objectives considered in the Chapter 7, “Biological Resources –
Fisheries” analysis were listed in Table 7-2 (see pages 7-47 to 7-49), and those considered in the
Chapter 8, “Biological Resources – Terrestrial” analysis were described on pages 8-35 and 8-36
of the Draft EIS. Chapters 5, “Surface Water Quality” (pages 5-66 to 5-81) and Chapter 7,
“Biological Resources – Fisheries” (pages 7-87 to 7-100) of the Draft EIS describe the effects of
Alternative 2 on water temperatures in the Trinity River, including objectives identified in the
Trinity River ROD. Chapter 8, “Biological Resources – Terrestrial” (pages 8-41 to 8-43)
describes the effects of Alternative 2 on terrestrial resources, including riparian habitats. With
respect to geomorphic processes, as described in Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” (page
2-10 to 2-12), the duration and magnitude of the spring peak flows would be maintained for
extremely wet, wet, normal and dry year types, maintaining flows for geomorphic objectives. As
described in Table 8.2 of the Trinity River Flow Evaluation Final Report (USFWS and Hoopa
Valley Tribe 1999), geomorphic objectives did not include channel bed mobilization or transport
as an objective for critically dry years. Accordingly, the reduced duration of spring peak flows
(1,500 cfs) in critically dry years under Alternative 2 would not affect the objectives for these
geomorphic processes. As described in Chapter 4, “Water Supply and Management” (page 4-34
and 4-77) of the Draft EIS, both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would reduce spills in some
winter months during wetter year types, although Alternative 1 would have greater reductions in
spills than Alternative 2.
NCRWQCB-5: In Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” of the Draft EIS, text on page
7-10 (line 2) has been revised to clarify that any potential instream impacts associated with these
ongoing activities are the responsibility of the project proponents, which include the need to plan
these activities under a range of flow conditions, including any flows associated with the action
alternatives. Although the Draft EIS does not go into detail concerning the coordination of pulse
flow activities under the action alternatives with the Trinity River Restoration Program
restoration activities in the upper 40 miles of Trinity River, many of the same agencies and
tribes, including individuals, are on both the Trinity River Restoration Program and the LTP
Technical Team. See Chapter 4 “Errata” of this Final EIS.
NCRWQCB-6: In Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” of the Draft EIS, Table 7-3, on
page 7-52, has been revised, including removing the citation for the State Water Resources
Control Board Water Right Order 90-5 for Trinity River temperature objectives, and adding a
citation for the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB) Water Quality
Control Plan for the North Coast Region. The reference for the NCRWQCB Water Quality
Control Plan has been added to the References section for Chapter 7, “Biological Resources –
Fisheries” on page 7-129 (line 1) in the Draft EIS. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
Chapter 5, “Surface Water Quality” of the Draft EIS discusses, in detail, compliance with
temperature objectives.
NCRWQCB-7: As described in Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” on page 2-2 and
detailed in the Analytical Tools Technical Appendix of the Draft EIS, anticipated climate change
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and sea-level rise have been incorporated into the analyses for the No Action Alternative and
action alternatives. Chapter 4, “Surface Water Supply and Management” Figure 4-17, of the
Draft EIS (page 4-28) presents the estimated flow augmentation frequency and associated
volumes for the three flow augmentation components (preventive base flow augmentation,
preventive pulse flow, and emergency pulse flow augmentation). The Analytical Tools Technical
Appendix (pages 2-12 to 2-27) provides additional detail on the anticipated frequency of flow
augmentation actions (preventive base flow augmentation, preventive pulse flow, and emergency
pulse flow augmentation), including descriptions of methods and assumptions. Chapter 1,
“Introduction” (pages 1-1 to 1-8) provides additional information on the frequency of similar
flow augmentation actions to date.
NCRWQCB-8: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
NCRWQCB-9: Impacts to both sediment and mercury conditions in the Trinity River and
Trinity Lake, were considered, but were not discussed in the Draft EIS because they were not
anticipated to have significant impacts from the alternatives.
Concerning sediment, the flow requirements, remedial measures and adaptive management
specified in the Trinity River ROD were designed with sediment management as a major
component. The flows specified in the Trinity ROD include 5-day pulse flows of 11,500 cfs in
extremely wet, 8,500 cfs in wet, 6,000 cfs in normal, 4,500 cfs in dry, and 1,500 cfs in critically
dry years. Chapter 2 “Water Operations Modeling”, pages 2-19 to 2-27 describe the
methodology used to develop the preventive and emergency pulse flows for inclusion into the
CalSim II simulations and subsequent analysis. The resulting volumes are summarized in Table
2-8 “Summary of Preventive Base Flow Augmentation, Preventive Pulse Flow and Emergency
Pulse Flow Augmentation Volume by Water Year” and Table 2-9 “Preventive Base Flow
Augmentation for the 1922-2003 Period by Hydrologic Year Type” The alternatives include
preventive and emergency pulse flows of 5,000 cfs for one and five days respectively and
maintain ramping rates for flow changes from the Trinity ROD. The preventive and emergency
pulse flows would be larger than the Trinity ROD pulse flows in only 3 years of the 83 year
analysis period, in all other years a similar or larger Trinity ROD required pulse flow would have
been made without the project. Because the preventive and emergency pulse flows are within the
routine operational flow range, and are similar or smaller in 80 of the 83 year analysis period
they are not expected to significantly affect sedimentation.
Concerning mercury, at this time environmental conditions (e.g., seasonality, land-use practices,
fire events, storms, etc.) that are related to mercury conditions in Trinity Lake are unknown. A
Trinity Lake TMDL addressing mercury is expected in 2019, but preliminary findings are
unavailable at this time (see Table 5-2). Operations under Alternative 1 or 2 are not expected to
significantly affect mercury availability in Trinity Lake (e.g., alternative operations are not
expected to contribute to low DO conditions that may enhance methylmercury production).
NCRWQCB-10: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”

3-110 – January 2017

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

Chapter 3
Individual Comments and Responses

Comments from Regional and Local Governments, Agencies, and
Interest Groups and Responses
This section contains copies of comment letters (and selected accompanying attachments) from
the regional and local governments, agencies, and interest groups listed in Table 3-6 and
responses to their comments.
Table 3-6. Regional and Local Governments, Agencies, and Interest Groups Providing
Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Abbreviation

Agency

KDD
KID
KWUA
NCPA
PAC
PCFFA
RED
SCWUA
SIS1
SIS2
SL&DMWA
TCCA
TLRA

Klamath Drainage District
Klamath Irrigation District
Klamath Water Users Association
Northern California Power Agency
Pacific Power, a Division of PacifiCorp
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations et al.
City of Redding
Siskiyou County Water Users Association
County of Siskiyou
County of Siskiyou
San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority
Tehama Colusa Canal Authority
Trinity Lake Revitalization Alliance
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Klamath Drainage District
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Responses to Comments from Klamath Drainage District

KDD-1: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
KDD-2: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
KDD-3: The Statutory Authority section (page 1-15) of Chapter 1, “Introduction” and the
Statutory Authority Appendix of the Draft EIS describe Reclamation’s authority to implement
the action alternatives which would augment lower Klamath River from water stored in Trinity
Reservoir. Neither of the action alternatives include using Klamath Project water for flow
augmentation actions, therefore, no authority for such releases has been cited. Also please refer
to Master Response “Reclamation Authority to Release Flows.”
KDD-4: Please refer to Master Response “Removal of PacifiCorp Dams on the Klamath River.”
KDD-5: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
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Klamath Irrigation District
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Responses to Comments from Klamath Irrigation District

KID-1: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
KID-2: The Statutory Authority section of Chapter 1, “Introduction” and the Statutory Authority
Appendix of the Draft EIS describe Reclamation’s authority to implement the action alternatives
which would augment lower Klamath River from water stored in Trinity Reservoir. Neither of
the action alternatives include using Klamath Project water for flow augmentation actions,
therefore no authority for such releases has been cited. Also please refer to Master Response
“Reclamation Authority to Release Flows.”
KID-3: As described in the Chapter 1, “Introduction” section Development of the Long-Term
Plan for Protecting Late-Summer Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River on page 1-8 of the
Draft EIS, Reclamation started developing the Draft Long-Term Plan for Protecting Late
Summer Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River (Draft LTP) in 2013. An initial Draft LTP
was provided to key stakeholders on December 31, 2014. Based on comments received from
stakeholders—including Klamath Project interests—the Draft LTP was revised and released to
the public on April 17, 2015. This EIS further refines the flow augmentation actions, processes,
and monitoring identified in the Draft LTP. Reclamation does not intend to update or finalize the
April 2015 Draft LTP.
KID-4: In the Executive Summary and Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft
EIS, Table ES-1 (on page ES-5) and Table 2-1 (on page 2-5) have been revised per comment.
See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
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Klamath Water Users Association
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Responses to Comments from Klamath Water Users Association

KWUA-1: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
KWUA-2: As described in the Chapter 1, “Introduction” section Development of the Long-Term
Plan for Protecting Late-Summer Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River on page 1-8 of the
Draft EIS, Reclamation started developing the Draft Long-Term Plan for Protecting Late
Summer Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River (Draft LTP) in 2013. An initial Draft LTP
was provided to key stakeholders on December 31, 2014, including the Klamath Water Users
Association. Based on comments received from the Klamath Water Users Association and other
stakeholders, the Draft LTP was revised and released to the public on April 17, 2015. This EIS
further refines the flow augmentation actions, processes, and monitoring identified in the Draft
LTP. Reclamation does not intend to update or finalize the April 2015 Draft LTP.
KWUA-3: The Statutory Authority section of Chapter 1, “Introduction” and the Statutory
Authority Appendix of the Draft EIS describe Reclamation’s authority to implement the action
alternatives which would augment lower Klamath River from water stored in Trinity Reservoir.
Neither of the action alternatives include using Klamath Project water for flow augmentation
actions, therefore no authority for such releases has been cited. Also please refer to Master
Response “Reclamation Authority to Release Flows.”
KWUA-4: This EIS further refines the flow augmentation actions, processes, and monitoring
identified in the Draft LTP. Reclamation does not intend to update or finalize the April 2015
Draft LTP. Please also refer to comment KWUA-2.
KWUA-5: This EIS further refines the flow augmentation actions, processes, and monitoring
identified in the Draft LTP. Reclamation does not intend to update or finalize the April 2015
Draft LTP. Please also refer to comment KWUA-2.
KWUA-6: In the Executive Summary and Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft
EIS, Table ES-1 (on page ES-5), and Table 2-1 (on page 2-5) have been revised per comment.
See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
KWUA-7: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
KWUA-8: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
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Northern California Power Agency
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Responses to Comments from Northern California Power Agency

NCPA-1: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
NCPA-2: In Chapter 9, “Hydropower Generation” of the Draft EIS, Table 9-3 (on page 9-7) has
been revised to include additional data on net CVP Power generation for calendar years 2013
through 2016. The net CVP power generation values have also been revised for all other years
(2000-2012) to reflect the data in Reclamation’s annual Central Valley Project Power System
Generation Summary reports.
NCPA-3: Chapter 10, “Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Global Climate Change” of
the Draft EIS discusses the existing California renewable portfolio standard (RPS) target of 33
percent renewable energy by 2020 (see page 10-3). In addition to the RPS standard discussed in
the Draft EIS, Senate Bill (SB) 350 sets a goal for all retail sellers and publicly-owned utilities to
procure 50 percent of their electricity from eligible renewable energy resources by 2030, not
2050 as the commenter suggests.
In Chapter 10, “Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Global Climate Change” of the
Draft EIS, text on page 10-3 (lines 29-30 and 35) has been added to clarify that California has
established renewable energy requirements beyond 2020 through the adoption of SB 350. See
Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
With regards to California’s transition to a power market of increased renewable energy sources,
Reclamation recognizes that existing regulations in California, such as RPS, may result in a
reduction in fossil fuel use and an increase in renewable energy use in the future. However, to
characterize the effects from implementing the action alternatives, the Draft EIS conducted a
worst-case greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions analysis under the assumption that all reductions in
hydroelectric generation would be supplemented by nonrenewable energy sources (see pages 109 and 10-10).
Chapter 9, “Hydropower Generation” (page 9-1) of the Draft EIS describes that CVP generated
hydropower is first used to meet CVP operation needs or loads. Any power in excess of CVP
project use is offered for commercial sale. Reclamation acknowledges that reductions in
hydropower generation through implementation of the action alternatives may affect power costs
to power contractors. Power contractors repay costs allocated to power based on their assigned
percentage share of the hydropower output of the CVP. Recovery of the Federal investment
assigned to power contractors for repayment may be impacted if prices paid for CVP power
significantly exceed market power rates over an extended period of time. However, based on a
study conducted by Reclamation that considered power rate projections estimated for the three
hydrology and power generation scenarios, it does not appear that CVP energy costs will exceed
alternative costs of power for a prolonged period of time under current operating conditions, and
CVP energy costs will remain competitive and be less expensive than market energy prices
(Reclamation 2015).
NCPA-4: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
NCPA-5: As described in Chapter 9, “Hydropower Generation” (pages 9-10 to 9-14) of the
Draft EIS, CVP hydropower generation would be similar to the No Action Alternative (less than
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1 percent change) under implementation of either of the action alternatives. Please also refer to
the response to comment for NCPA-3 for additional information on CVP energy costs. See also
Master Response “Best Available Information.”
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Pacific Power, a Division of PacifiCorp
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Responses to Comments from Pacific Power

PAC-1: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
PAC-2: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
PAC-3: As described in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” to date, large-scale adult salmon die-offs
have been limited to the 2002 event on the lower Klamath River. Accordingly, the action
alternatives include flow augmentation actions that focus on the lower Klamath River. The
returning adult Chinook Salmon targeted by the action alternatives pass through the lower
Klamath River before migrating above Weitchpec in their migration. Therefore, targeting the
lower Klamath River has the potential to act as a first-response measure in preventing stress to
fish before they enter the area upstream from the confluence of the Trinity and Klamath Rivers.
Please also see Master Response “Range of Alternatives.”
PAC-4: In Chapter 1, “Introduction” of the Draft EIS, text on page 1-11 (lines 8-9) has been
revised to clarify that PacifiCorp does not manage Upper Klamath Lake for flood control
objectives. Water releases from Upper Klamath Lake through Link River Dam are made by
PacifiCorp as necessary to achieve water levels in Upper Klamath Lake, and flows in the
Klamath River at Iron Gate Dam are managed as required for operation of the Klamath
Reclamation Project and Klamath Hydroelectric Project in compliance with the Endangered
Species Act (ESA). Flood control considerations with respect to Upper Klamath Lake are
incorporated into the operational regime for compliance with the ESA. In making the required
releases, PacifiCorp must take into account downstream diversions from, and discharges into, the
Klamath River. To the extent operational flexibility exists beyond these considerations,
PacifiCorp adjusts releases from Link River Dam to facilitate hydroelectric power production.
See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
PAC-5: In Chapter 1, “Introduction” and Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft
EIS, text on page 1-11 (line 17) and page 2-2 (line 23) has been updated to reflect the status of
the FERC process regarding removal of the four PacifiCorp dams on the Klamath River. In
Chapter 2, “Additional Reasonably Foreseeable Projects or Actions” of the Cumulative Effects
Technical Appendix of the Draft EIS, text on page 2-4 (line 16) has also been updated to reflect
the current status of the project. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
PAC-6: In Chapter 5, “Surface Water Quality” of the Draft EIS, text on page 5-18 (line 3) has
been added to indicate the provisional nature of the data used for Figures 5-3, 5-4 and 5-5. Figure
5-3 (page 5-18, line 6), Figure 5-4 (page 5-18, line 9) and Figure 5-5 (page 5-19, line 3) in the
Draft EIS have all been revised to indicate the source of the data. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this
Final EIS.
PAC-7: Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” of the Draft EIS discusses the
environmental consequences (see pages 7-42 to 7-114) and mitigation measures identified
specifically for the two action alternatives (see page 7-107 to 7-114). Any or all of these
measures may be implemented with either action alternative.
PAC-8: With respect to describing adverse and beneficial effects, Chapter 7, “Biological
Resources – Fisheries” of the Draft EIS (see pages 7-58 to 7-107) clearly states how
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implementing Alternative 1 and 2 would affect fisheries. The Summary of Environmental
Consequences section of Chapter 7 (see pages 7-107 to 7-113) summarizes the various effects of
implementing the action alternatives.
With respect to the comment related to mitigation measures, please see the response to comment
for PAC-7.
PAC-9: The Cumulative Effects Technical Appendix of the Draft EIS (page 1-1) describes the
NEPA cumulative effects analysis requirements. The cumulative effects analyses focus on the
potential impacts to its associated environment resulting from the incremental impact of the
proposed action when added to other past, present, and reasonably-foreseeable future actions,
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. The
Cumulative Effects Technical Appendix also describes the Klamath River Mainstem Dam
Removal (see page 2-4).
Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” of the Draft EIS shows the results of the analysis
of the cumulative effects (see page 7-114 and 7-115). Long-term adverse impacts to fish caused
by operational changes from the Klamath River mainstem dam removal are not anticipated in the
lower Klamath River (DOI and DFG 2012), nor are fisheries’ impacts from Alternatives 1 and 2
anticipated on the upper Klamath River. During the removal of the Klamath River mainstem
dams, the lower Klamath River would experience an increase in sedimentation and turbidity,
although the action alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 2) are not anticipated to have adverse effects
fish from sedimentation or turbidity, and therefore, no adverse cumulative effect would occur. In
addition, flow augmentation in August and September under the action alternatives may improve
water quality through dilution effects. Cumulative effects analysis require disclosure of adverse
effects (not beneficial), therefore, the discussion included in the Draft EIS is appropriate.
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Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations et al.
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Responses to Comments from Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations et
al.

PCFFA-1: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
PCFFA-2: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
PCFFA-3: Please refer to Master Response “Reclamation Authority to Release Flow.”
CVPIA 3406(b) affirms Reclamation’s responsibilities to meet applicable State and Federal law,
but does not create any additional requirements to meet State law that is not already applicable to
Federal agencies in general and Reclamation specifically. As you are aware, actions by Federal
agencies are not subject to CEQA or CESA by statutory definition. See California Public
Resources Code Section 21000 and Fish and Game Code Section 2050 – 2115.5.
The Regulatory Environment and Compliance Requirements section in Chapter 5, “Surface
Water Quality” of the Draft EIS includes information on the California State Water Resources
Control Board and the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s authority under the Clean Water
Act, Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board
Basin Plans (see pages 5-1 and 5-2).
PCFFA-4: In Chapter 4, “Surface Water Supply and Management” of the Draft EIS, text has
been inserted on page 4-6 (line 33) to clarify that Trinity Lake operates with a target minimum
storage of 600 thousand acre-feet (TAF) to preserve cold water for release to the Trinity River;
however, this target may be reduced in dry and critically dry water years if determined to be
required by Reclamation, USFWS and NMFS. This is consistent with the 2000 Biological
Opinion by NMFS for the Trinity River Mainstem Fisheries Restoration EIS/R. See Chapter 4,
“Errata” of the Final EIS.
As described in Table 2-1 CalSim II Modeling Assumptions (on page 2-8), in Chapter 2 “Water
Operations Modeling” Analytical Tools Technical Appendix in the Draft EIS, the water supply
simulation modeling implemented a target Trinity Reservoir end-of-September minimum storage
of 600 TAF (i.e., Table 2-1 specifies “Trinity EIS Preferred Alternative (600 TAF as able)”).
However, under the No Action Alternative and action alternatives, Trinity River reservoir levels
drop below this identified end-of-September target, particularly in critically dry years.
PCFFA-5: In Chapter 4, “Surface Water Supply and Management” of the Draft EIS, text on
page 4-14 (lines 26 to 27) has been modified per the comment. The temperature of the inflow
into Keswick Reservoir from the Spring Creek tunnel exhibits the same seasonal variation and
comparison to Shasta Dam release temperatures as described in the comment. As the output from
the temperature modeling was used in all subsequent modeling and analysis, this effect is
properly included in the fishery impact analysis presented in Chapter 7, “Biological Resources –
Fisheries.” See Chapter 4, “Errata” of the Final EIS.
PCFFA-6: In Chapter 6, “Groundwater Resources/Groundwater Quality” of the Draft EIS, text
on page 6-3 (line 9) was revised to include the Weaverville Community Services District, as this
agency has an infiltration gallery on the Trinity River. An additional revision was made by
striking the Lewiston Valley Water Company (LVWC) because the Lewiston Community
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Services District (LCSD) purchased LVWC, which is now part of LCSD and operates under the
LCSD name. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of the Final EIS.
PCFFA-7: In Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” of the Draft EIS, text on page 7-21
(line 29) was revised to include additional discussion on the importance of flow and water
temperature to winter-run Chinook Salmon. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of the Final EIS.
PCFFA-8: Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” of the Draft EIS accurately describes
the Shasta Dam Temperature Control Device (TCD) and its ability to provide cold water for
downstream fisheries (see page 7-32). The Shasta Dam TCD provides increased flexibility over
the use of spillway outlets. The dam’s spillway outlets only occur at three elevations, 950 feet,
850 feet, and 750 feet. The TCD allows for selective water withdrawals at four elevations,
including upper gates (elevation 1,000 feet to 1,045 feet), middle gates (elevation 900 feet to 945
feet), pressure relief gates (elevation 800 feet to 827 feet), and a lower-level intake at elevation
720 feet. Due to the increased number of outlets, and the larger range of elevations that the TCD
can withdraw from compared to the dam outlets, the TCD provides greater flexibility in
managing the cold water pool within Shasta Lake and greater flexibility in meeting downstream
temperature objectives for fisheries.
PCFFA-9: As described in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” to date, large-scale fish die-offs have been
limited to the 2002 event on the lower Klamath River. Accordingly, the action alternatives
include flow augmentation actions that focus on the lower Klamath River. The returning adult
Chinook Salmon targeted by the action alternatives pass through the lower Klamath River before
migrating above Weitchpec. Therefore, targeting the lower Klamath River has the potential to act
as a first-response measure in preventing stress to the fish before they enter the area upstream
from the confluence of the Trinity and Klamath Rivers.
As described in Chapter 1, “Introduction” of the Draft EIS (page 1-8), the Purpose and Need for
this action is specific to reducing the likelihood, and potentially reducing the severity, of any Ich
epizootic event that could lead to an associated fish die-off in future years. Reclamation
appreciates that basin-wide ecosystem issues persist, including concerns regarding C. shasta
infections in juvenile salmon in the Klamath River Basin. Reclamation recognizes that it is
important to address fish diseases when managing salmon protection and recovery efforts in the
Klamath Basin, as summarized in Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” (pages 7-14 to
7-17) of the Draft EIS, and as reflected by Reclamation’s ongoing support and involvement with
the fish health monitoring and research that occurs each year in the Klamath Basin. The
interaction of river flows, water temperature, and parasite infectivity rates of salmon in the
Klamath River is dynamic, and virulence of C. shasta is acknowledged to be generally higher at
lower flows and warmer temperatures.
For the purposes of the impacts analysis presented in the Draft EIS, disease processes—including
that for C. shasta—are assumed as a factor affecting survival and growth of juvenile salmon,
which, in combination with a variety of factors, is related to flow-dependent habitat and water
temperature suitability. Trinity River origin outmigrant juvenile salmon are known to be infected
by the myxozoan parasite C. shasta in the lower Klamath River; however, it is observed that
infection rates are far lower in this reach than for Klamath River juvenile salmon originating in
reaches upstream from the Trinity River confluence. The differential effects of the alternative
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actions analyzed are disclosed in the impacts section of Chapter 7, “Biological Resources –
Fisheries” of the Draft EIS, which distinguishes that Alternative 2 would result in a reduction of
suitable to marginal salmon smolt rearing and outmigration conditions for Trinity River juvenile
salmon for up to two weeks in the spring, as compared to Alternative 1 and the No Action
Alternative.
Please also see Master Response “Range of Alternatives” and Master Response “Scientific
Support for Flow Augmentation.”
PCFFA-10: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
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City of Redding
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Responses to Comments from City of Redding

RED-1: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”
RED-2: Chapter 10, “Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Global Climate Change” of
the Draft EIS discusses applicable Federal and State regulations used to evaluate the action
alternatives (see pages 10-2 to 10-4). Text on page 10-3 (lines 10-11, 21, 25-26, 33-34, 39 and
42) and page 10-4 (lines 4-6) in the Draft EIS has been added to clarify that California SB 32
was signed into law and established new State goals for reducing statewide GHG emissions by
40 percent below 1990 levels. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS.
Although SB 32 was not included in the Draft EIS, GHG emissions associated with the action
alternatives were evaluated in the context of compliance with the current 2014 Scoping Plan and
the various programs contained within it (see page 10-3 and 10-4). The 2014 Scoping Plan
considered California’s cap-and-trade program as well as compliance with the State’s RPS for
purposes of reducing statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 (see page 10-4). The capand-trade program established a threshold of 25,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents
per year (MT CO2e/year) for which facilities, such as hydroelectric plants that emit less than
25,000 MT CO2e/year, would not be required to participate in the declining cap and associated
reduction requirements. Emitters that do not meet the established limit would not conflict with
the current Scoping Plan goals. The Draft EIS evaluated the action alternatives based on the most
current and applicable regulations, the 2014 Scoping Plan and the 25,000 MT CO2e/year limit in
the adopted cap-and-trade program.
Considering the 2030 target of reducing statewide GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990
levels by 2030, the California Air Resources Board is currently moving forward with an update
to the 2014 Scoping Plan to reflect the 2030 target established by SB 32, which will likely also
include the cap-and-trade program. Thus, for the same reasons discussed above, stationary
emitters that do not conflict with cap-and-trade would also not conflict with future targets set by
SB 32.
In addition, and as discussed on page 10-3 of the Draft EIS, hydroelectric energy associated with
the action alternatives is not counted as a renewable energy source under the State’s RPS.
Therefore, when considering the State’s ability to meet the GHG reduction targets set by SB 32
and 2030 RPS of 50 percent, hydroelectric generation would still not be counted towards the
RPS goals. As such, changes in the net production of hydroelectricity throughout California does
not affect the individual utilities and energy providers’ ability to meet RPS goals. Because the
action alternatives do not trigger cap-and-trade and do not conflict with RPS goals they would
not conflict with the Scoping Plan or the State’s ability to meet future or interim GHG reduction
targets. No further analysis is necessary.
Reclamation acknowledges that reductions in hydropower generation through implementation of
the action alternatives may affect power costs for power contractors. Chapter 9, “Hydropower
Generation” (page 9-1) of the Draft EIS describes that CVP generated hydropower is first used to
meet CVP operation needs or loads. Any power in excess of CVP project use is offered for
commercial sale. Reclamation acknowledges that reductions in hydropower generation through
implementation of the action alternatives may affect power costs for power contractors. Power
contractors repay costs allocated to power based on their assigned percentage share of the
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hydropower output of the CVP. Recovery of the Federal investment assigned to power
contractors for repayment may be impacted if prices paid for CVP power significantly exceed
market power rates over an extended period of time. However, based on a study conducted by
Reclamation that considered power-rate projections estimated for the three hydrology and power
generation scenarios, it does not appear that CVP energy costs will exceed alternative costs of
power for a prolonged period of time under current operating conditions, and CVP energy costs
will remain competitive and be less expensive than market energy prices (Reclamation 2015).
RED-3: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.”

Long-Term Plan to Protect Adult Salmon in the Lower Klamath River
Environmental Impact Statement

January 2017 – 3-145

