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Responses to Comments from County of Siskiyou 
SIS1-1: County of Siskiyou provided a comment letter on December 9, 2016 indicating they 
would be providing comments after the deadline. For responses to the second letter provided by 
County of Siskiyou, please refer to responses to comments for SIS2-1 to SIS2-5.  

SIS2-1: Please refer to Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation.” 

SIS2-2: Please refer to Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation.” 

SIS2-3: Chapter 5, “Surface Water Quality” of the Draft EIS discusses changes in water 
temperatures in the lower Klamath and Trinity River Region under the Proposed Action 
(Alternative 1) and Alternative 2, as compared to the No Action Alternative (see pages 5-33 to 5-
51 and pages 5-66 to 5-83, respectively). See also Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow 
Augmentation.” 

SIS2-4: The boat-dance flows referenced in this comment are not related to the action 
alternatives to reduce fish die-offs in the lower Klamath River. Any cumulative effects may be 
detected in the monitoring and research efforts, and adjustments may be made to the flows 
released to reduce fish die-off. 

SIS2-5: Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS describes that both action 
alternatives include monitoring and research actions to further scientific understanding of 
causative factors of Ich infection and outbreak in the lower Klamath River (pages 2-5 to 2-9). 
Based on the concept of adaptive management, and utilizing additional scientific information on 
the causative factors, the action alternatives also provide for potential refinement of the flow 
augmentation criteria. This means that as additional information is obtained each year through 
the extensive monitoring program, flow augmentation criteria may be modified to improve the 
efficiency of the annual timing and amount of flow releases, improving fish survival. Table 2-3 
of the Draft EIS identifies potential key scientific questions and related research and monitoring 
efforts to support hypothesis and conceptual model development (page 2-9). As described in 
Table 2-3 of the Draft EIS, Reclamation will consider what the potential inadvertent or 
unanticipated effects of the action are that may require monitoring, such as premature entry of 
fall-run fish from the ocean that are attracted by asynchronous queuing. Implementing the 
principles of an adaptive management approach is considered a critical component of each of the 
action alternatives’ ability to meet the Purpose and Need.  
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Responses to Comments from Siskiyou County Water Users 
SCWUA-1: Chapter 15, “Consultation, Coordination and Compliance” (pages 15-1 to 15-6) of 
the Draft EIS describes the coordination and consultation with the public and interested parties 
during development of the Draft EIS. Reclamation appreciates that the action alternatives have 
the potential to affect resources over a large geographic area, including portions of the Klamath 
River Basin (as far north as Klamath, California near Arcata) and the Central Valley (as far south 
as Bakersfield). As part of the NEPA process, Reclamation conducted four scoping meetings 
over a broad geographical area, including Arcata, CA; Klamath Falls, OR; Weaverville, CA; and 
Sacramento, CA. Although not required by NEPA, Reclamation also conducted a public hearing 
in Redding following release of the Draft EIS. In addition, as described in Chapter 16, 
“Distribution of Draft EIS,” over 2,800 individuals, agencies, and organizations were notified of 
the availability and comment period for the Draft EIS via mail or email.  

SCWUA-2: This Final EIS satisfies NEPA, to the fullest extent possible, by providing a 
meaningful analysis of all issues relevant to the human environment. This includes a reasonable 
range of alternatives (Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives”) and a full and fair discussion of 
significant environmental impacts, including reasonably-foreseeable direct and indirect effects 
(Draft EIS Chapters 4 to 14).  

Please also refer to Master Response “Reclamation Authority to Release Flows,” Master 
Response “Best Available Information,” and Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow 
Augmentation.” 

SCWUA-3: Please refer to Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation” and 
Master Response “Best Available Information.”  

SCWUA-4: NEPA does not require an agency to perform a cost-benefit analysis 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) 1502.23. 

Please see Master Response “Range of Alternatives, Master Response “Scientific Support for 
Flow Augmentation,” and Master Response “Best Available Information.” 

SCWUA-5: Please refer to Master Response “Best Available Information” and Master Response 
“Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation.” 
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Responses to Comments from Tehama Colusa Canal Authority 
TCCA-1: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.” 

TCCA-2: Chapter 4, “Surface Water Supply and Management” of the Draft EIS describes the 
surface water resources and water supplies in the study area, and potential changes that could 
occur as a result of implementing the alternatives (see page 4-1). A summary of environmental 
consequences and consideration for mitigation measures for the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) 
and Alternative 2 is provided on page 4-120 through 4-125. This summary includes mitigation 
measures, if needed, related to environmental changes caused by changes to surface water 
conditions in other resource areas. The change in water supply itself does not represent an impact 
to the environment; it is the result of the change in water supply to resource categories described 
in Chapters 5 to 14 of the Draft EIS, and the impacts are evaluated under NEPA and mitigation 
measures are identified. While CVP water supply reductions may be over 5 percent for certain 
water contractor groups in certain year types, this does not necessarily translate into impacts on 
resource categories affected by water supply—such as water quality or socioeconomics. Even so, 
this EIS does offer a number of mitigation measures, which represents Reclamation’s best effort 
to formulate mitigation where possible.  

Chapter 9, “Hydropower Generation” of the Draft EIS discusses the environmental consequences 
to hydropower generation from implementing the action alternatives as compared to the No 
Action Alternative (see pages 9-9 to 9-15). As stated on page 9-10, 9-12 and 9-13, CVP and 
SWP energy use, generation, and net generation over the long-term conditions would be similar 
under the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) and Alternative 2, as compared to the No Action 
Alternative (less than 1 percent change). Therefore, mitigation is not proposed.  

TCCA-3: Chapter 10, “Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Global Climate Change” of 
the Draft EIS describes potential impacts to GHG emissions due to implementing the action 
alternatives evaluated in this EIS (see pages 10-9 to 10-17). As described in Chapter 9, 
“Hydropower Generation” (pages 9-10 to 9-14) of the Draft EIS, CVP hydropower generation 
would be similar (less than 1 percent change) with implementation of either of the action 
alternatives.  

Chapter 9, “Hydropower Generation” (page 9-1) of the Draft EIS explains 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). 
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TCCA-4: Chapter 11, “Agricultural Resources” of the Draft EIS (pages 11-5 to 11-7 and 11-9 to 
11-11) describes that under the action alternatives, Sacramento Valley irrigated acreage and 
agricultural production would be similar (less than 1 percent change) to the No Action 
Alternative in long-term average, dry and critical water year conditions. Chapter 12, 
“Socioeconomics” of the Draft EIS (pages 12-9 to 12-10, 12-14 to 12-15, and 12-18 to 12-19) 
describes that changes in Sacramento Valley agricultural production under the action alternatives 
would lead to similar (less than 1 percent change) economic output and employment to the No 
Action Alternative in long-term average, dry and critical water year conditions. Chapter 8, 
“Biological Resources – Terrestrial” (pages 8-40, 8-41 and 8-44) describe the effects of the 
action alternatives on terrestrial species reliant on irrigated agricultural lands. 

TCCA-5: The environmental consequences of implementing the action alternatives on fish in the 
Sacramento River system, including effects caused by changes in water temperature in the 
Sacramento River, are described throughout Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” of the 
Draft EIS (see Impact Analysis section pages 7-42 to 7-107 and Summary of Impacts pages 7-107 
to 7-113). 

TCCA-6: Please refer to Master Response “Reclamation Authority to Release Flows.” 

TCCA-7: The Draft EIS fully considers and discloses the effects of implementing the action 
alternatives (see Impact Analysis sections of Chapters 4 to 14). Chapter 4, “Surface Water 
Supply and Management” describes the average water levels in CVP and SWP reservoirs, based 
on water year type, for the No Action Alternative and action alternatives (see pages 4-30 to 4-60 
and 4-73 to 4-106). Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” and Chapter 8, “Biological 
Resources – Terrestrial” describe the environmental consequences of implementing the action 
alternatives on biological resources. Chapter 12, “Socioeconomics” describes the environmental 
consequences of implementing the action alternatives on recreation and economics, including 
effects of reduced agricultural water deliveries to regional economies (see pages 12-12 to 12-20). 

TCCA-8: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.” 

TCCA-9: For responses to San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority comments on the Draft 
EIS, please refer to responses to comments for SL&DMWA-1 to SL&DMWA-33. For responses 
to City of Redding comments on the Draft EIS, please refer to responses to comments for RED-1 
to RED-3. Please also refer to Master Response “General Comment.” 
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Responses to Comments from Trinity Lake Revitalization Alliance 
TLRA-1: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.” 

TLRA-2: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.” 

TLRA-3: 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 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 in 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 4, “Surface Water 
Supply and Management” also describes the average water levels in Trinity Lake, based on water 
year type for the No Action Alternative and action alternatives (see pages 4-34 and 4-76). 

Please also see Master Response “Rules and Regulations for Water Operations for Alternatives.” 

TLRA-4: Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” (page 2-2) of the Draft EIS explains that 
anticipated climate change was incorporated into the analyses for the No Action Alternative and 
action alternatives, and that the No Action Alternative assumes continued implementation of the 
Trinity River Restoration Program. As required by NEPA, the effects analyses in Chapters 4 to 
15 of the Draft EIS evaluate the action alternatives in comparison to the No Action Alternative. 
As described in Chapter 12, “Socioeconomics” (pages 12-13 and 12-17) of the Draft EIS, the 
effects of implementing the action alternatives to Trinity Lake water elevations during the 
primary recreation season, and to recreation facility availability, would be less than 1 percent for 
all facilities in comparison to the No Action Alternative, and are not anticipated to impact the 
regional economy of Trinity County. The assertions the comment author has provided are not 
supported by the best available scientific and technical information. Please also see Master 
Response “Best Available Information.”  

TLRA-5: Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” (page 2-2) of the Draft EIS identifies that the 
No Action Alternative assumes continued implementation of the Trinity River Restoration 
Program. Implementation of either of the action alternatives would be separate and independent 
from the Trinity River Restoration Program. Implementation of potential mitigation identified in 
the Trinity River Mainstem Fisheries Restoration EIS/EIR is outside the scope of this EIS. 
Impacts on Trinity Lake elevations from implementation of the action alternatives and Trinity 
River Restoration Program are discussed in the cumulative impact analysis. Cumulative impacts 
of the action alternatives on Trinity Lake levels are presented in Chapter 4, “Surface Water 
Supply and Management” Table 6-69 (page 4-127) and Chapter 12, “Socioeconomics” Table 12-
16 (page 12-22) in the Draft EIS. 

TLRA-6: Please refer to Master Response “Range of Alternatives.”  
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In addition, as described in Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” (page 2-6) of the Draft EIS, 
the action alternatives provide for monitoring and research actions that would further scientific 
understanding of causative factors of Ich infection and outbreak in the lower Klamath River, and 
the efficacy of actions taken under the action alternatives to reduce the rate of fish die-off. 

TLRA-7: Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” (page 2-3) of the Draft EIS states that 
Reclamation would implement the action alternatives in coordination with Federal, State, and 
tribal resource specialists (i.e., LTP Technical Team).  

TLRA-8: Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives,” (page 2-2) of the Draft EIS describes that the 
No Action Alternative assumes continued implementation of the Trinity River Restoration 
Program. The Draft EIS fully considers and discloses the effects of implementing the action 
alternatives (see Impact Analysis sections of Chapters 4 to 14). Re-analysis of effects evaluated 
in the Trinity River Mainstem Fisheries EIS/R is outside of the scope of this EIS. 

TLRA-9: Please refer to the responses to comments for TLRA-4 and TLRA-5. 
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Comments from Individuals and Responses 

This section contains copies of comment letters from the individuals listed in Table 3-7 and 
responses to their comments. 

Table 3-7. Individuals Providing Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Abbreviation Name 
BAC Bacigalupi, Jerry L., P.E. 
GAR Garlick, Chad 
GIE Gierak, Dr. Richard A. 
GOO Goodyear, Gail et al. 
KRI Krizo, Jacqui 
LOE Loegering, George 
MEN Menke, John W. 
PUB Public, Jean 
SLO Sloan, Rob 
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Bacigalupi, Jerry L., P.E. 
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Responses to Comments from Bacigalupi, Jerry L., P.E. 
BAC-1: Please refer to Master Response “Removal of PacifiCorp Dams on the Klamath River.” 
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Garlick, Chad 
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Responses to Comments from Garlick, Chad 
GAR-1: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment” 

GAR-2: Please refer to Master Response “Removal of PacifiCorp Dams on the Klamath River.” 
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Gierak, Dr. Richard A.  
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Responses to Comments from Gierak Dr. Richard A. 
GIE-1: Please refer to Master Response “Removal of PacifiCorp Dams on the Klamath River.” 
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Goodyear, Gail et al. 
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Responses to Comments from Goodyear, Gail et al. 
GOO-1: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.” 

GOO-2: The impact analysis presented in the Draft EIS correctly displays the effects of not 
taking action, and the Draft EIS therefore uses the correct baseline against which to compare 
environmental effects of taking action.  

GOO-3: Impacts to sediment and erosion conditions in the Trinity River were considered, but 
were not discussed in the Draft EIS because they were not anticipated to have significant impacts 
from the alternatives. 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. As described in Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS, maximum 
flow target in the lower Klamath River for the preventive pulse flow and emergency pulse flow 
augmentation is 5,000 cfs (pages 2-3 to 2-4) with a duration of one 24-hour period and up to five 
days, respectively. 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 or erosion. 

GOO-4: Chapter 8, “Biological Resources – Terrestrial” of the Draft EIS discusses potential 
changes to riparian terrestrial habitat in the lower Klamath and Trinity River Region under the 
Proposed Action (Alternative 1) and Alternative 2 compared to the No Action Alternative (see 
pages 8-39 to 8-40, and pages 8-41 to 8-43, respectively). 

GOO-5: Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS describes the monitoring and 
research efforts associated with the action alternatives, including both essential monitoring 
actions (e.g., monitoring required to measure the flow augmentation component triggers, such as 
Ich infestation level) as well as additional monitoring and research actions. Table 2-3 of the Draft 
EIS identifies potential key scientific questions, and related research and monitoring efforts, to 
support hypothesis and conceptual model development (see page 2-9). 

In addition, Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” of the Draft EIS discusses potential 
changes to fish and aquatic resources in the lower Klamath and Trinity Rivers under the 
Proposed Action (Alternative 1) and Alternative 2 compared to the No Action Alternative (see 
pages 7-58 to 7-77, and pages 7-86 to 7-100, respectively). As presented in Chapter 2, Table 2-3, 
Reclamation will consider potential unanticipated effects of late-summer flow augmentation such 
as pre-mature entry of fall-run fish coming from the ocean attracted by asynchronous cueing. 

GOO-6: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.” 

GOO-7: Chapter 4, “Surface Water Supply and Management” of the Draft EIS discusses 
changes in Trinity Lake storage and elevation under the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) and 
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Alternative 2 as compared to the No Action Alternative (see pages 4-30 to 4-34, and pages 4-73 
to 4-76, respectively). 

Please refer to Master Response “Rules and Regulations for Water Operations for Alternatives.” 

GOO-8: Chapter 4, “Surface Water Supply and Management” of the Draft EIS discusses 
changes in Trinity Lake storage and elevation under the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) and 
Alternative 2 as compared to the No Action Alternative (see pages 4-30 to 4-34, and pages 4-73 
to 4-76, respectively). 

Chapter 12, “Socioeconomics” of the Draft EIS discusses regional changes in recreational 
opportunities under the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) and Alternative 2 as compared to the No 
Action Alternative (see pages 12-12 to 12-14, and pages 12-17 to 12-18, respectively). 

Please refer to Master Response “Rules and Regulations for Water Operations for Alternatives.” 

GOO-9: Chapters 4 to 14 of the Draft EIS include a full and fair discussion of significant 
environmental impacts. Neither action alternative includes removing water from the Trinity 
River watershed.  

Please refer to Master Response “Rules and Regulations for Water Operations for Alternatives.” 

GOO-10: Please refer to Master Response “Best Available Information,” Master Response 
“Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation,” and Master Response “Range of Alternatives.” 

GOO-11: Chapters 4 to 14 of the Draft EIS include a full and fair discussion of significant 
environmental impacts, including potential changes to wildlife and socioeconomics, in the lower 
Klamath and Trinity River region under the action alternatives as compared to the No Action 
Alternative. See analysis in: Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” (pages 7-58 to 7-77, 
and pages 7-86 to 7-100, respectively); Chapter 8, “Biological Resources – Terrestrial” (pages 8-
39 to 8-40 and pages 8-41 to 8-43, respectively); and Chapter 12, “Socioeconomics” (pages 12-
12 to 12-14, and pages 12-17 to 12-18, respectively). 

Please refer to Master Response “Best Available Information” and Master Response “Rules and 
Regulations for Water Operations for Alternatives.” 
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Krizo, Jacqui 
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Responses to Comments from Krizo, Jacqui  
KRI-1: Chapters 4 to 14 of the Draft EIS include a full and fair discussion of significant 
environmental impacts, including potential changes to wildlife and socioeconomics, in the lower 
Klamath and Trinity River region under the action alternatives as compared to the No Action 
Alternative. See analysis in: Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” (pages 7-58 to 7-77, 
and pages 7-86 to 7-100, respectively); Chapter 8, “Biological Resources – Terrestrial” (pages 8-
39 to 8-40, and pages 8-41 to 8-43, respectively); and Chapter 12, “Socioeconomics” (pages 12-
12 to 12-14, and pages 12-17 to 12-18, respectively). 

Please refer to Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation” and Master 
Response “Range of Alternatives.”  
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Loegering, George 
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Responses to Comments from Loegering, George 
LOE-1: Chapter 4, “Surface Water Supply and Management” of the Draft EIS discusses changes 
in Trinity Lake storage and elevation under the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) and Alternative 
2 as compared to the No Action Alternative (see pages 4-30 to 4-34, and pages 4-73 to 4-76, 
respectively). Chapter 9, “Hydropower Generation” of the Draft EIS discusses changes in energy 
generation related to changes in reservoir operations under the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) 
and Alternative 2 as compared to the No Action Alternative (see pages 9-10 to 9-12, and pages 
9-12 to 9-15, respectively). Chapter 12, “Socioeconomics” of the Draft EIS discusses effects to 
recreation due to changes in reservoir storage and river flows; effects to commercial, sport, and 
tribal fisheries due to changes in river flows, river temperatures, and fish health; and effects to 
irrigated agricultural production value and employment due to changes in water supplies under 
the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) and Alternative 2 as compared to the No Action Alternative 
(see pages 12-12 to 12-20). 

Please refer to Master Response “Rules and Regulations for Water Operations for Alternatives.” 

LOE-2: Chapter 1, “Introduction” of the Draft EIS discusses the project Purpose and Need (see 
page 1-8), which briefly specifies the purpose and need to which the agency is responding (40 
CFR 1502.13). The purpose of the Proposed Action is to reduce the likelihood, and potentially 
reduce the severity, of any Ich epizootic event that could lead to an associated fish die-off in 
future years. The need is based on the past extensive fish die-off in 2002, as described in Chapter 
1 of the Draft EIS. 

Please also refer to Master Response “Range of Alternatives.” 

LOE-3: Chapter 4, “Surface Water Supply and Management” of the Draft EIS discusses changes 
in Trinity Lake storage and elevation under the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) and Alternative 
2 as compared to the No Action Alternative (see pages 4-30 to 4-34, and pages 4-73 to 4-76, 
respectively). Chapter 12, “Socioeconomics” of the Draft EIS discusses regional changes in 
recreational opportunities under the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) and Alternative 2 as 
compared to the No Action Alternative (see pages 12-12 to 12-14, and pages 12-17 to 12-18, 
respectively). 

Please also refer to Master Response “Rules and Regulations for Water Operations for 
Alternatives.” 

LOE-4: Please refer to the response to comment LOE-2 and LOE-3. 
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Menke, John W. 
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Responses to Comments from Menke, John W. 
MEN-1: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.” 

MEN-2: Please refer to the response to comment for MEN-4.  

MEN-3: Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” of the Draft EIS discusses potential 
changes to aquatic habitat conditions in the lower Klamath and Trinity Rivers under the 
Proposed Action (Alternative 1) and Alternative 2 compared to the No Action Alternative (see 
pages 7-61 to 7-77, and pages 7-87 to 7-100, respectively). 

Chapter 8, “Biological Resources – Terrestrial” of the Draft EIS discusses potential changes to 
riparian terrestrial habitat in the lower Klamath and Trinity River Region under the Proposed 
Action (Alternative 1) and Alternative 2 compared to the No Action Alternative (see pages 8-39 
to 8-40, and pages 8-41 to 8-43, respectively). 

The effects mentioned in this comment are not associated with actions taken by Reclamation 
since 2002 to reduce fish die-off, but may be affected by future flows under the action 
alternatives. Reclamation has committed to a robust monitoring and research program as detailed 
in Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS on pages 2-5 to 2-9 to understand the 
effects on the Trinity River and lower Klamath River.  

MEN-4: In the North Coast Region, as of February 15, 2016, marijuana cultivators with 2,000 
square feet or more of cannabis are required to enroll in a water quality regulatory program 
(Order R1-2015-0023) with the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
Additionally, smaller operations or operations with similar environmental effects, where there is 
a threat to water quality, may be directed to enroll under the Order.  

Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.” 

MEN-5: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.” 

MEN-6: Chapter 5, “Surface Water Quality” of the Draft EIS discusses changes in water 
temperatures in the lower Klamath and Trinity River Region under the Proposed Action 
(Alternative 1) and Alternative 2 as compared to the No Action Alternative (see pages 5-33 to 5-
51, and pages 5-66 to 5-83, respectively). Changes in water temperature are analyzed in 
comparison to the relevant temperature standards.  

Chapter 7, “Biological Resources – Fisheries” of the Draft EIS discusses potential changes to 
fish and aquatic resources in the lower Klamath and Trinity Rivers under the Proposed Action 
(Alternative 1) and Alternative 2, compared to the No Action Alternative (see pages 7-58 to 7-77 
and pages 7-86 to 7-100, respectively). 

MEN-7: Chapter 15, “Consultation, Coordination and Compliance” of the Draft EIS summarizes 
completed, ongoing, and anticipated efforts associated with the preparation of this EIS. The 
section titled Public Review Process in the Final EIS Chapter 1, “Introduction” discusses the 
public review process following the release of the Draft EIS, including public hearing 
information. Reclamation and its consultants have the necessary expertise to analyze 
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environmental effects from the proposed action and alternatives. Please refer to Chapter 17, “List 
of Preparers” in the Draft EIS. 

MEN-8: Please refer to Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation” and 
Master Response “Rules and Regulations for Water Operations of the Alternatives.” 

MEN-9: Please refer to the response to comment for MEN-6.  

MEN-10: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.” 

MEN-11: Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS describes that both action 
alternatives include monitoring and research actions to further scientific understanding of 
causative factors of Ich infection and outbreak in the lower Klamath River. Table 2-3 of the 
Draft EIS identifies potential key scientific questions and related research and monitoring efforts 
to support hypothesis and conceptual model development (see page 2-9). As described in the 
Draft EIS Table 2-3, Reclamation will consider the potential inadvertent or unanticipated adverse 
effects of the action that may require monitoring, such as premature entry of fall-run Chinook 
Salmon from the ocean that are attracted by asynchronous cueing. The boat-dance flows 
referenced in this comment are not related to the action alternatives to reduce fish die-offs in the 
lower Klamath River. Any cumulative effects may be detected in the monitoring and research 
efforts, and adjustments may be made to the flows released to reduce fish die-off. 

MEN-12: Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS describes the monitoring and 
research efforts associated with the action alternatives, including both essential monitoring 
actions (e.g., monitoring required to measure the flow augmentation component triggers, such as 
Ich infestation level) as well as additional monitoring and research actions. Table 2-2 of the Draft 
EIS identifies additional monitoring and forecasting actions that may be conducted as part of the 
Proposed Action to inform refinement of flow augmentation trigger criteria. As described in 
Draft EIS Table 2-2, Reclamation will monitor adult salmon pathology by sampling for 
infectivity at hatcheries. 

MEN-13: Please refer to the response to comment for MEN-11. 

MEN-14: Please refer to Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation” and 
Master Response “Rules and Regulations for Water Operations of the Alternatives.” 

MEN-15: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.” 
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Public, Jean 
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Responses to Comments from Public, Jean 
PUB-1: Please refer to Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation” and 
Master Response “Range of Alternatives.” 
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Sloan, Rob 
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Responses to Comments from Sloan, Rob 
SLO-1: The commenter states that implementation of the proposed action is a permanent action. 
Chapter 1, “Introduction” of the Draft EIS states that the study period of analysis is through the 
year 2030, consistent with the biological opinions for the coordinated long-term operation of the 
CVP and SWP, therefore this is not a permanent action (see page 1-15). 

Please also refer to Master Response “General Comment.” 
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Comments from Public Hearings and Responses 

This section contains transcripts of the Draft EIS public hearing held on November 9, 2016 (as 
described in Chapter 1, “Introduction” of this Final EIS), as listed in Table 3-8. Attendees 
provided independent comments during the hearing.  
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Table 3-8. Individuals Providing Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement During 
Public Hearings 

Abbreviation Name 
FRA Franklin, Robert 
CHI Chichizola, Regina 
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Redding, California – Wednesday, November 9, 2016 
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Responses to Comments from Franklin, Robert 
FRA-1: In Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of in the Draft EIS, text on page 2-13, line 
13, has been revised in response to the comment that although Klamath River Basin sources 
would not be sufficiently effective for the Proposed Action, there is justification for further study 
of the impacts from water diversion in the Klamath River Basin and associated water quality 
concerns on fishery and other resources in the lower Klamath River. These and related issues 
will be addressed in a future effort. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS. 

Please also refer to Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation” and Master 
Response “Range of Alternatives.”  

FRA-2: Chapter 1, “Introduction” of the Draft EIS states that the study period of analysis is 
through the year 2030, consistent with the biological opinions for the coordinated long-term 
operation of the CVP and SWP (see page 1-15). 

Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS describes the monitoring and research 
efforts associated with the action alternatives, including both essential monitoring actions (e.g., 
monitoring required to measure the flow augmentation component triggers, such as Ich 
infestation level) as well as additional monitoring and research actions, to inform potential 
refinement of flow augmentation trigger criteria (see pages 2-5 to 2-9).  

Please refer to the response to comment FRA-1. Additionally, please refer to the responses to the 
HVT1 and HVT2 comment letters. 

Please also refer to Master Response “Scientific Support for Flow Augmentation” and Master 
Response “Range of Alternatives.” 
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Responses to Comments from Chichizola, Regina  
CHI-1: In Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS, text on page 2-13, line 13, 
has been revised in response to the comment that although Klamath River Basin sources would 
not be sufficiently effective for the Proposed Action, there is justification for further study of the 
impacts from water diversion in the Klamath River Basin and associated water quality concerns 
on fishery and other resources in the lower Klamath River. These and related issues will be 
addressed in a future effort. See Chapter 4, “Errata” of this Final EIS. Please also refer to Master 
Response “Range of Alternatives.”  

The Statutory Authority section of Chapter 1, “Introduction” (page 1-15) and the Statutory 
Authority Appendix of the Draft EIS describe Reclamation's authority to implement the action 
alternatives.  

CHI-2: The Statutory Authority section of Chapter 1, “Introduction” (page 1-15) and the 
Statutory Authority Appendix of the Draft EIS describe Reclamation’s authority to implement 
the action alternatives. 

Chapters 4 to 14 of the Draft EIS include a full and fair discussion of significant environmental 
effects from implementing either of the action alternatives.  

Figure 4-17 in Chapter 4, “Surface Water Supply and Management” of the Draft EIS presents the 
estimated flow augmentation frequency and volumes for the action alternatives for the CalSim II 
period of analysis (page 4-28). 

CHI-3: The Statutory Authority section of Chapter 1, “Introduction” (page 1-15) and the 
Statutory Authority Appendix of the Draft EIS describe Reclamation’s authority to implement 
the action alternatives. Chapter 2, “Description of Alternatives” of the Draft EIS (page 2-2) states 
that for the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) water for supplemental flows would come from 
water stored in Trinity Reservoir, to support “appropriate measures for the preservation and 
propagation of fish and wildlife” (Proviso 1) and releases of “not less than 50,000 acre-feet” for 
Humboldt County and downstream water users (Proviso 2), as provided in the 1955 Trinity River 
Division Act. 

CHI-4: Please refer to the response to comment for CHI-1. 

CHI-5: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.” 

CHI-6: Please refer to Master Response “General Comment.” 
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