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Letter from David A. Vogel, Continued 

457-7 The commentor contends that estimated juvenile mortality in the 
Fishtastic! analysis using a factor of 55 percent mortality is not 
appropriate and distorts juvenile mortality. The effects of RBDD to 
downstream migrating juvenile fish, although primarily are assumed 
to be related to direct predation (mortality resulting from predators), it 
attempts to include additional considerations. The DEIS/EIR 
Appendix B, Attachment B1, explicitly states that the…“cost to 
migrating juveniles reflects both direct predation (i.e., actual predation 
of juveniles from the population), but also other factors are included in 
the estimation of effects, such as energy costs due to predator 
avoidance, altered feeding behavior, or delayed migration ultimately 
affecting the viability of the population” (page B1-20). In other words, 
the juvenile predatory effect value does not directly equate to a 
predation mortality estimate (such as 55 percent). A predatory effect 
value was selected to provide a surrogate passage efficiency value 
(e.g., 0.45) and was derived from predation mortality estimates from 
pertinent literature for juveniles passing RBDD. The predatory effect 
value (55 percent) used to derive the passage efficiency used in the 
impact assessment tool was chosen as a surrogate value to represent a 
predation mortality and passage effects estimate. As depicted in the 
commentor’s Table 2, historical predation mortality estimates from 
studies conducted at RBDD ranged from 0 to 79 percent direct juvenile 
mortality. However, the predatory effect value applied in the Fishtastic! 
analysis tool was chosen to represent not only just direct predation 
mortality but also other “costs” of juvenile migration past RBDD, 
including expenditure of avoidance energy, altered behavior, or the 
“cost” of delayed migration. Then, to estimate downstream passage 
effects to juveniles, the predatory effect value was scaled against the 
potential presence of predators at RBDD as recently estimated by 
Tucker (1998), as cited in Appendix B, Attachment B1, to the DEIS/EIR. 
This juvenile passage effect was intended to represent a current 
estimate of predator conditions at RBDD, and was intended to be only 
an approximation given; no recent studies are appropriate. The 
approach does not attempt to distort effects of passage to juveniles and, 
furthermore, represents a maximum downstream passage effect value 
for juveniles passing RBDD. The downstream passage effect value was 
applied equally in the analysis of all alternatives. Finally, even when 
applying a very robust downstream juvenile passage efficiency 
estimator, the results of the analysis indicated that the alternatives 
would not measurably affect or improve passage for juvenile 
salmonids compared to the No Action Alternative.  

 

No. 457  

457-6, 
cont’d 

457-7 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023540003 (NLH2194.DOC) 4-491 

 

 
 

Letter from David A. Vogel, Continued 

  

  

 
 

No. 457  

457-7, 
cont’d 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023540003 (NLH2194.DOC) 4-492 

 
 

Letter from David A. Vogel, Continued 

  

  

 
 

No. 457  

457-7, 
cont’d 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023540003 (NLH2194.DOC) 4-493 

 
 

Letter from David A. Vogel, Continued 

  

  

 
 

No. 457  

457-7, 
cont’d 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023540003 (NLH2194.DOC) 4-494 

 

 
 

Letter from David A. Vogel, Continued 

457-8 As acknowledged on page 2-2 of the DEIS/EIR, since the imple-
mentation of the Reasonable and Prudent and Conservation 
Measures from the 1993 BO for Winter-run Chinook Salmon, 
operation of RBDD have resulted in reductions in losses of fishery 
resources. On page 2-2 it is stated that effects of predation on 
juveniles was essentially eliminated with reduced gate operations as 
a result of the BO. The DEIS/EIS (page 2-6) also acknowledges the 
replacement of the old fish louvers with the installation of the rotary 
drum screens that now effectively exclude all salmon from the canal 
systems. Although not specifically described in the DEIS/EIR, all 
additional measures for improving downstream fish passage at 
RBDD (as shown in the commentor’s Table 3) were implicitly 
included in the baseline affected environment as described in the 
DEIS/EIR. These improvements are all considered and included in 
the existing conditions at RBDD. The analysis of effects and benefits 
of each of the alternatives assumed that all of these improvements 
have greatly improved conditions for passing juvenile fish at RBDD. 
The improvement in passage conditions for juvenile anadromous 
salmonids (Appendix B Table B-8, page B-29 of the DEIS/EIR) is 
further acknowledged in the results of the analysis that indicate that 
none of the alternatives evaluated in the DEIS/EIR measurably 
improves passage conditions for juvenile anadromous salmonids 
(effects index values of 92 to 100 out of a possible of 100) over that of 
the existing conditions or the No Action Alternative. Although the 
measures implemented over the past 25 years have greatly 
improved juvenile salmonid passage conditions at RBDD, it is 
intuitive that removal of the RBDD gates for any additional period 
of time from the river beyond the existing operations at RBDD 
would further improve passage conditions for juvenile fish of all 
species. These improvements in passage conditions would benefit 
species, including green sturgeon, that are known to attempt to pass 
RBDD during the months the gates are currently in. This fact is 
demonstrated by the improvement in passage indices for those 
species under the 2-months Gates-in and Gates-out Alternatives as 
compared to the more restrictive Gates-in Alternatives, including 
No Action (Appendix B Table B-10, page B-31 of the DEIS/EIR). 
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Letter from David A. Vogel, Continued 

457-9 The commentor apparently failed to understand the method of 
analysis used to evaluate the effects of predatory pikeminnow on 
juvenile fish at RBDD. The DEIS/EIR recognizes that since the 
operation of RBDD in response to the 1993 BO for Winter-run 
Chinook Salmon changed to a 4-month gates-in operation, 
pikeminnow presence at RBDD has decreased when the gates are 
down (Tucker et al., 1998 as cited in DEIS/EIR Appendix B, 
page B-22). This reduction in pikeminnow congregation is a result of 
leaving the gates in the up position later in the year and, therefore, 
allowing pikeminnows a longer opportunity in the spring and early 
summer to pass upstream of RBDD on their annual migration. The 
DEIS/EIR recognizes the beneficial effect of the current gate 
operation as mandated by the BO (DEIS/EIR Appendix B, 
page B-22). However, the analysis to determine the current effects of 
predatory pikeminnows on juvenile fish at RBDD does not use the 
timing of migration of pikeminnows passing RBDD, it uses the 
temporal abundance of pikeminnows that remain at RBDD (as 
determined by Tucker et al., 1998) and is coupled with the passage 
efficiency value for juvenile fish (derivation as described in 
Response to Comment 457-7). In other words, the analysis of effects 
on juvenile passage did not rely on the number of predatory 
pikeminnow leaving the vicinity of RBDD and passing upstream 
through the fish ladders, it used an estimate of the temporal abun-
dance of pikeminnows that remained congregated downstream of 
RBDD (the predators that did not pass RBDD).  

457-10 In the DEIS/EIR, Lake Red Bluff was not characterized as a “typical 
reservoir” as stated by the commentor. However, there are attributes 
within areas of the lake that favor predatory species such as 
pikeminnows including shallower warmer water areas such as Sand 
Slough, as pointed out by the commentor. Furthermore, there were 
no statements or any implication that predatory fish species become: 
“instantaneously abundant and reproduce etc (?)” as stated by the 
commentor. As the commentor correctly points out, that is not 
biologically possible. What is possible, and even likely, is that, once 
the RBDD gates go in and Lake Red Bluff is formed, predatory fishes 
congregate in the lake from upstream and even pass through the fish 
ladders into Lake Red Bluff into areas that provide forage oppor-
tunities and favorable environmental conditions. Prior to 1993, some 
of these areas in Lake Red Bluff that contained shallow warmer 
habitats might also have been covered in abundant macrophyte 
plants. Since the gates-out 8-months/year operations went into 
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effect in 1993, it is likely that these dense layers of macrophytes no 
longer exist. The former areas containing dense layers of 
macrophytes that once might have provided cover for native fish, 
including salmonids and other species, from predators no longer 
exist, thus creating better foraging conditions for predatory fish such 
as pikeminnows. Regarding the avian predation of juvenile fish in 
Lake Red Bluff, the commentor states that the DEIS/EIR relied on 
his research of predation in Lake Red Bluff (Vogel et al., 1988) but 
failed to recognize his latter observations (Vogel et al., 1990) that: 
“…some predation of juvenile test fish by piscivorous birds was 
noted, but may have been attributable to the presence of the 
externally attached radio transmitters causing the fish to be more 
visible to the birds…” The commentor further states that later 
research was conducted with “camouflaged” transmitters. However, 
the commentor does not share any additional data or evidence of the 
benefits of camouflaged transmitters in reducing predation in 
investigations of bird predation in Lake Red Bluff. Regardless, 
USFWS and Reclamation (1998) in their Supplemental Fish and 
Wildlife CAR of the RBDD and TC Canal stated that a conclusion of 
the Vogel et al. (1988) report was that predation of yearling 
steelhead by cormorants in Lake Red Bluff “…could be a substantial 
cause of mortality.” The CAR goes on to state: “…predation in both 
Lake Red Bluff and the RBDD tailrace was suggested as the primary 
cause of mortality of migrating salmon.” Finally, NMFS’s proposed 
recovery plan for winter-run Chinook salmon (1997) states: 
“…passage through Lake Red Bluff can delay downstream migrants 
and increase the opportunities for predation by birds and predatory 
fish (Vogel and Smith, 1986).” 
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457-11 See Response to Comment 311-41. Regarding the commentor’s 
statement of undisclosed impacts of unimpeded access of striped 
bass past the dam during months under the Gates-out Alternative, 
the following discussion is provided. Currently the gates–in 
operations during the mid-May through mid-September period act 
to attract post-spawning striped bass that congregate near RBDD to 
forage on juvenile salmonids (Tucker et al., 1998). It is believed that 
these striped bass “key in” on salmon juveniles coming from under 
the gates during the gate’s in period (Tucker et al., 1998). In their 
investigation, Tucker et al. (1998) found that 98 percent of all striped 
bass captured in the five sampling locations near RBDD in 1994 
through 1996 were captured at RBDD. Because of the disorientation 
and possible injury to juvenile salmonids passing under the gates a 
“feeding station” is created for striped bass when the gates are in. If 
the gates were removed during the striped bass post-spawning 
period of late spring and early summer, juveniles salmonids being 
transported/migrating through RBDD would no longer be swept 
under the gates and become vulnerable to striped bass predation. In 
that case, a feeding station downstream of RBDD would no longer 
exist, and striped bass would no longer congregate and ambush 
juvenile salmonids as they pass under the gates. It might be true that 
the striped bass have unimpeded access to rivers reaches upstream 
of RBDD, but in the case described above, they would also have a 
decreased opportunity to congregate and ambush disoriented prey. 
Furthermore, the colder Sacramento River water in reaches 
upstream of RBDD would likely further discourage striped 
bass from penetrating farther upstream. If the feeding station were 
to be removed by the removal of the RBDD gates, any striped bass 
would likely return to the warmer portions of the lower Sacramento 
River and Delta as they presently do. Therefore, it is unlikely there 
would be any incremental increase of impacts to juvenile salmonids 
from striped bass predation should the gates-out operation occur. 
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457-12 See Thematic Response No. 1. The adequacy of the fish passage 
analysis methods is questioned by the commentor. The commentor 
states that the analysis is based on “speculation,” and the results are 
“meaningless,” “greatly overstating” impacts. In addition, the 
commentor states the analysis is based on a “disproportionate 
manner” (?), and the “model” was not “technically sound.” As 
stated in the introduction of the Fishtastic! Approach, Assumptions, 
and Methodology Appendix B (Attachment B1) to the DEIS/EIR, 
this analysis used a tool and is not a “model.” The tool (Fishtastic!) 
was developed and was applied to distinguish differences between 
project alternatives and not to predict actual changes in numbers of 
individuals or populations of fish, and as such was not intended to 
be a “spawner-recruit model.” By the nature of the many variables 
and the issues at RBDD, this tool was developed by continuous 
input and professional consensus of members of the Project TAG. 
The TAG membership was made up of technical representatives 
with backgrounds in fisheries biology and engineering from the 
resources agencies and the DEIS/EIR consultant. In many instances, 
no data were available to draw from, and guidance to direct the 
analysis and accomplish the goal of distinguishing differences 
between alternatives was through consensus and application of best 
professional judgment using the TAG members’ experience with 
fishery investigations and issues at RBDD. This process was hardly 
“meaningless” and certainly not “technically unsound.” An 
extensive number of TAG meetings over a period of several years 
resulted in constant dialog and re-evaluation and tuning of the 
assumptions, variables, data used in, and the results of the passage 
analysis. The commentor states the “model” possesses an 
inconsistent and nonobjective approach between alternatives, 
resulting in a fatally flawed approach, and invalidates its usefulness. 
The commentor states that when assessing the effect of any “gates-
in” alternatives, the ecological costs for juvenile fish screened out of 
the existing TC Canal are increased because they are “affected by the 
facilities,” and the same was not true for fish exposed to the 
proposed Mill Site fish screen. That comment is inaccurate. As stated 
on page B1-7 of Appendix B (Attachment B1) to the DEIS/EIR, “It 
was assumed that any alternative would include juvenile fish 
protection facilities in accordance to existing NMFS and CDFG 
criteria, and therefore, there would be no difference in juvenile 
passage efficiencies related to these facilities.” Furthermore, 
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Appendix B states: “The principal mechanisms of impact to 
downstream migrating juveniles fish was therefore assumed to be 
from predation related to RBDD facilities.” Therefore, the tool does 
not calculate an ecological cost of the effects of the fish screens, 
neither the existing rotary drum screens at the TC Canal headworks 
nor any new proposed screens (e.g., at the Mill Site pump station). 
As stated in the assumptions in Appendix B, what the juvenile 
module of the Fishtastic! tool tracks is the effects of passage 
efficiency, primarily related to predation of juveniles as they pass 
RBDD facilities. The tool does not “choose to ignore the protection 
given by the existing fish screens at the TCC canal and assumes no 
impact will occur from a new facility.” The commentor states that 
the analysis ignores the significant reductions in the abundance of 
predatory pikeminnows at RBDD since the implementation of the 
1993 BO and reduced gate-in operations. That comment is 
inaccurate; the analysis did not ignore the reduction in the 
abundance of pikeminnows. However, it used monthly combined 
striped bass and pikeminnow temporal presence distributions at 
RBDD as estimated by Tucker (1998) (as cited in Appendix B, 
Attachment B1, to the DEIS/EIR). Despite the robust reduction in 
the number of predators at RBDD that has been documented and 
acknowledged in the DEIS/EIR, predators continue to seasonally 
congregate downstream of RBDD when the gates are in, especially 
striped bass, which do not use the fish ladders. The juvenile passage 
effect estimator was intended to capture and represent the con-
tinuing predator presence effects and current conditions at RBDD. 
As previously noted, for the majority of species for which the 
juvenile lifestages are not passing RBDD when these predators are 
congregated below RBDD, the differences in the juvenile passage 
indices between project alternatives are negligible. This reflects low 
abundances ( = lack of congregation) of predatory species when 
juveniles of those species migrate past RBDD. The commentor 
states that the DEIS/EIR has created a “new analytical paradigm” 
inconsistent with scientific and recent fish passage projects else-
where. In response to that comment, it was necessary to develop a 
project-specific tool to evaluate and distinguish proposed alterna-
tives for this project. The analysis methodology was developed to 
distinguish differences between alternatives, and its approaches, 
assumptions, and results are not analogous to hypotheses testing 
experimental designs used in scientific research. The unique 
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characteristics of the passage problems, existing facilities, life-history 
dynamics, and fish species assemblages affected by RBDD made it 
necessary to developed a methodology to distinguish effects and 
benefits of the project alternatives. The commentor states that there 
is no factual basis for using a 3-day delay downstream of RBDD as a 
lower incipient threshold for presumed “severe” adverse impacts to 
adult salmon. Although the DEIS/EIR refers to the delays to adult 
salmon as ecological (passage) costs due to delay, it does not refer to 
these costs as severe. The ecological cost of passage only would 
become severe with extended passage delays in that the ecological 
costs are proportional to the length of the delay. The TAG deter-
mined that a 3-day delay would be appropriate as a threshold before 
any negative effects (cost of passage) were assigned in the analyses. 
There is, in fact, a basis for this 3-day passage-delay threshold. In the 
evaluation of the fishery benefits of the proposed improved fish 
passage facilities at RBDD conducted by USFWS’s Northern Central 
Valley Fishery Resources Office, a predictive relationship was 
developed between salmon blockage at RBDD and time of delay 
(USFWS, 1991). This evaluation determined that blockage of 
upstream adult salmon migrants would be eliminated or minimized 
when delay was less than or equal to 1.9 days (approximately 
2 days). Therefore, the use of a 3-day delay in passage before 
adverse effects to adult salmon occurs from passage delay as used in 
the DEIS/EIR adult passage analysis is reasonably consistent, if not 
slightly less stringent, than that developed by USFWS in their 
analysis. 
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457-13 The commentor states that it was his belief that upstream and 
downstream fish passage can be dramatically improved with new 
large fish ladders and or a bypass. However, this belief is speculative 
and unproven at RBDD, and likely is not true for sturgeon. Larger 
ladders and/or a bypass were considered in the fish passage benefit 
analysis of alternatives considered and summarized in Appendix A to 
the DEIS/EIR. The fish passage benefits analyses considered informa-
tion including technical reports by Reclamation’s Technical Service 
Center and CH2M HILL’s prescoping report, and used 
recommendations from those technical evaluations to develop the 
larger ladder and bypass components for the DEIS/EIR. Detailed field 
investigations conducted by Reclamation Technical Service Center 
were used as a basis of specific designs examined in the fish passage 
benefits evaluation (DEIS/EIR Appendix A). The results of those 
evaluations were that new fish ladders’ AWS were nearly tripled in 
size as a measure to attract fish into the improved new ladders. 
Furthermore, the new ladders were redesigned to include improved 
“Ice-Harbor” weirs, a improved ladder weir design, and ladder-
entrance bay improvements, all widely accepted technologies for fish 
passage improvement. In spite of these major improvements for the 
new fish ladders, it was uncertain if a major problem of fish passage at 
RBDD, namely delay due to gates-in operation, would be sufficiently 
reduced to significantly improve passage of salmonids through newly 
designed ladders. Additionally, none of these ladder improvements 
have been proven to improve passage for adult sturgeon, a species of 
concern identified and addressed in the DEIS/EIR. In the evaluation of 
the benefits to fish passage (Appendix A), the Bypass Alternative 
resulted in numerous liabilities being identified, including land use 
conflicts, public safety, and incompatibility of simultaneous public use 
and fish passage. Despite the experimental nature and uncertainty in 
fish passage efficiency, the Bypass Alternative was carried forward 
into the DEIS/EIR. However, the result of the fish passage analysis 
conducted in the DEIS/EIR indicated that because of the uncertainties 
of this experimental bypass facility to improve fish passage delay at 
RBDD, it was likely that the bypass would be inferior to reduced gates-
in operations and would likely perform similar to an improved fish 
ladder. Therefore, the performance parameters used for the evaluation 
of the benefits to passage in the Fishtastic! tool for the bypass facility 
were those of an improved fish ladder.  
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457-14 The following is in response to the comment that the critique 
provided proves that the DEIS/EIR is flawed and must be re-
written. The commentor has not proven anything specific, but has 
provided an alternative point of view and his professional judgment 
of the analysis of fish passage conducted for the project alternatives. 
This commentor’s dissenting judgment differs from professional 
judgments of the results of the analysis and professional judgments 
provided by the project TAG, which included numerous engineering 
and fishery professionals familiar with the conditions and the fish 
passage problem at RBDD. The commentor’s recommendation that 
calls for additional field data collection before a solution to fish 
passage problems at RBDD would continue the status quo and delay 
and jeopardize recovery efforts for several species listed under the 
state and federal governments. For the purposes of meeting the 
needs of NEPA/CEQA to distinguish alternatives for improving fish 
passage at RBDD, it is not essential that additional data be collected 
or an additional panel of outside experts be convened. 
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Letter from Wilkie Talbert, Dated May 22, 2002 

458-1 Thank you for your comment. Electric power generation was not 
considered for the RBDD Fish Passage EIS/EIR. 
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