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Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Continued 

459-1 The selected project would fall between Alternatives 1 and 2 in the 
following table. 

Matrix Table of Project Alternative’s Performance in Meeting CALFED-ERP, 
CVPIA, AFRP, ESA Recovery, and Riparian Habitat Restoration Goals 

Alternative NAA 1A 1B 2A 2B 3 

Description No 
Action 

Gates in 
4 months 

with 
improved 
ladders 

Gates in 
4 months 

with 
bypass 
channel 

Gates in 
2 months 

with 
improved 
ladders 

Gates in 
2 month with 

existing 
ladders 

Gates 
out 

year- 
round 

Address CVPIA 
doubling goals 

No Minimally Unknown Substantially 
work 

towards 

Substantially 
work 

towards 

Yes 

CVPIA goal to 
minimize fish 
passage problems 

No Minimally Unknown Substantially 
work 

towards 

Substantially 
work 

towards 

Yes 

Meet CALFED-ERP, 
CDFG SR Chinook 
Status Review, and 
WR Recovery Plan 
goals to permanently 
provide unimpaired 
passage for WR and 
SR Chinook salmon 
between areas 
downstream of RBDD 
to sole spawning 
areas in mainstem 
Sacramento River 

No No Unknown Substantially 
work 

towards 

Substantially 
work 

towards 

Yes 

Meet CALFED-ERP, 
CDFG SR Chinook 
Status Review, and 
WR Recovery Plan 
goals to permanently 
provide unimpaired 
passage for WR and 
SR Chinook salmon 
between areas down-
stream of RBDD to 
tributary spawning 
areas upstream of 
RBDD 

No No Unknown Substantially 
work 

towards 

Substantially 
work 

towards 

Yes 

Meet CALFED-ERP, 
CDFG SR Chinook 
Status Review, and 
WR Recovery Plan 
goals to increase 
survival of juvenile 
WR and SR Chinook 
produced upstream of 
RBDD through 
reduced predation at 
RBDD 

No No Unknown Substantially 
work 

towards 

Substantially 
work 

towards 

Yes 
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459-1, 
cont’d 

Matrix Table of Project Alternative’s Performance in meeting CALFED-ERP, 
CVPIA, AFRP, ESA Recovery, and Riparian Habitat Restoration Goals 

Alternative NAA 1A 1B 2A 2B 3 

Meet CALFED 
Stage 1 Sacramento 
River Floodplain 
Processes goals 

No No Unknown No No Yes 

Meet AFRP large, 
woody debris recruit-
ment/ SRA cover 
goals to moderate 
temperatures and 
enhance nutrient 
input 

No No Unknown No No Yes 

Meet CVPIA 
Section 3406(b)(1) 
(A) first priority goal 
of restoring natural 
channel and riparian 
habitat values 

No No Unknown No No Yes 

Notes: 
ERP = Ecosystem Restoration Program 
NAA = No Action Alternative 
SR = spring-run 
SRA = shaded riverine aquatic 
WR = winter-run  

459-2 Although it is likely that adaptive management strategies will be 
developed regardless of the project alternative selected, any specific 
monitoring and research plan would have to be developed and 
implemented through the actions of the project AMP. The AMPC 
with the advisement of AMTAC will create and guide the AMP. As 
discussed in Appendix H to the DEIS/EIR, prior to project imple-
mentation, a specific AMP will need to be developed and finalized 
through an MOU among TCCA and the other project participants, 
including Reclamation, USFWS, and CDFG. Signatory members of 
the MOU will make up membership of the AMPC, which will make 
all final decisions on strategies, actions, and policy, including dis-
pute resolution. The AMPC will also provide direction for imple-
menting project monitoring and research plans. To assist the AMPC, 
the AMTAC, consisting of technical members representing various 
stakeholders appointed by the AMPC, will meet, develop, and make 
recommendations to the AMPC on strategies and actions for imple-
menting the AMP, including the AMP Monitoring and Research 
Programs. Until the ROD is signed, the AMPC is formed, the AMP 
MOU is signed, and the AMTAC is selected and seated, it is pre-
mature to speculate what specific adaptive management strategies 
and monitoring programs will be recommended or implemented.  
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Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Continued 

459-3 See Response to Comment 457-10. 

459-4 The effects of lacustrine-type habitat (lake-like) versus riverine-type 
habitat (river-like) on emigrating juvenile fish, including salmonids, 
in Lake Red Bluff would likely be substantial. Even in the case of 
Lake Red Bluff where the water retention time is rather small as 
contrasted to the more typical lake, environmental conditions in the 
impoundment favor species, including predator fish species, with 
preferences for slower velocities and warmer water temperatures. 
The much larger geographic footprint of Lake Red Bluff, coupled 
with slower water velocities compared to the Sacramento River, 
creates additional challenges for juvenile fish, including salmonids 
attempting to emigrate past RBDD. Additional opportunities for 
avian predation would be possible in Lake Red Bluff as opposed to 
the Sacramento River. With these conditions in mind, it is logical to 
make the following assumptions: (1) actively emigrating or dispers-
ing juvenile fish, including salmonids, prefer riverine habitats over 
lacustrine habitat conditions; (2) piscivorous species, including 
pikeminnow, striped bass, and other predatory fish species, prefer 
lacustrine habitat conditions; (3) lacustrine habitat conditions 
provide greater opportunities than riverine habitat conditions for 
avian species foraging for juvenile fish, including salmonids; (4) the 
longer the RBDD gates remain in and Lake Red Bluff is present, the 
longer conditions favor predation by piscivorous fish and avian 
species. For the purposes of distinguishing project alternatives from 
the No Action Alternative, the following significance criteria for 
evaluating the effects of differences in habitat type and predation in 
Lake Red Bluff as opposed to the Sacramento River were used in the 
analyses of impacts and benefits: No difference in habitat effect/ 
predation conditions = No change; <10 percent difference in habitat 
effect/predation conditions = No measurable impact (-) or benefit 
(+); >10 percent to <25 percent difference in habitat effect/predation 
conditions = Measurable impact (-) or benefit (+); >25 percent 
difference in passage indices = Large measurable impact (-) or 
benefit (+). Given the assumptions and significance criteria above, 
the effects of the proposed alternatives on emigrating juvenile fish 
species, including salmonids, in Lake Red Bluff are as follows: (1) No 
Action Alternative compared to existing conditions. For No Action 
Alternative, it would be expected that there would be no measurable 
difference in the days of gates-in operations compared to existing 
conditions. For both No Action and existing conditions, the RBDD 
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459-4, 
cont’d 

gates would be out from September 15 through May 14 each year, 
approximately 242 days. There would be no change or effect on 
juvenile fish species, including salmonids, compared to existing 
conditions. (2) Alternative 2 (2-months gates-in operation) compared 
to No Action Alternative. For Alternative 2, it would be expected 
that there would be a measurable benefit from a larger number of 
days of gates-out operations compared to No Action. For the No 
Action Alternative, the RBDD gates would be out from September 15 
through May 14 each year, approximately 242 days. For 
Alternative 2, the RBDD gates would be out from September 1 
through June 30 each year, approximately 303 days. This is a 
beneficial difference of 61 days or 17 percent annually. This 
difference would constitute a measurable benefit to juvenile fish, 
including salmonids, compared to the No Action Alternative. 
(3) Alternative 3 (gates-out operation) compared to No Action 
Alternative. For Alternative 3, it would be expected that there would 
be a large measurable benefit from a larger number of days of gates-
out operations compared to No Action. For the No Action 
Alternative, the RBDD gates would be out from May 15 through 
September 14 each year, approximately 242 days. For Alternative 3, 
the RBDD gates would be out year-round (365 days) each year. This 
is a beneficial difference of 123 days or 34 percent annually. This 
difference would constitute a large measurable benefit to juvenile 
fish, including salmonids, compared to the No Action Alternative. 
For the selected project, it would be expected that there would be a 
measurable benefit from a larger number of days of gates-out 
operations compared to No Action. For the No Action Alternative, 
the RBDD gates would be out from September 15 through May 14 
each year, approximately 242 days. For the selected project, the 
RBDD gates would be out from the end of Labor Day weekend 
through June 30 each year, approximately 280 days. This is a 
beneficial difference of 38 days or 14 percent annually. This 
difference would constitute a measurable benefit to juvenile fish, 
including salmonids, compared to the No Action Alternative. 

459-5 See Response to Comment 459-1. 

459-6 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Continued 

459-7 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

459-8 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

459-9 See Thematic Response No. 1. The passage efficiencies used in the 
adult analysis module of the Fishtastic! analysis were based on all the 
Fishtastic! workshops, including the workshop of January 18, 2001. 
For adult fish, two mechanisms of effect were calculated, structure-
based passage efficiency and facilities-based migration delay. In 
Fishtastic!, the structure-based passage efficiency for old ladders was 
assumed to be 70 percent, and new ladders were assumed to be 
75 percent. In contrast, the values of 0.2 or 0.25 as shown in Table 3 
(Appendix B, Attachment B1, to the DEIS/EIR) refers to an assigned 
facilities-based migration delay for a specific (individual) component 
of the entire RBDD facility configuration. These values were based 
on facilities relative migration efficiencies, were used in the 
calculation of migration delays, and were discussed and reviewed 
by TAG. The description of the Fishtastic! adult module calculations 
are somewhat lengthy and are found in DEIS/EIR Appendix B 
(Attachment B1), pages B1-13 through B1-17. 

  

459-10 See Thematic Response No. 1. 

459-11 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

459-12 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

459-13 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

459-14 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

459-15 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

459-16 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 
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Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Continued 

459-17 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

459-18 Ongoing costs of maintaining the dam would be part of a No-build 
Alternative, or in this case, No Action Alternative. This may be a 
valid perspective to consider, but it was not part of the analysis (on 
DEIS/EIR page 3-304, the methodology clearly states we were 
evaluating the “build alternatives”). In other words, we disclosed 
impacts of the proposed action rather than a comparison of 
continued operation of the dam versus the proposed action. This 
probably ties back to the project purpose and need, and could be 
added if necessary. 

459-19 Similar to the comment above, this is a matter of perspective, which 
should relate back to the purpose and need. 

459-20 This goes back to the purpose and need, and the breadth of the 
action and no action alternatives we are to evaluate. 

459-21 Sources are documented. On DEIS/EIR page 3-306, the document 
clearly states that we accounted for increased summer tourism 
potential in summer compared to winter regardless of the existence 
of a lake. “Finally, it is estimated that 50 percent of those additional 
sales are lake-dependent. Interviews with the motel operators 
indicated that while the lake was a big draw for some motels, others 
felt that much of their additional summer business resulted from 
summer business clientele and persons vacationing in the I-5 
corridor.” Only 50 percent of the added business during summer 
was attributed to the lake; 50 percent was attributed to general 
summer travel and vacationing unrelated to the existence of the lake. 
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Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Continued 

459-22 Confidential and proprietary data are frequently used in economic 
studies such as this. We disagree with this comment. 

459-23 The statement on DEIS/EIR page 3-31- should be clarified to say that 
“Spending estimates reflect distinctions in likely spending by local 
and out-of-region spectators.” In other words, we estimated the 
proportion of guests likely to be local (and spending money at the 
boat races that would not otherwise have been spent) versus out-of-
region, and adjusted spending estimates accordingly. Text has been 
revised to address this comment. See text change in Section 2.0 of 
this FEIS/EIR. 

459-24 We believe the documentation provided was adequate for an 
EIS/EIR, and the assumptions are reasonable. 

459-25 We could find no such data. Our opinion was stated in that 
paragraph using the limited available data. 

459-26 It is possible that recovery or restoration of riparian habitat would 
improve property values in the future relative to what would occur 
shortly after implementing a year-round Gates-out Alternative. One 
could envision a scenario in the long term where restored riparian 
habitat could lead to property values similar to what they would be 
under a 4-month gates-in scenario. One could also envision that a 
lake in summer months would lead to higher property values than 
restored riparian habitat along a flowing river. However, this is 
somewhat speculative, and habitat restoration effects seem to be 
more of a secondary impact that might or might not occur in the 
future. For example, Are we certain that a successful recovery and 
restoration program would occur? How long would it take? Would 
it be perceived as being as valuable as having a lake during the hot 
summer months? 
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Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Continued 

459-27 We believe the documentation provided in this analysis was more 
than adequate to support the conclusions of the EIS/EIR. 

459-28 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

459-29 Several alternatives for the EIS/EIR, including the No Action 
Alternative, were developed as part of the effort to improve fish 
passage and water reliability at RBDD. Appendix A to the DEIS/EIR 
outlined the development and assessment of the project alternatives 
identified as part of the fish passage improvement project at RBDD. 
As this was a document developed to guide the development of the 
alternatives carried into the DEIS/EIR, it would be inappropriate to 
revise or edit the text of this document after the fact. 

459-30 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

459-31 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 
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Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Continued 

459-32 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

459-33 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

459-34 The juvenile emigration rotary trapping data used in the preparation 
of the juvenile salmonid analysis in the DEIS/EIR were draft data 
transmitted to CH2M HILL from Phil Gaines of USFWS’s Red Bluff 
Office in December 2000. This transmittal of draft data was prior to 
the release of the cited publication (Gaines and Martin, 2001). In 
reviewing the cited report (Gaines and Martin, 2001), there are small 
differences in the reported monthly juvenile passage percentages 
compared to those used in the DEIS/EIR analysis. These small 
differences in monthly emporal distributions and their potential 
effect on the results of the analysis of alternatives are discussed in 
Responses to Comments 459-35 and 459-36. 

459-35 Using data from the cited report (Gaines and Martin, 2001), the 
average percentage of late-fall-run Chinook juveniles passing RBDD 
during the months of mid-May through mid-September for the years 
of 1997 through 1999 is approximately 40.6 percent of the total 
annual passage. In the analysis of juvenile passage in the DEIS/EIR, 
the total percentage passing RBDD during the mid-May to mid-
September period was 34.1 percent, a difference of approximately 
6.5 percent less than that of Gaines’ (2001) report. Using the slightly 
higher percentage of juveniles passing during the gates-in periods 
for No Action and Alternative 1 (gates in for 4 months), the juvenile 
passage indices calculated for these alternatives would be less than 
reported on Figure 3.2-9 and in Table 3.2-7 of the DEIS/EIR 
(Index = 93). Therefore, the incremental benefits of Alternative 2 
(2 months gates in) and Alternative 3 (gates out) to juvenile late-fall 
Chinook salmon as compared to the No Action Alternative would 
increase somewhat over that shown in the DEIS/EIR. This would 
likely signify measurable benefits (>10 percent difference increase in 
passage index) for Alternative 3, and possibly Alternate 2 compared 
to the No Action Alternative.  

459-36 As suggested in the comment, using the data from the cited report 
(Gaines and Martin, 2001), the average percentage of winter-run 
Chinook salmon juveniles passing RBDD during the months of 
mid-May  

 

No. 459  

459-32 

459-33 

459-34 

459-35 

459-36 

459-37 

459-38 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023430009 (NLH2184.DOC) 4-553 

 Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Continued 

459-36, 
cont’d 

through mid-September for the years of 1995 through 1997 and 1999 
is approximately 42 percent of the annual total. Using the monthly 
percentages (draft data) that were used in the analysis of juvenile 
passage in the DEIS/EIR, the percent of the total passing RBDD 
during the mid-May to mid-September period was 39.4 percent, a 
difference of approximately 2.6 percent less that that of Gaines’ 
(2001) report. Using the slightly higher percentage of juveniles 
passing during the gates-in periods for No Action and Alternative 1, 
(gates in for 4 months) the juvenile passage indices calculated for 
these alternatives would be less than that shown on Figure 3.2-9 and 
in Table 3.2-7 of the DEIS/EIR (Index = 96). Therefore, the 
incremental benefit of Alternative 3 (Gates-out Alternative) to 
juvenile winter-run Chinook salmon as compared to the No Action 
Alternative would increase somewhat but may or may not exceed 
the 10 percent threshold signifying measurable benefits. However, if 
the entire data set for all years (1995 through 1999) from the cited 
report (Gaines and Martin, 2001) were used instead of the draft data 
used in the DEIS/EIR, approximately 46.9 percent of the annual total 
pass RBDD during the months of mid-May through mid-September. 
The data used in the analysis of juvenile passage in the DEIS/EIR 
was 39.4 percent, a difference of approximately 7.5 percent less than 
that of Gaines’ (2001) report. In this case, using the entire data set 
from Gaines’ (2001) report for juveniles passing during the gates-in 
periods for No Action and Alternative 1, the calculated passage 
indices would be substantially less than that shown on Figure 3.2-9 
and in Table 3.2-7 of the DEIS/EIR (Index = 96). Furthermore, using 
USFWS’s (2001) data, the incremental benefit (difference in indices 
values) from the No Action Alternative and Alternative 2 (2 months 
gates in) may signify measurable benefits to passing juvenile winter-
run Chinook salmon; and Alternative 3 (gates out) would likely 
signify measurable benefits to passing juvenile winter-run Chinook 
salmon. 

459-37 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

459-38 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from John Merz, Dated November 27, 2002 

460-1 At this time, TCCA and Reclamation are moving forward with 
building a pumping plant at the project site to meet agricultural 
water demands and alleviate water supply reliability issues. As of 
November 2007, the selected project includes a pumping facility with 
a maximum capacity of 2,500 cfs. Reclamation anticipates a gates-in 
period between July 1 and the end of Labor Day weekend; TCCA has 
no position on changes to gate operations. 

460-2 Table A-11 in the DEIS/EIR lists the capital and O&M costs for each 
alternative for fish and agriculture. The project cost estimate will be 
updated to reflect changes in building costs in fall 2007. 

460-3 With gates down, TCCA can divert approximately 2,500 cfs. TCCA 
and Reclamation are presently supporting the construction of a 
2,500-cfs pumping station footprint. 

460-4 Comment is not directed to the EIS/EIR. Water purchases and sales 
within TCCA were not considered for inclusion or analysis in the 
EIS/EIR. 

460-5 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

460-6 Because of the thousands of public comments and public input 
received throughout this decade-long analysis, we believe this 
statement of impact to be true. There will undoubtedly be impacts to 
quality of life and community cohesion if Lake Red Bluff is 
eliminated. 

460-7 DEIS/EIR Section 3.8, page 3-258, states that increased water 
reliability may allow farmers to plant additional crops and that no 
farmland would be converted to nonagricultural uses because of this 
project. Most usable agricultural land in Tehama, Glenn, and Colusa 
Counties is already in production according to the Sacramento Valley 
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan, because even those 
areas outside of water districts generally have access to ample 
groundwater supplies. It is possible that some small amount of 
additional land could be cultivated, but the impact would be less 
than significant when compared to the large amount of agriculture 
already in production in the area. Tehama County uses mostly small 
stream diversions to irrigate agricultural lands, so these changes 
would probably occur in Glenn or Colusa County. In recent years, 
the general trend toward permanent crops in the region has much 
more of an impact on the water resources of the areas than does the  
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460-7, 
cont’d 

amount of land in production. Furthermore, urbanization, although 
relatively small in magnitude in these rural areas, would likely offset 
any additional cultivation that might result from this project. 

460-8 DEIS/EIR Section 4.2 (Growth-inducing Analysis) states that the 
existence of a pump station at the TCCA diversion location could 
possibly result in increased ability to deliver water during the winter 
months to the proposed Sites Reservoir. Also see Table 4.1-1 of the 
DEIS/EIR for North-of-Delta Offstream Storage alternatives 
consideration. 
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Email from Marshall Pike, Continued 

461-1 See Response to Comment 457-1. 

461-2 See Response to Comment 457-3. 

461-3 See Response to Comment 457-4. 

461-4 See Response to Comment 457-1. Passage studies cited by Dave 
Vogel were from the Columbia River Basin, not the Sacramento 
River at RBDD and, therefore, not directly pertinent to the passage 
problem at RBDD. 

461-5 The comment notes that the DEIS/EIR ignores the record of recom-
mendations that fish ladders would “likely provide significant 
improvement in fish passage” and does not address the “failure to 
implement these recommendations.” There is a long history of 
passage investigations, feasibility analyses, and evaluations of 
potential fish passage solutions at RBDD. These many investigations 
led to Reclamation issuing an “Appraisal Report on the Red Bluff 
Diversion Dam Fish Passage Program” (Appraisal Report) in 1992, 
as noted in Appendix A to the DEIS/EIR. In Reclamation’s 1992 
Appraisal Report, 22 alternatives for improvements to mitigate fish 
passage impediments at RBDD were identified from previous 
studies and recommendations. Following screening, of these 
22 identified alternatives, 10 were screened out and 12 were carried 
forward for further evaluation in the Appraisal Report. As a result of 
the Appraisal Report’s evaluation, numerous conclusions were 
drawn. From the list of the 12 alternatives evaluated, 3 alternatives 
consisted of new ladders coupled with leaving the RBDD gates in 
year-round. All of these “new ladder alternatives” were shown to 
result in adverse effects on the total salmon population, and 
especially to winter-, spring-, and fall-run Chinook salmon. These 
adverse effects were a result of high mortality associated with full-
time operation of the fish ladders with RBDD gates closed 
(page IV-16 of the Appraisal Report). Of the three “pumping plant 
alternatives” evaluated in the Appraisal Report, each with differing 
periods of gates-in operations, all were shown to have significant 
benefits on salmon populations. Of three pumping plant alter-
natives, the full pumping plant without RBDD gates-in operation 
alternative resulted in, “by far,” the greatest benefits to salmon 
populations. The two alternatives that consisted of a combination of 
new fish ladders and a pumping plant demonstrated small beneficial 
effects, combining low mortality of the pumping plant for part of 
the year 
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461-5, 
cont’d 

coupled with higher mortality of the new fish ladders for the 
remainder of the year when the RBDD gates are closed. Finally, 
three alternatives were evaluated in the Appraisal Report that 
included construction of new fish ladders combined with operations 
of RBDD that were currently practiced in 1992 (gates in April 1 
through November 30), “ladders and gate operations alternatives.” 
Of these “ladders and gate operations alternatives,” some benefits 
were demonstrated to salmon populations. However, the number of 
adult winter-run salmon saved by these alternatives were 
minimized because of higher mortality of the portion of the run 
when the gates were in while the fish ladders were in operation. In 
summary, the Appraisal Report determined that the fish passage 
problems at RBDD are associated primarily with the RBDD gates. 
The findings in the Appraisal Report further stated that 
“Replacement of the fish ladders has far less beneficial effect than 
does opening of the gates.” Furthermore, the Appraisal Report 
found that “…the participating fishery agencies have expressed 
strong reservations regarding the predicted success of the proposed 
fish ladders.” Finally, the Appraisal Report found that with the 
proposed new (and larger) fish ladders: “…there are concerns that 
they may not be significantly more effective than the existing 
ladders given the existing configuration of RBDD.” Of the four fish 
passage alternatives that were determined to be “reasonable,” the 
order of their greatest benefit to salmon were as follows: (1) the full-
sized pumping plant with RBDD gates out year-round alternative; 
(2) new large (3,000 cfs) left bank fish ladder, new 1,000-cfs center 
ladder, and a modified 800-cfs right bank ladder coupled with gates-
out operations from December 12 through April 1 alternative; 
(3) new but smaller (800 cfs) left bank fish ladder, new (1,000 cfs) 
center ladder, modified 800-cfs right bank ladder coupled with 
gates-out operations from December 12 through April 1; and 
(4) large pumping plant with RBDD gates in mid-May through mid-
July. In the Alternatives, Fish Passage Analyses, and Agricultural 
Water Supply Benefits Analyses, Appendix A to the DEIS/EIR, a 
summary of previous fish passage alternatives (Table A-1) is shown. 
In that table, 33 alternatives were identified from prior studies. The 
analyses provided in Appendix A lay out the benefits and the 
liabilities of the most feasible alternatives using the previously 
identified alternatives and “…existing knowledge built from 
decades of study at RBDD.” 
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Email from Marshall Pike, Continued 

461-6 See Responses to Comments 457-3 and 457-5. 

461-7 See Response to Comment 457-6. 

461-8 See Response to Comment 457-7. 

461-9 See Responses to Comments 457-1 and 457-8. 
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461-10 See Response to Comment 457-10. 

461-11 See Response to Comment 457-11. 

461-12 See Response to Comment 457-12. 
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Letter from Charles Willard, Dated November 26, 2002 
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Letter from Charles Willard, Continued 

462-1 The lead agency for CEQA stated its preferred alternative in the 
DEIS/EIR in the interest of full public disclosure. The identification 
of a preferred alternative does not obligate a lead agency to select a 
particular alternative, but rather is intended to focus attention on the 
agency’s preference at the time of circulation. Indeed, since publica-
tion, TCCA has amended its preference in part because of additional 
consideration and comments received. As of November 2007, the 
selected project includes a pumping facility with a maximum 
capacity of 2,500 cfs. Reclamation anticipates a gates-in period 
between July 1 and the end of Labor Day weekend; TCCA has no 
position on changes to gate operations. 

462-2 Handling of excavated waste from the Mill Site has been the subject 
of additional analysis. Current estimates of offsite disposal needs 
have been reduced from the estimates disclosed in the DEIS/EIR, 
from up to 200,000 cubic yards to a current estimate of up to 
84,000 cubic yards. A comprehensive plan for handling excavated 
waste will be developed in conjunction with current landowners, 
regulatory agencies, and the lead agencies. As noted in the 
DEIS/EIR, the majority of excavated material will remain onsite, and 
some portion of excavated material will be hauled offsite, consistent 
with applicable laws and permits. 

 

No. 462  

462-1 

462-2 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023430009 (NLH2184.DOC) 4-564 

 

 

Letter from Charles Willard, Continued 

462-3 Your comment has been noted. See DEIS/EIR Section 3.9 for 
additional information on power resources. The additional load 
would be supplied with power from the CVP consistent with other 
federal facilities. 

462-4 The impact of the new facility on regional electrical supplies and 
the increased potential for blackouts was considered during the 
development of the project and was found to be less than significant. 
Furthermore, the lead agencies have carefully considered the cost of 
O&M of the proposed facility, including the cost of power, during 
the development of alternatives. 

462-5 Significant impacts would occur under Alternative 2. 
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Letter from Charles Willard, Continued 

462-6 The commentor is incorrect in the assertion that significant impacts 
render an alternative non-viable. A project resulting in significant 
impacts can still be approved, designed, constructed, and operated. 
One of the basic tenets of both NEPA and CEQA is the disclosure of 
such potential effects. 

462-7 See Response to Comment 457-11. 

462-8 See Response to Comment 457-11. 

462-9 See Response to Comment 457-13. 
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Letter from Charles Willard, Continued 

462-10 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Richard L. Crabtree, Dated November 27, 2002 

463-1 See the thematic responses in Section 3.0 of this FEIS/EIR. Improve-
ments to fish passage at RBDD have been incorporated into the 
analysis, and it has been determined that impediments to fish 
passage remain. Gate operations are currently under review as part 
of the OCAP consultation under ESA. Also see the USFWS CAR 
(Appendix I to the DEIS/EIR) for additional background on this 
subject. 

463-2 See DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for a discussion of the 
baseline conditions at RBDD. The analysis in the EIS/EIR used the 
current 4-month gate operation as a baseline. Also see Thematic 
Response No. 2 and the Fish and Wildlife CAR (Appendix I to the 
DEIS/EIR) for additional background on fishery resources at RBDD. 

 

No. 463  

463-2 

463-1 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023430009 (NLH2184.DOC) 4-568 

 

 

Letter from Richard L. Crabtree, Continued 

463-3 The commentor is incorrect in his assessment of the alternatives. The 
analysis presented in the EIS/EIR, confirmed by the Fish and 
Wildlife CAR, and concurred by other cooperating resource 
agencies, concluded that both the 2-month gate operation and the 
0-month gate operation would provide significant improvements 
over the existing condition. See DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery 
Resources, for additional discussion of the relative effect of the 
different gate-operation scenarios. 

463-4 One lead agency, TCCA, disclosed its preference for the Gates-out 
Alternative in an effort to fully disclose its intentions, consistent 
with CEQA. The statement of a preferred alternative did not 
influence the analysis of resource areas considered in the EIS/EIR. 
See DEIS/EIR Section 3.10 for a discussion and analysis of the 
impacts of the alternatives on socioeconomic resources, including 
resources in the Red Bluff area.  

Note that TCCA’s preferred alternative identified in the DEIS/EIR is 
not the selected project. As of November 2007, the selected project 
includes a pumping facility with a maximum capacity of 2,500 cfs. 
Reclamation anticipates a gates-in period between July 1 and the end 
of Labor Day weekend; TCCA has no position on changes to gate 
operations. 

463-5 As noted in Responses to Comments 463-1, 463-2, and 463-3, the lead 
agencies disagree with the commentor’s assertion that fishery 
impacts have been misrepresented. The selection of the selected 
alternative was the result of a deliberate, measured process that took 
special note of the concerns of stakeholders affected by the decision 
as well as the concerns of the lead agencies and the cooperating 
resource agencies. 

463-6 See thematic responses. 

463-7 Your comment has been noted. The lead agencies assert that the 
EIS/EIR complies with NEPA. 
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Letter from Richard L. Crabtree, Continued 

463-8 The descriptions and analyses contained in the EIS/EIR represent 
the most accurate view possible of the proposed actions and their 
forecast effects. On the whole, these descriptions and analyses 
provide disclosure for interested and affected stakeholders and form 
the basis for sound, informed decisionmaking by the lead agencies. 

463-9 See Response to Comment 463-4. The disclosure of a preferred 
alternative in the DEIS/EIR furthers the use of the EIS/EIR as a 
disclosure document. Note that the current selected alternative is 
different than the preferred alternative outlined in the DEIS/EIR. As 
of November 2007, the selected project includes a pumping facility 
with a maximum capacity of 2,500 cfs. Reclamation anticipates a 
gates-in period between July 1 and the end of Labor Day weekend; 
TCCA has no position on changes to gate operations. 
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Letter from Richard L. Crabtree, Continued 

463-10 See Response to Comment 457-11. 

463-11 It would be likely, as for other fish protect facilities that have been 
planned and constructed throughout the Sacramento River 
watershed over the past decade, that channel dredging and/or other 
in-channel construction practices would occur for the Gates-out 
Alternative or any other alternative where construction would occur. 
To the extent possible, given the stage of design of a pump station or 
any other components of other alternatives, the analysis of impacts 
of facility operations and construction was provided in the 
DEIS/EIR. However, specific details of methods and quantities of fill 
and dredge materials, for example, and specific habitat areas 
affected would need to be addressed in the specific environmental 
permits that will be required during facility design and prior to 
construction. These permits were outlined on page 1-17 of the 
DEIS/EIR. The permits that would be necessary to address any 
specific impact of instream construction would include, but are not 
limited to, Federal Clean Water Act Sections 401, 402, and 404; 
Federal River and Harbors Act Section 10; ESA Section 7; California 
Fish and Game Streambed Alteration; Petition to Change Point of 
Diversion (DWR); and Encroachment Permit (State Reclamation 
Board) among others. Also see Response to Comment 457-11. 
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Letter from Richard L. Crabtree, Continued 

463-12 See Responses to Comments 463-11 and 457-11. 

463-13 The decision to require or not to require a fish bypass will occur 
during the project’s ESA consultation process, and ultimately rests 
with NMFS. Any requirements for Reasonable and Prudent 
Measures and other conservation terms that may or may not be 
included in the BO would be issued by NMFS for the project. It is 
premature to speculate what measures, terms, or conditions might 
come out of this consultation and the issuance of a BO by NMFS at 
the present time. 

463-14 See Responses to Comments 457-11 and 463-11. 

463-15 See Response to Comment 463-11. 

463-16 See Response to Comment 463-11. 

463-17 Long-term maintenance of the proposed fish screen facility would be 
similar to maintenance activities currently in place at RBDD. 
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Letter from Richard L. Crabtree, Continued 

463-18 Your comment has been noted. The lead agencies assert that the 
EIS/EIR complies with NEPA and CEQA. 

463-19 See Response to Comment 483-4. When assessing the impacts of an 
alternative, it is important to consider the applicable significance 
threshold under consideration. For potential impacts resulting from 
increased water surface levels during high-water events, the 
applicable threshold is presented on DEIS/EIR pages 3-95 and 3-96. 
Specifically, the threshold is related to the relationship of existing 
property to the 100-year flood event. The commentor expresses 
concern that additional vegetation that might result from additional 
periods of gates-out operation would significantly alter water 
surface elevations during flood events. The lead agencies have 
considered such a potential effect, but reject it for two reasons: 
(1) It is unlikely that new vegetation in the area currently inundated 
by Lake Red Bluff would result in large woody species such as 
cottonwoods because the area would still be subject to relatively 
high flows and associated scouring during winter storm events. 
(2) The proposed project is a full-sized-footprint pump station with a 
maximum capacity of 2,500 cfs. Reclamation anticipates a gates-in 
period between July 1 and the end of Labor Day weekend; TCCA 
has no position on changes to gate operations. This proposed change 
to gate operations is considered within the context of a reoperation 
of the CVP, which would include consideration of flood operations. 
Currently, flood control is not an authorized operation of RBDD. 
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Letter from Richard L. Crabtree, Continued 

463-20 Your comment has been noted. It is important to recognize that by 
identifying its preferred alternative, the lead CEQA agency high-
lighted the tradeoff between the benefits of the project and the 
impacts. Also, see Response to Comment 463-9 for additional 
discussion of the preferred alternative and Response to Comment 
463-5 for a discussion of fishery benefits from the project. Note that 
TCCA’s preferred alternative identified in the DEIS/EIR is not 
the selected project. As of November 2007, the selected project 
includes a pumping facility with a maximum capacity of 2,500 cfs. 
Reclamation anticipates a gates-in period between July 1 and the end 
of Labor Day weekend; TCCA has no position on changes to gate 
operations. 

463-21 The lead agencies recognize the commentor’s preference for 
Alternative 1A, but note that the 4-month gate operation may be 
subject to change because of future administrative processes beyond 
the lead agencies’ control. The commentor is also advised that the 
applicable CEQA citation is in the Guidelines at Section 15043: “A 
public agency may approve a project even though the project would 
cause a significant effect on the environment if the agency makes a 
fully informed and publicly disclosed decision that: (a) There is no 
feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant effect (see Section 
15091); and (b) Specifically identified expected benefits from the 
project outweigh the policy of reducing or avoiding significant 
environmental impacts of the project.” Furthermore, CEQA 
Guidelines at Section 15093 states: “CEQA requires the decision 
making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against its 
unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to 
approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits of a proposed project outweigh 
the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse 
environmental effects may be considered ‘acceptable.’” 
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Letter from Richard L. Crabtree, Continued 

463-22 Your comment has been noted. There are no plans to recirculate the 
EIS/EIR. The lead agencies assert that the EIS/EIR complies with 
NEPA and CEQA. 
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Letter from Richard L. Crabtree, Continued 
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Letter from Steven L. Evans, Dated November 26, 2002 
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Letter from Steven L. Evans, Continued 

464-1 The commentor is correct. The DEIS/EIR reviewed a range of 
alternatives from gates out to 4 months of gate operation with 
various passage alternatives. Any alternative not within this range of 
alternative could not be considered without additional 
environmental assessment. 

464-2 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 
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Letter from Steven L. Evans, Continued 

464-3 DEIS/EIR Appendix A, page A-1, contains a detailed description of 
the alternatives that were considered and/or eliminated. Removal of 
the dam is not necessary to allow unrestricted fish passage because 
the gates could be permanently raised and/or welded in place. 

464-4 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

464-5 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Steven L. Evans, Continued 

464-6 Numerous plans and programs have addressed fish passage issues 
at RBDD. In addition to the programs and legislation summarized in 
the DEIS/EIR, the following additional documents call for 
implementation of actions for resolving fish passage problems at 
RBDD. The Recovery Plan for the Sacramento River Winter-run 
Chinook Salmon specifically provides recovery goals for winter-run 
Chinook salmon. The specific goals for RBDD include Goal 
II/Objective 2 and Goal III/Objective 1: Maximize survival of 
juveniles (and adults) passing the RBDD by operating the RBDD in a 
gates-up condition from September 1 through May 14 each year 
until a permanent remedy for the facility is implemented; and 
develop and implement a permanent remedy at RBDD which 
provides maximum free passage for juvenile (and adult) winter-run 
Chinook through the Red Bluff area while minimizing losses of 
juveniles in water diversion and fish bypass facilities. CDFG’s 
Steelhead Restoration and Management Plan calls for correction of 
fish passage and loss problems at RBDD and recommends that 
measures to restore the Sacramento River and estuary be imple-
mented as soon as possible. In the 1993 CDFG Central Valley Plan 
for Action it was recommended (A-1 priority) that permanent 
measures to minimize fish passage problems at RBDD be developed 
and implemented. 

464-7 The final rule to list the Southern DPS green sturgeon was published 
in the Federal Register on April 7, 2006 (Federal Register Volume 71, 
Number 67). The effective date of the listing of this species as federal 
threatened was July 6, 2006. At the time the final rule listing the 
Southern DPS green sturgeon was published, critical habitat 
designation was undeterminable because of insufficient information. 
The period for publishing a final rule designating critical habitat has 
been extended for 1 additional year, during which NMFS will meet 
with co-managers and stakeholders to review existing information 
and evaluate specific areas essential to the conservation of the 
Southern DPS. Green sturgeon are also a state species of concern. 
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Letter from Steven L. Evans, Continued 

464-8 See page 3-28 of the DEIS/EIR where this species’ status as a state 
species of concern is disclosed. 

464-9 See Response to Comment 464-7. 

464-10 As stated on DEIS/EIR page 3-34 in the description of significance 
criteria, a <10 percent difference in passage indices constituted a no 
measurable impact or benefit. The term “measurable” is important 
and must be distinguished from “significant.” Because of some of 
the assumptions and information (e.g., average water year) used in 
the assessment tool (Fishtastic!), the “precision” in determining 
differences between alternatives and the No Action Alternative, by 
necessity, needed to be broad. Therefore, in the context of judging 
differences between an alternative and No Action, the relative 
numerical differences in the indices were important, but were not 
meant to be construed as exact. It was assumed that an index value 
of less than 10 percent difference was within the ability of the 
assessment tool to distinguish an alternative and, therefore, had a 
similar outcome. For the purposes of distinguishing an alternative 
that resulted in a calculated passage index of 80 (for example) as 
opposed to a calculated index value of 92, the categories of 
differences (<10, >10<25, >25) came into play. In this example, the 
difference in index values is 12 (92-80=12) or a difference of 
11 percent and, therefore, would have been judged “measurably 
different.” It is important to remember that the absolute actual 
difference in index values or even the percentage differences are not 
precise and are not meant to directly relate to a population statistic 
such as numbers of spawners. Finally, it must be remembered that 
all of the analyses resulted in passage benefits, compared to No 
Action, regardless of alternative. There were no outcomes of adverse 
effects from any alternative in regards to its adult and juvenile 
passage indices. The differences in the outcomes only provided 
measures of relative improvements or benefits of one alternative 
over another. 

464-11 All of the analyses resulted in passage benefits, compared to 
No Action, regardless of alternative. There were no outcomes of 
adverse effects from any alternative in regards to its adult and 
juvenile passage indices. The differences in the outcomes only 
provided measures of relative improvements or benefits of one 
alternative over another as compared to No Action. Thank you for 
your comment. Your comment has been noted. No further response 
is required. 
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 Letter from Steven L. Evans, Continued 

464-12 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

464-13 See Response to Comment 311-42. 

464-14 DEIS/EIR Section 4.2 (Growth-inducing Analysis) states that the 
existence of a pump station at the TCCA diversion location could 
possibly result in increased ability to deliver water during the winter 
months to the proposed Sites Reservoir. Also see Table 4.1-1 of the 
DEIS/EIR for North-of-Delta Offstream Storage alternatives 
consideration. 
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Letter from Steven L. Evans, Continued 

464-15 See DEIS/EIR Section 3.4.2, page 3-194. 

464-16 Page 3-179 of the DEIS/EIR discusses the topic of riparian 
revegetation in the inundated area. Thank you for your comment. 
We agree that the amount of likely riparian revegetation would 
result in an area much larger than just the construction-impacted 
area mentioned; however, it is not known how the areas within the 
City of Red Bluff might be developed. It is likely that many of the 
areas within the City would transition to some sort of park or trail 
system if Lake Red Bluff were eliminated. Therefore, quantifying 
this riparian area would be difficult. 

464-17 It is true that recreational uses will likely transition from reservoir-
type activities to river-related recreational activities. This would 
likely provide a positive long-term benefit to recreation. 

464-18 The DEIS/EIR states on page 3-235 that impacts will be permanent 
to recreation because boat docks that were formerly used for launch-
ing will never again be usable under the Gates-out Alternative. 
Throughout the public process and comment periods, discussions 
have been ongoing to determine if an alternative could be con-
sidered that would allow for the Nitro Nationals event to be held. 
Several issues would need to be addressed to lower the RBDD gates 
for this specific event, including sturgeon-run timing considerations, 
cost of maintaining RBDD solely for this event, and the inability to 
reschedule the event because of the nature of the racing circuit. 
Although the selected project does not include a gates-in period 
during Memorial Day weekend, a request for this operation will be 
submitted to NMFS if gate operations were to change. 
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Letter from Steven L. Evans, Continued 

464-19 Thank you for your comment. At this time, no mitigation has been 
proposed for replacement of the boat docks. 

464-20 The commentor is correct: lake recreation is not the only form of 
recreation in the local area. There were no assumptions made for 
this section that indicated all recreation was centered around Lake 
Red Bluff; however, it was a focal area for the impact analysis. 

464-21 Thank you for your comment. The commentor is correct that 
riverfront property is generally of higher value than ordinary 
property. Several of the public comments from concerned property 
owners indicate that many of those that would be directly affected 
are located along sloughs or areas that are some distance from the 
natural river channel. It is unknown what sort of development if any 
might be undertaken between property owners and the river. Any 
such improvements, trails, and nature-viewing areas would likely 
impact home values as well in the area. 

464-22 The commentor is correct in that visual impacts might improve with 
time; however, the direct impacts must be disclosed and considered 
for this project under CEQA. The terms “long-term” and “short-
term” are open to interpretation and, thus, the EIS/EIR chose to 
error on the side of impact disclosure for aesthetics. 
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Letter from Mitch Farro, Dated November 26, 2002 

465-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

465-2 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

465-3 As found and discussed in DEIS/EIR Appendix I, Draft Fish and 
Wildlife CAR, numerous elements of the CALFED ERP are met by 
Alternative 2A (2 Months Improved Ladder) and Alternative 3 
(Gates-out Alternatives). As pointed out by the commentor, these 
alternatives also meet mandates under CVPIA 3405 (b)(1) to 
minimize fish passage problems to meet the goal of doubling the 
populations of anadromous fish and meet goals of the Sacramento 
Winter-run Recovery Plan. The discussion of the specific CALFED 
elements that these two alternatives meet are found on pages 30 
through 32 of Appendix I to the DEIS/EIR. Discussion of the 
benefits of these alternatives in reaching goals of the CVPIA and 
Sacramento Winter-run Recovery Plan are found on pages 28 
through 30 of the Fish and Wildlife CAR. 
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Letter from Mitch Farro, Continued 

465-4 See Response to Comment 311-71. 

465-5 Thank you for your comment. Economic information for many 
sources was used to complete the analysis. A significant level of 
discussion has occurred between all parties to consider the option of 
moving the boat drags to an alternative time or location. The boat 
drags travel in a racing circuit similar to NASCAR, and rescheduling 
them is difficult or impossible. Alternative locations have been 
discussed, but still present significant economic impacts to the City 
and County. The commentor is correct that failing to protect salmon 
might have a broader impact than the local economy. 

465-6 The commentor is correct that improvements to fish passage at 
RBDD will likely have positive effects in other regions; however, it is 
difficult (perhaps impossible) to quantify these benefits. 

465-7 See Response to Comment 465-3. 

 

No. 465  

465-3, 
cont’d 

465-4 

465-6 

465-5 

465-7 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023430009 (NLH2184.DOC) 4-586 

 

 

Letter from Three Illegible Signatures 

466-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

466-2 In DEIS/EIR Table ES-4, under Socioeconomic, the Gates-out option 
lists impacts to Fish Runs/Spending/Property Value/Quality of 
Life and Community Cohesion as significant. These impacts are 
considered significant and unavoidable if a Gates-out Alternative is 
chosen. However, this alternative is not the selected project. The 
selected project includes a pumping facility with a maximum 
capacity of 2,500 cfs. Reclamation anticipates a gates-in period 
between July 1 and the end of Labor Day weekend; TCCA has no 
position on changes to gate operations. 
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Letter from Three Illegible Signatures, Continued 

466-3 See Response to Comment 466-2. 

466-4 See Response to Comment 466-2. 

466-5 See Response to Comment 466-2. 

466-6 Increased fishing opportunities would provide only partial offset 
mitigation for Alternative 2 or 3. 

466-7 The commentor rhetorically asks where is the “world class fishery” 
that proponents of the alternatives believe would result from 
selecting either of the 2-months Gates-in or Gates-out Alternatives. It 
is unknown what the reference to “world class fishery” refers to, but 
it is logical to assume that with additional opportunities for 
anadromous fish to pass RBDD unimpeded, coupled with ongoing 
restoration actions throughout the upper Sacramento River 
watershed, river fisheries would greatly improve. It is a fact that, 
except in the Sacramento River, there is nowhere else in California, 
and possibly the world, where adult Chinook salmon are found in 
every month of the year. Some of these races (runs) of Chinook 
salmon presently number in the hundreds of thousands of adults 
returning to spawn every year (i.e., fall-run Chinook salmon). With 
continued efforts to protect, enhance, and restore habitats and access 
to those habitats, it is quite feasible that the fisheries in the 
Sacramento River watershed could return to or come near the 
historical population levels recorded early in the twentieth century. 
If that were to occur, given the depletions of salmon stocks seen in 
other major watersheds in Western North America, it is possible that 
the salmon fisheries in the Sacramento River could then be described 
as “world class.” 
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Letter from Maxine Anderson, Dated November 25, 2002 

467-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Illegible Signature 
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Letter from Illegible Signature, Continued 

468-1 The TCCA and DWR have agreed on their respective roles as lead 
agency and responsible agency, consistent with CEQA. The CEQA 
Guidelines state at Section 15051, “If the project will be carried out 
by a public agency, that agency shall be the Lead Agency even if the 
project would be located within the jurisdiction of another public 
agency.” In this case, TCCA has taken the lead in implementing the 
project; responsible agencies, including DWR, concur with this 
determination. 

468-2 As noted in Response to Comment 468-1, TCCA is acting as lead 
agency, consistent with CEQA. The TCCA would take the lead in 
implementing the project, and is complying with CEQA by openly 
examining the impacts and benefits of the project. 

468-3 CH2M HILL is undertaking the environmental assessment of the 
project on behalf of the lead agencies, who are ultimately responsible 
for compliance with both NEPA and CEQA. This is a typical 
arrangement whereby a consulting firm provides professional 
resources that are beyond the typical scope of a public agency. For 
such an arrangement to be credible, the consultant must consistently 
provide unbiased analysis so that its clients can make informed 
decisions. The analysis becomes part of the public record and is 
available for review for indications of bias or errors or omissions. 

468-4 Responses to comments become part of the administrative record for 
the project and form the basis for decisionmaking by the lead 
agencies. Neither NEPA or CEQA require consultation by outside 
“peer” groups. Because both lead agencies are public entities, they 
are required by NEPA and CEQA to take objective views of the 
evidence, analysis, and reasoning presented in the EIS/EIR. 
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Letter from Dexter Wright, Dated November 27, 2002 

469-1 Although the analysis presented by the commentor presents slightly 
different methodologies and assumptions, the conclusion, relative to 
No Action, is consistent with the analysis presented in the 
DEIS/EIR. The inherent variability in these types of projection-based 
analyses is typical and does not change the conclusion that the 
impact of gates-out operations would be significant and unavoidable 
in terms of loss of the Nitro National boat drags. 

469-2 The commentor indicates that a higher multiplier (1.54 versus 1.19) 
gives a higher impact. Inputs during analysis are a matter of 
professional opinion. We do not dispute these findings. In DEIS/EIR 
Table ES-4, under Socioeconomic, the Gates-out option lists impacts 
to Fish Runs/Spending/Property Value/Quality of Life and 
Community Cohesion as significant. These impacts are considered 
significant and unavoidable if a Gates-out Alternative is chosen. 
However, this alternative is not the selected project. The selected 
project includes a pumping facility with a maximum capacity of 
2,500 cfs. Reclamation anticipates a gates-in period between July 1 
and the end of Labor Day weekend; TCCA has no position on 
changes to gate operations. 
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Letter from Dexter Wright, Continued 

469-3 See Response to Comment 469-2. 
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Letter from Center for Economic Development 

470-1 This is an attachment to Comment Letter 469. No response is 

required. 
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Letter from Center for Economic Development, Continued 
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Letter from Center for Economic Development, Continued 
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Letter from Center for Economic Development, Continued 

  

  

 
 

No. 470  



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023430012 (NLH2186.DOC) 4-597 

 

 

Letter from Center for Economic Development, Continued 
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Letter from Center for Economic Development, Continued 
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Email from Tony Tilley, Dated November 27, 2002 

471-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Mark R. Culpepper, Dated November 29, 2002 

472-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Kenneth Hill, Dated November 30, 2002 

473-1 The commentor makes an number of inaccurate statements 
regarding the lack of demonstrative effects of the RBDD on salmon 
and their migration. The statement that there has never been a report 
of fish backing up below RBDD in the 40 years that RBDD has been 
in place is not true. Numerous scientific studies over the lifetime of 
RBDD have documented the blockage and delay of salmon and 
other species when the RBDD gates are in the down position. For 
references that document effects of RBDD to fisheries of the 
Sacramento River see Response to Comment 31-6. As an example, 
the most recent radio-telemetry investigation conducted by USFWS 
(1999-2001) found that, on average, radio-tagged adult fall-run 
Chinook salmon are delayed approximately 21 days prior to their 
movement through the fish ladder at RBDD. The commentor cites 
information that in 1999 through 2001 CNFH had more salmon 
arrive at the hatchery than it could handle, and that proves there is 
no shortage of salmon. However, the fish that the commentor are 
referring to are predominantly fall-run Chinook salmon, many of 
which pass through the ladders at RBDD. However, many also pass 
through RBDD unobstructed after the gates are lifted in mid-
September. Although it is true that many fall-run Chinook salmon 
remain in the Sacramento River and its tributaries, there are 
populations of Chinook salmon that are known to be diminished in 
numbers (e.g., winter-run and spring-run Chinook salmon), as 
witnessed by their listing as endangered and threatened, 
respectively, by the federal and state governments. The commentor 
states that putting in high-pressure pumps will require daily 
maintenance to remove dead fish that have been sucked into their 
screens. That statement is also inaccurate. No pump station can be 
permitted for building on the Sacramento River unless it can be 
demonstrated that it can meet or exceed fish screening performance 
criteria for the protection of early lifestages of fish such as salmon 
and steelhead, a fact stated in the DEIS/EIR. 
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