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Letter from Natural Resources Defense Council, Continued 

530-9 The renewal of TCCA members’ contracts was a separate project 
that was the subject of extensive NEPA and CEQA analysis. There 
are no plans to re-evaluate contract renewals for the TCCA 
members. As noted in the DEIS/EIR, the total contract volumes 
provided in the TCCA members’ contracts would remain 
unchanged, although the timing of deliveries could change 
somewhat if operations of RBDD are no longer a constraint on crop 
selection in the member districts. The contracts do not include any 
constraint on the timing of water deliveries, and that fact was the 
subject of previous environmental review. Water deliveries to the 
member districts will be made under the terms of, in accordance 
with, and limited by, the terms of their existing CVP contracts. 
Moreover, although crop selection might change in some respects, 
the crops available to be grown in the member districts still demand 
substantially all of their water in the May to October timeframe 
identified in the DEIS/EIR. 

In the same way that there are no plans to re-evaluate contract 
renewals in a broad sense, there are specifically no plans for 
Reclamation to reanalyze the member districts’ needs analyses. 
Reclamation performed a needs analysis on every member districts’ 
long-term water contract supply during the contract renewal 
negotiations. The negotiations were an open and public process, and 
the commentor was an active participant and commentor during 
that process, including the environmental analysis of the proposed 
renewals. The current contracts, which will expire in 2030, include 
no provision that would allow Reclamation to reopen the contracts, 
with regard to contract quantity or any other provision. Conversely, 
the contracts clearly state that they are subject to CVP operations 
and ESA requirements. Otherwise, however, unless and until a 
contractor tenders its contract for amendment, the current contract 
recognizes the contractor’s historical use of the water supply and its 
right to continue the use of the entire contract quantity. This is 
consistent with Reclamation’s water rights for the CVP and federal 
law. All of these aspects of the contracts, including the likelihood of 
full deliveries of the entire contract quantity to the contractor every 
year, through diversion facilities at Red Bluff, were fully analyzed in 
the course of the NEPA analysis and ESA consultation during the 
contract renewal process. 
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Letter from Natural Resources Defense Council, Continued 

530-9, 
cont’d 

Reference to the Orland Unit Water User’s Association (below Black 
Butte Reservoir) is irrelevant; the Orland Unit is neither a member 
of, nor served by, TCCA. 

See DEIS/EIR page 2-6 for a description of the RPP and page 2-8 for 
a description of Stony Creek diversions. The DEIS/EIR considered 
use of both of these options as part of the alternatives. Use of the 
RPP was carried forward throughout the DEIS/EIR. Stony Creek 
was not carried forward because of concerns about the unreliability 
of the water supply from Stony Creek and the long-term need to 
provide a fish screen at the Stony Creek diversion into the TC Canal. 

530-10 See Response to Comment 530-3. Sites Reservoir is a separate project 
being considered by a separate agency, DWR. 
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Letter from Natural Resources Defense Council, Continued 

530-11 The commentor misunderstands the seasonal need for water during 
the irrigation season, roughly correlated to the summer months. 
Ensuring the higher delivery capability at RBDD is necessary to 
meet peak irrigation season demands in the hot summer months. 
Virtually all of the water diverted under the current contracts is used 
for crop irrigation, roughly during the period from May through 
September as identified in the DEIS/EIR. A year-round gates-out 
operation with no new pumping capacity would condemn the 
member districts to a water supply wholly inadequate to meet their 
needs and, therefore, inconsistent with the Purpose and Need 
Statement (DEIS/EIR Section 1.2.1). 

The commentor’s note in footnote 2 about the limit on the use of 
additional pumping capacity ignores the statements throughout the 
DEIS/EIR that use of the project will be limited to delivering the 
current contract quantities of the member districts. Any new 
contract supply would require separate NEPA/CEQA analysis and 
is presently highly speculative. 
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Letter from Natural Resources Defense Council, Continued 

530-12 Your comment has been noted. In considering relative impacts 
under the alternatives, it is important to conduct relative 
comparisons. Thus, although the commentor may be correct in 
estimating emissions from personal watercraft, there is no indication 
that implementation of a gates-out operation would eliminate 
personal watercraft use. Certainly, some boating would continue in 
the absence of gate operations, including the use of personal 
watercraft. Other watercraft use would be displaced to other 
locations such as Black Butte Reservoir, Shasta Reservoir, or 
Whiskeytown Lake. To the degree that personal recreation would be 
displaced, rather than eliminated, the pollution posited by the 
commentor would continue. 
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Letter from Natural Resources Defense Council, Continued 
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Letter from Natural Resources Defense Council, Continued 

530-13 The lead agencies contend that the EIS/EIR complies with NEPA 
and CEQA and does not require recirculation. 
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Email from Steven Clark, Dated March 16, 2007 

531-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Ali Abbassi, Dated April 9, 2007 

532-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. All 
comments submitted on the DEIS/EIR prior to April 16, 2007 
(including those submitted in 2002), have been accepted and are 
being responded to at this time. The final preferred alternative 
consists of 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. The DEIS/EIR evaluates the potential impacts associated 
with the range of alternatives identified as capable of meeting the 
purpose and need presented in DEIS/EIR Section 1.2. After making 
the FEIS/EIR available to the public, Reclamation will release a ROD 
announcing its decision. 

532-2 The Omnibus Parks and Public Lands Management Act of 1996 
developed “an advisory commission to review the current and 
anticipated demand for recreational opportunities at federally-
managed manmade lakes and reservoirs…and to develop 
alternatives for enhanced recreational use of such facilities…Any 
such alternatives shall be consistent with and subject to the 
authorized purposes for any manmade lakes and reservoirs…” The 
RBDD was constructed in the mid-1960s to allow gravity diversion 
of Sacramento River waters when the gates were lowered into the 
Tehama-Colusa and Corning Canals for delivery to irrigation 
districts. Creation of a lake was a by-product of lowering the RBDD 
gates and not a project developed by Reclamation with an intended 
purpose; therefore, the Omnibus Parks and Public Lands 
Management Act of 1996 does not apply. Recreational value of Lake 
Red Bluff is not a purpose or need of this project; however, potential 
impacts to recreation are evaluated for each alternative in DEIS/EIR 
Section 3.5, and mitigation identified where feasible.  

532-3 The Purpose and Need Statement for this project will not be 
modified to include the Omnibus Parks and Public Lands 
Management Act of 1996 because it does not apply. 
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Letter from Ali Abbassi, Continued 

532-4 (a) The final preferred alternative consists of 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. 
The DEIS/EIR evaluates the potential impacts associated with 
the range of alternatives identified as capable of meeting the 
purpose and need presented in DEIS/EIR Section 1.2. 

(b) No new significant changes in the operation of RBDD or 
associated new information has become available since the 
DEIS/EIR was initially circulated. 

(c) See Response to Comment 532-4 (a). 

(d) After completing the FEIS/EIR, Reclamation intends to release a 
ROD that will include identification of the preferred project and 
associated mitigation as appropriate. 

(e) See Response to Comment 532-4 (a). 

(f) No new significant changes in the operation of RBDD or associ-
ated new information has become available since the DEIS/EIR 
was initially circulated. Comments received on the DEIS/EIR 
and responses to these comments are included in this FEIS/EIR. 

(g) President Bush’s 2008 Budget includes $5.5 million to address a 
fish passage solution at RBDD. Funding for full implementation 
of the selected project would likely originate from federal and 
other sources. 

(h) All comments submitted on the DEIS/EIR prior to April 16, 2007 
(including those submitted in 2002), are addressed in this 
FEIS/EIR. 

(i) See Response to Comment 532-4 (h). 

(j) Reclamation intends to produce a ROD 30 days after making this 
FEIS/EIR available to the public. TCCA intends to certify the 
FEIS/EIR no fewer than 10 days after providing state responsible 
and other commenting agencies a written response to their 
comments. 

(k) The anticipated potential impacts of the proposed pumping 
facility associated with each alternative are evaluated in the 
DEIS/EIR. No additional analysis is proposed. No new 
significant changes in the operation of RBDD or associated new 
information has become available since the DEIS/EIR was 
initially circulated. 
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 Letter from Ali Abbassi, Continued 

532-4, 
cont’d 

(l) See Response to Comment 532-4 (k). 

(m) As stated in the Response to Comment 457-6, green sturgeon was 
a federal candidate for listing under ESA at the time of the 
preparation of the DEIS/EIR. It was formally listed as federal 
threatened in 2006. 

(n) It is not anticipated at this time that a new TAG will be formed. 

(o) Consultation with USFWS and NMFS has been underway 
throughout the EIS/EIR preparation process. The DEIS/EIR 
states on page 1-6 that among the required permits and 
approvals, ESA Section 7 consultations with USFWS and NMFS 
would need to be conducted. As stated on page 5-6 of the 
DEIS/EIR, a pending BA and decision on terrestrial compliance 
is in progress. At the time of the release of the DEIS/EIR (2002), a 
BA for federal species under the jurisdiction USFWS was 
appended to the DEIS/EIR as Appendix L. Subsequently, in 
December 2006, Reclamation provided an updated BA to USFWS 
as part of the ongoing consultation for the project. Additionally, 
in December 2006, a BA was prepared and submitted by 
Reclamation to NMFS as part of the ongoing consultation for 
the project with that agency. These BAs are currently being 
evaluated by these federal agencies, and preparation of the BOs 
for the project is in progress. 

(p) See Response to Comment 532-4 (n). Given the intent of forming 
the TAG is to obtain input and guidance from relevant technical 
experts, public information meetings and input will continue to 
occur and be gathered in a public forum, as necessary. 

(q) All comments and suggestions related to mitigation and other 
recommendations submitted as part of the public review process 
are included in this FEIS/EIR. 
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Letter from Retired Public Employees Association,  
Dated April 13, 2007 

533-1 See Response to Comment 520-1. 
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Letter from Terry Mackey, President of Downtown  
Red Bluff Business Association, Dated April 16, 2007 

534-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required 

534-2 See Response to Comment 520-1. 
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Letter from Terry Mackey, President of Downtown  
Red Bluff Business Association, Continued 
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Letter from Kenneth Hill, Dated April 20, 2007 

535-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. See 
Responses to Comments 31-6 and 473-1. 
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Letter from Gregg Avilla, Board of Supervisors, County of Tehama,  
Dated April 24, 2007 

536-1 See Responses to Comment Letter 462. 

536-2 Maintenance schedules and plans would be developed as part of the 
final design of the facilities. Maintenance of the facility would 
require periodic maintenance and inspection to avoid costly 
downtime that would hamper normal operations. The commentor is 
correct that forced gates-out operations without replacement 
facilities would have harmful effects to agricultural resources within 
Tehama County. See DEIS/EIR Section 3.8 for a discussion of 
agricultural resources. 
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Letter from Gregg Avilla, Board of Supervisors, County of Tehama, 
Continued 

536-3 See Response to Comment 483-4. 

536-4 See Responses to Comments 462-3 and 462-4. 

536-5 Your comment has been noted. The lead agencies remain committed 
to identifying appropriate mitigation measures to offset potential 
impacts from gates-out operations, but to date have been unable to 
do so. See DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for a discussion 
of fish ladders. 
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Letter from Gregg Avilla, Board of Supervisors, County of Tehama, 
Continued 

536-6 See Response to Comment 462-1. 
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Letter from Gregg Avilla, Board of Supervisors, County of Tehama, 
Continued 
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Letter from Gregg Avilla, Board of Supervisors, County of Tehama, 
Continued 
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Letter from Gregg Avilla, Board of Supervisors, County of Tehama, 
Continued 

  

  

 
 

 

 

No. 536 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/071820001 (CLR3627.DOC) 4-772 

 

 

Letter from Gregg Avilla, Board of Supervisors, County of Tehama, 
Continued 
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Letter from Donald Bode for Brian Person, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Dated April 11, 2007 

537-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Donald Bode for Brian Person, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Continued 
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Letter from Donald Bode for Brian Person, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Dated April 11, 2007 

538-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Donald Bode for Brian Person, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Continued 
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Letter from Donald Bode for Brian Person, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Dated April 11, 2007 

539-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Donald Bode for Brian Person, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Continued 
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Letter from Steven L. Evans, Friends of the River, 
Dated November 26, 2002 

540-1 This comment letter is duplicate to Comment Letter 464. 
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Letter from Steven L. Evans, Friends of the River, Continued 
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Letter from Steven L. Evans, Friends of the River, Continued 
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Letter from Steven L. Evans, Friends of the River, Continued 
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Letter from Steven L. Evans, Friends of the River, Continued 
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Letter from Steven L. Evans, Friends of the River, Continued 
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Letter from Steven L. Evans, Friends of the River, Continued 
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Letter from James H. Pope, Northern California Power Agency,  
Dated March 16, 2007 

541-1 Your comment has been noted. However, power generation – 
although important – is considered an incidental benefit of CVP 
operations. Also, it is assumed that the commentor is referring to 
systemwide operational changes that resulted from CVPIA and 
Trinity River restoration efforts, not fish screen projects. 

541-2 You comment has been noted. Resource management of the CVP 
system has changed since its inception and will likely continue to 
evolve over time. 
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Letter from James H. Pope, Northern California Power Agency, 
Continued 

541-3 See Appendix A to DEIS/EIR for a discussion f the allocated costs of 
the alternatives and their relative association with improvements to 
fish passage. Possible direct correlations with fish populations are 
difficult to project because there are many confounding factors that 
are beyond the scope of this project. These factors include weather 
patterns, commercial fishing regulations, delta operations, and water 
quality, among others. 

541-4 Approval, operations, and financing of Sites Reservoir are not a part 
of this project. Sites Reservoir is currently being considered and 
evaluated by the state, through DWR. 

541-5 Your comment has been noted. The allocation of PUP for this project 
will be consistent with policy guidance from Reclamation regarding 
operation of CVP facilities. 
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Letter from James C. Feider, Redding Electric Utility, 
Dated March 16, 2007 

542-1 Your comment has been noted. Public participation is an important 
element of informed decisionmaking, and is a central tenet to NEPA 
and CEQA. 

542-2 The DEIS/EIR was extensively reviewed for major changes to the 
project or to the subject areas that might warrant re-analysis. None 
were found. However, in the interest of expanding the public’s 
opportunity to comment, Reclamation re-opened the comment 
period before finalizing the EIS/EIR. 

542-3 Project construction estimates would be updated as part of the 
design phase. 

542-4 Construction cost estimates from 2002 are considered to present a 
reasonable estimate of relative costs. The lead agencies acknowledge 
that the estimates will require updating. 

542-5 The increased use of power by the proposed pumping station is 
considered less than significant. See DEIS/EIR Section 3.9 for a 
discussion of the proposed project on power resources. A full 
assessment of how an incremental increase in PUP would affect 
individual Western Area Power Administration customers is beyond 
the scope of this evaluation because each customer has a unique load 
and resource profile. 
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Letter from James C. Feider, Redding Electric Utility, Continued 

542-6 See Response to Comment 542-3. 

542-7 Specific details of project financing have not been determined, but 
are likely to include reimbursable, non-reimbursable, state, and local 
cost-share arrangements. Relative shares of these sources will be 
determined following project approval and, to the degree applicable, 
will be open for comment in the appropriate forums. 

542-8 Your comment has been noted. The determination that PUP is 
appropriate for an element of the CVP is an important aspect of 
project approval and will be consistent with federal policy guidance 
on the matter. 

542-9 Green sturgeon was considered to be a special-status species in the 
DEIS/EIR. The recent elevation of green sturgeon to Threatened 
status under ESA may result in more restrictive use of the dam gates 
in the foreseeable future. 
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Email from Ali Abbassi, Dated March 12, 2007 

543-1 The comment period was extended an additional 30 days from 
March 16, 2007 to April 17, 2007. 
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Letter from John Cooper 

544-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
Bypass alternatives have been formally reviewed in at least three 
public documents since 1992. See DEIS/EIR Section 2.2.4 on a 
discussion of the bypass channel concept evaluated for this project. 
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Letter from John Yingling, Red Bluff-Tehama County 
Chamber of Commerce, Dated March 19, 2007 

545-1 This comment letter is duplicate to Comment Letter 520. 
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Letter from John Yingling, Red Bluff-Tehama County 
Chamber of Commerce, Continued 
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Letter from John Yingling, Red Bluff-Tehama County 
Chamber of Commerce, Continued 
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Letter from Jay Harn, Red Bluff-Tehama County Chamber of Commerce,  
Dated August 14, 2007 

546-1 This comment letter is duplicate to Comment Letter 520. 
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Letter from Jay Harn, Red Bluff-Tehama County Chamber of Commerce, 
Continued 
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Fax from A. Leigh Bartoo, Dated March 16, 2007 
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Fax from A. Leigh Bartoo, Continued 

547-1 Your comment has been noted. See Response to Comment 523-1. 
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Fax from A. Leigh Bartoo, Continued 

547-2 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

547-3 As provided in DEIS/EIR Section 3.4.3, Mitigation (pages 3-183 
through 3-187), areas of riparian vegetation and freshwater marsh 
habitats temporarily disturbed during construction would be 
planted with native riparian trees and shrubs, or freshwater marsh 
vegetation as appropriate; and any permanent removal of riparian 
or freshwater marsh vegetation would be mitigated by creating 
riparian or marsh habitat at a 3:1 ratio for that area impacted. As 
stated on those pages, these mitigations would be planned in 
conjunction with CDFG and USFWS to identify appropriate 
locations for riparian and freshwater marsh habitats. These 
mitigations would go a long way toward mitigating any adverse 
effects as well as restoring the riverbank and associated riparian 
habitats resulting from the loss of Lake Red Bluff. 

547-4 See Responses to Comments 465-3 and 478-13. 

547-5 Your comment has been noted. As discussed in Response to 
Comment 547-3, any habitat areas temporarily disturbed or 
permanently lost, including habitat compensation for valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle, because of construction/demolition 
would be mitigated for through revegetation, restoration. and/or 
habitat creation as well as compensations outlined in the DEIS/EIR. 
Because of construction costs, costs for revegetation/restoration, and 
mitigation replacement costs, it is prudent and necessary because of 
budget constraints to limit the construction impacts to the least 
amount of affected area feasible. Concerning the recommendation 
regarding avoiding dredging, depending on results of the 
bathymetric surveys conducted during the pump station design 
process, it might be necessary to dredge areas within the project 
footprints within the Sacramento River and Red Bank Creek. During 
the environmental review and permitting process for implementa-
tion of the project, consultations with the resource trust agencies 
including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, USFWS, NMFS, and 
CDFG, it would be necessary to develop project impact minimi-
zation and mitigation measures to reduce adverse impacts of 
dredging.  

547-6 See Responses to Comments 547-1, 547-3, and 547-5. Similar to that 
mentioned in Response to Comment 547-5, during the environ-
mental review and permitting process for implementation of the 
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547-6, 
cont’d 

project, consultation with the resource trust agencies, including the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, USFWS, NMFS, and CDFG, it would 
be necessary to develop project impact minimization and 
mitigations plan. Additionally, biological monitoring necessary for 
assessing the success of any recommended revegetation, restoration, 
or compensation mitigations or minimization measures could be 
further addressed and adopted into practice as part of the Adaptive 
Management and Monitoring Process. 

547-7 Your comment has been noted. Following design and prior to the 
project’s construction, a fish screen evaluation and monitoring plan 
could be developed as part of the project environmental permitting 
and/or through the ESA consultation process. Additionally, 
hydraulic and biological monitoring plans or programs necessary for 
assessing the efficacy of project fish screens for the protection of 
juvenile salmonids or other target species could be further addressed 
and adopted into practice as part of the project Adaptive 
Management and Monitoring Process outlined in Appendix H. 

547-8 Following project final design and prior to construction, 
environmental permitting will be necessary. It is likely that ESA 
consultation would be initiated for the project, and a BA would be 
submitted to USFWS and NMFS. A BA would provide an evaluation 
of potential impacts and proposed mitigations and minimization 
measures. Through the process of consultation, specific conservation 
measures would be developed, refined, and included in a BO that 
would be issued by USFWS and NMFS prior to construction and 
operation of the project facilities. Simultaneous to these 
consultations, CDFG would be engaged for state species covered 
under CESA. 
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547-9 Thank you for your comment. Operational modifications to RBDD 
likely will be made following the release of the OCAP. 

547-10 The commentor is correct. Additional analysis will be needed if 
Reclamation chooses a flexible gate alternative that was not 
reviewed as a part of the environmental review process. Additional 
study will be needed. 
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