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14.2.4 Regional and Local Agencies 

14.2.4.1 CCWD—Contra Costa Water District, Leah Orloff, Water Resources 
Manager, December 29, 2010 
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Responses to Comment Letter CCWD 

CCWD‐1, CCWD‐2, and CCWD‐3 

See	Master	Response	1:	Project‐Specific	Analysis.	
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14.2.4.2 FSSD—Fairfield‐Suisun Sewer District, Gregory G. Baatrup, Chief 
Operating Officer, December 30, 2009 
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Responses to Comment Letter FSSD 

FSSD‐1 

Deleted	“degradation”	of	water	quality	on	page	1‐8	to	clarify	that	many	factors	affect	water	quality,	
without	implying	the	effect	is	beneficial	or	detrimental.	Changes	made	on	Pages	5.2‐13	and	5.2‐15	
also	clarify	that	the	FSSD	discharge	does	have	a	beneficial	effect	on	salinity	in	the	Suisun	Slough	
portion	of	the	Marsh.	On	Page	5.2‐15,	discussion	of	low	DO	inserted,	“although	the	[FSSD]	discharge	
satisfies	the	ambient	monitoring	DO	requirements	specified	by	the	San	Francisco	Bay	RWQCB.)”	

FSSD‐2 

Deleted	“degradation”	of	water	quality	on	page	1‐8	to	clarify	that	many	factors	affect	water	quality,	
without	implying	the	effect	is	beneficial	or	detrimental.	Changes	made	on	Pages	5.2‐13	and	5.2‐15	
also	clarify	that	the	FSSD	discharge	does	have	a	beneficial	effect	on	salinity	in	the	Suisun	Slough	
portion	of	the	Marsh.	On	Page	5.2‐15	discussion	of	low	DO	inserted,	“although	the	[FSSD]	discharge	
satisfies	the	ambient	monitoring	DO	requirements	specified	by	the	San	Francisco	Bay	RWQCB.)”	
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14.2.4.3 JIRD—Joice Island Reclamation District, Leonard Stefanelli, 
President, December 28, 2009 
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Responses to Comment Letter JIRD 

JIRD‐1 

See	Master	Response	4:	Relationship	to	Other	Plans	Affecting	the	Delta	and	Suisun	Marsh.	

The	SMP	attempts	to	create	a	balanced	approach	to	meeting	the	needs	of	aquatic,	terrestrial,	and	
waterfowl	species	in	the	Marsh,	while	attaining	an	overall	improvement	in	management	of	Marsh	
resources.	The	CEQA/NEPA	baseline	in	this	EIS/EIR	is	the	current	conditions	and	impacts	are	based	
on	the	potential	changes	resulting	from	implementation	of	the	alternatives	compared	to	these	
existing	conditions.	

DWR	and	Reclamation	operate	the	Initial	Facilities	and	SMSCG	to	meet	water	quality	standards	as	
per	SWRCB’s	D‐1641.	These	facilities	were	constructed	and	are	operated	to	mitigate	the	previously	
acknowledged	impacts	of	the	CVP,	SWP,	and	other	upstream	diversions	on	water	quality	and	
waterfowl	habitat	in	the	Marsh.	The	SMP	does	not	propose	any	additional	water	diversions.	The	SMP	
does,	however,	include	potential	actions	to	enhance	waterfowl	habitat	quality	in	the	Marsh,	
including	DWR	and	Reclamation’s	continued	operation	of	the	Initial	Facilities	and	SMSCG	and	
funding	of	the	Preservation	Agreement	Improvement	Fund,	and	implementation	of	marsh	
management	activities	as	described	in	Chapter	2	of	the	EIS/EIR.	

The	SMP	includes	the	implementation	of	the	Preservation	Agreement	Implementation	Fund,	which	
completes	the	DWR	and	Reclamation	mitigation	obligations	agreed	to	by	SRCD,	DFG,	DWR,	and	
Reclamation	relative	to	impacts	on	the	Marsh	from	SWP	and	CVP	operations.	Additionally,	the	
EIS/EIR	acknowledges	the	important	role	that	landowners	have	played	in	the	Marsh	to	retain	it	as	
an	undeveloped	brackish	Marsh	in	the	face	of	surrounding	and	encroaching	development.	The	SMP	
also	acknowledges	the	importance	of	waterfowl	hunting	in	the	Marsh	and	includes	measures	to	help	
landowners	better	manage	their	properties	to	support	waterfowl	habitat.	
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14.2.4.4 RWQCB—Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay 
Region, Naomi Feger, Planning Program Manager, January 10, 2011 
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Responses to Comment Letter RWQCB 

RWQCB‐1 

See	Master	Response	2:	Definition	of	the	CEQA	and	NEPA	Baseline	for	This	EIS/EIR.	

As	described	in	Master	Response	2:	Definition	of	the	CEQA	and	NEPA	Baseline	for	This	EIS/EIR,	the	
EIS/EIR	baseline	for	comparison	of	impacts	of	the	alternatives	is	the	environmental	conditions	at	
the	time	of	the	NOP.	As	such,	the	water	quality	analysis	focuses	on	the	potential	changes	to	water	
quality	that	could	occur	with	the	new	activities	and	increased	frequency	of	currently	implemented	
activities,	compared	to	existing	conditions.	Many	of	the	water	quality	issues	in	the	Marsh	are	
ongoing	and	are	considered	a	component	of	the	existing	conditions.	They	have	largely	been	
addressed	through	various	permit	processes	and	management	regimes.	The	historical	context	of	
these	efforts	and	their	effectiveness	is	described	in	Section	5.2.	Additionally,	the	SMP	includes	
environmental	commitments	for	landowners	to	continue	to	implement	applicable	terms	and	
conditions	relative	to	operations	of	the	managed	wetlands.	As	described	in	Section	5.2,	as	tidal	
restoration	occurs,	there	is	a	potential	for	areas	that	currently	contribute	to	water	quality	effects	to	
be	restored,	thus	improving	water	quality	in	the	Marsh.	

RWQCB‐2 

See	Master	Response	2:	Definition	of	the	CEQA	and	NEPA	Baseline	for	This	EIS/EIR.	

As	described	in	Master	Response2:	Definition	of	the	CEQA	ad	NEPA	Baseline	for	This	EIS/EIR,	the	
existing	managed	wetland	operations	are	part	of	the	baseline	for	comparison,	and	therefore	the	
effects	of	these	ongoing	operations	are	not	analyzed	in	this	EIS/EIR.	The	SMP	is	designed	to	balance	
water	quality	improvements	in	the	managed	wetland	discharges	with	estuarine	habitat	
improvements	through	tidal	marsh	restoration.	Section	5.2‐22	of	the	EIS/EIR	discloses	that	“The	
primary	anticipated	sources	of	water	quality	impairments	would	be	annual	discharges	from	existing	
managed	wetlands	and	temporary	construction	activities	during	tidal	wetlands	restoration.	
However,	this	analysis	assesses	only	the	change	in	restoration	and	managed	wetland	activities	
associated	with	the	SMP	alternatives.”	(Section	5.2,	page	2)	

The	qualitative	description	of	managed	wetland	discharges	in	Section	5.2,	pages	14	and	15,	is	based	
on	a	review	of	the	most	recent	available	DO	monitoring	data	from	the	Marsh.	As	described,	
improvements	in	managed	wetland	practices	apparently	have	reduced	the	incidence	of	low	DO	
conditions	in	the	vicinity	of	flooded	marsh	discharges.	Additionally,	the	SMP	includes	environmental	
commitments	to	continue	implementation	of	measures	that	help	reduce	the	occurrence	of	low	DO	
events.	As	tidal	restoration	increases,	managed	wetlands	water	quality	impacts	would	decrease.	

RWQCB‐3 

As	described	above,	the	SMP	includes	environmental	commitments	to	continue	implementation	of	
activities	for	managed	wetlands	that	are	required	as	part	of	the	ESA/Essential	Fish	Habitat	(EFH)	
consultation	terms	and	conditions	(Page	5.2‐14).	

RWQCB‐4 

Table	2‐3	outlines	the	types	of	considerations	that	will	be	made	prior	to	purchasing	a	property	from	
a	willing	seller	for	restoration	purposes.	These	considerations	include	those	related	to	the	ability	to	
provide	full	tidal	exchange.	As	described	in	the	EIS/EIR,	properties	would	be	purchased	on	a	willing‐
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seller	basis,	thus	limiting	the	potential	options	for	restoration.	Additionally,	many	considerations	
will	come	into	play	as	sites	are	selected	and	designed.	Water	quality	is	one	of	these	considerations,	
but	is	not	necessarily	the	only	one.	

RWQCB‐5 

See	Master	Response	1:	Project‐Specific	Analysis,	and	Master	Response	5:	Inclusion	of	an	Adaptive	
Management	Plan.	

RWQCB‐6 

See	Master	Response	5:	Inclusion	of	an	Adaptive	Management	Plan.	

RWQCB‐7 

The	MMRP	is	included	as	a	component	of	this	Final	EIS/EIR	and	does	not	provide	any	additional	
information	compared	to	the	Draft	EIS/EIR.	Essentially,	the	MMRP	is	a	summary	of	environmental	
commitments	and	mitigation	measures	described	in	the	Draft	EIS/EIR.		

RWQCB‐8 and RWQCB 9 

See	Master	Response	3:	Alternatives.	

RWQCB‐10 

Page	36	of	the	CALFED	Programmatic	Record	of	Decision	(ROD)	identifies	habitat	restoration	in	
Suisun	Marsh	as	a	programmatic	action.	Page	35	of	the	ROD	refers	the	reader	to	the	Ecosystem	
Restoration	Program	Strategic	Plan	documents	for	further	detail.	This	detail	is	provided	in	Volume	
II:	ERPP,	Suisun	Marsh/North	San	Francisco	Bay	Ecological	Management	Zone	Vision,	June	1999,	
pages	138	and	139.	

RWQCB‐11 

A	list	of	beneficial	uses	(fish,	recreation,	wildlife)	was	added	to	page	1‐9	and	page	5.2‐5.	The	2010	
San	Francisco	Bay	basin	plan	was	added	to	sources	of	information.	Recreation	was	added	to	the	list	
of	beneficial	uses	on	page	5.2‐9.		

RWQCB‐12 

The	SMP	outlines	a	process	for	tidal	restoration	to	help	ensure	that	interior	levees	that	become	
exterior	levees	as	a	result	of	restoration	require	minimal	maintenance.	Part	of	the	levee	design	
includes	establishment	of	benches	and	berms	that	provide	not	only	a	tidal	gradient	but	also	a	buffer	
for	the	levee.	As	such,	it	is	expected	that	new	exterior	levees	would	be	vegetated	berms	that	would	
not	require	placement	of	additional	material	in	most	instances.	Additionally,	the	SMP	prohibits	
dredging	from	vegetation	berms	greater	than	50	feet.	Overall,	the	restoration	activities	described	in	
Chapter	2	are	intended	to	avoid	the	need	for	substantial	levee	maintenance	or	the	need	for	dredging	
in	the	restored	areas.	These	include	creating	gradually	sloping	interior	levees	to	help	establish	a	
range	of	intertidal	habitats,	establishing	vegetation	within	the	restoration	area	prior	to	breaching,	
and	designing	breach	locations	and	sizes	to	best	accommodate	desired	flows	and	sediment	
transport	into	and	out	of	tidal	restoration	areas.	These	measures	are	expected	to	be	included	in	
USFWS‘s	Biological	Opinion.	
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RWQCB‐13 

Dredged	material	would	not	be	placed	on	the	exterior	side	of	the	levees.	Materials	will	be	placed	on	
the	crowns	and	back	slopes	of	the	existing	exterior	levees.		

RWQCB‐14 

If	a	berm	is	constructed,	any	“runoff	or	decant	water”	from	the	clamshell	or	excavator	bucket	
placement	of	excavated	material	would	be	contained	within	the	managed	wetlands.	Any	runoff	
water	from	material	placement	would	not	be	treated,	but	it	would	be	contained	within	the	adjacent	
diked	managed	wetland	ditches.	Drain	gates	near	the	dredging	placement	site	will	remain	closed	or	
will	be	physically	blocked	during	the	placement	of	material	and	3	days	following	the	completion	of	
the	activity	to	ensure	any	turbidity	is	contained	within	the	managed	wetland	ditches.	

RWQCB‐15 

This	was	added	at	the	request	of	the	RWQCB.	SRCD	will	prepare	a	map	of	known	storm	drain	
outfalls	in	the	vicinity	of	exterior	levees	that	may	be	maintained	using	dredged	materials	under	this	
program	as	part	of	the	401	Water	Quality	Certification	application.	The	areal	extent	is	the	200	feet	
immediately	adjacent	to	these	mapped	storm	drains	as	they	requested.	

RWQCB‐16 

The	Final	EIS/EIR	clarifies	that	this	testing	for	the	storm	drains	areas	within	200	feet	includes	
coordination	and	consulting	with	the	DMMO	relative	to	evaluation	and	placement	of	these	materials.	
Materials	placed	are	on	the	crown	and	back	slope	of	the	levee	would	not	affect	waters	and	are	
exempt	from	Corps	Jurisdiction.	

RWQCB‐17 

All	of	the	available	water	quality	data	from	the	Suisun	Marsh	channels	previously	have	been	
described	and	evaluated	in	the	documents	listed.	The	regulatory	framework	has	provided	water	
quality	objectives	for	the	Marsh	based	on	these	available	data.	The	major	variable	measured	is	
salinity	(EC),	and	salinity	is	dominated	by	Delta	outflow,	as	fully	described	in	Section	5.2.	There	are	
no	routine	monitoring	stations	for	many	of	the	water	quality	parameters	of	interest.	For	example,	
the	temperature	and	DO	data	from	2006	and	2007	were	used	because	they	were	based	on	the	only	
available	survey	in	the	marsh	channels.	The	suspended	sediment	data	from	Honker	Bay	and	Mallard	
Island	from	1996–1997	were	available,	and	the	DWR	data	from	Nurse	Slough	from	2004–2006	were	
the	only	measurements	from	the	marsh	channels.	All	available	data	were	used	for	the	EIS/EIR	
evaluations	of	these	water	quality	parameters.		

RWQCB‐18 

The	EIS/EIR	analysis	focuses	primarily	on	various	impacts	that	might	result	from	the	new	and	
increased‐frequency	managed	wetland	activities	and	restoration	of	tidal	wetlands.	(Also	see	Master	
Response	2:	Definition	of	the	CEQA	and	NEPA	Baseline	for	This	EIS/EIR.)	Improvements	in	water	
quality	are	anticipated	but	cannot	be	quantified	because	the	exact	location	of	the	restoration	is	not	
known.	There	are	only	limited	pH	data	from	the	marsh	channels.	The	pH	of	water	in	the	marsh	
channels	is	not	likely	to	change	substantially	from	any	managed	wetlands	drainage	or	in	the	
restored	tidal	wetlands.	Nutrient	concentrations	are	measured	monthly	in	Suisun	Bay,	but	nutrient	
concentrations	are	not	expected	to	change	substantially	as	a	result	of	the	SMP	because	the	sources	
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of	nutrients	are	relatively	small	compared	to	the	average	nutrient	concentrations	in	Suisun	Bay	and	
channels.	

RWQCB‐19 

The	regulatory	setting	section	was	modified	to	include	a	statement	that	there	is	an	EPA‐approved	
TMDL	in	place	for	mercury	in	the	Bay.	

RWQCB‐20 

Text	revised	per	comment.	

RWQCB‐21 

Text	revised	per	comment.	

RWQCB‐22 

This	sentence	accurately	summarized	the	discussion	and	data	analysis	provided	in	the	referenced	
monitoring	report.	No	change	is	needed.	

RWQCB‐23 

This	section	has	been	modified	to	more	accurately	summarize	the	discussion	of	Hg	and	MeHg	
objectives	in	the	referenced	documents	based	on	the	information	provided	in	the	comment.	

Specifically,	the	text	was	changed	from	0.5	mg/kg	to	0.3	mg/kg	and	the	reference	to	a	4‐day	average	
was	deleted.	

RWQCB‐24 

The	Suisun	Marsh	salinity	objectives	have	been	established	by	the	SWRCB	under	the	Water	Quality	
Control	Plan	for	the	San	Francisco	Bay/Sacramento‐San	Joaquin	Delta	Estuary	Decision	‐1641	to	
ensure	salinity	objectives	and	Delta	outflow	criteria	are	adequate	for	protection	of	Suisun	Marsh	fish	
and	wildlife	beneficial	uses,	narrative	salinity	objectives	of	the	brackish	tidal	marshes	of	the	Suisun	
Bay,	and	provide	water	of	sufficient	quality	to	managed	wetlands	to	achieve	soil	water	salinities	
capable	of	supporting	the	plants	characteristic	of	a	brackish	marsh.	This	was	described	in	the	
discussion	of	salinity	significance	criteria	and	footnote	on	page	5.2‐21.	

RWQCB‐25 

Text	revised	per	comment.	

RWQCB‐26 

Citation	revised.	

RWQCB‐27 

October	2003	added	to	reference.	

RWQCB‐28 

See	Master	Response	1:	Project‐Specific	Analysis.	
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RWQCB‐29 

Text	revised	per	comment.	

RWQCB‐30 

The	paragraph	on	10‐28	describing	the	303(d)	listing	for	nickel	was	removed.	Reference	to	the	State	
Board	2020	Integrated	Report	was	added.		

RWQCB‐31 

These	requirements	will	be	addressed	in	the	application	process	for	401	Water	Quality	Certification.		
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14.2.4.5 SC—Solano County, Department of Resources Management, Bill 
Emlen, Director of Resources Management, December 29, 2010 
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Responses to Comment Letter SC 

SC‐1 

The	SMP	EIS/EIR	considers	both	regional	and	local	impacts	in	our	analysis.	

SC‐2 

Please	see	response	to	Comment	SC‐4.	The	analysis	concluded	that	the	socioeconomic	impacts	were	
less	than	significant	because	of	the	relatively	small	change	in	employment,	income,	and	property	tax	
revenues.		

SC‐3 

Significance	criteria	set	forth	in	the	EIS/EIR	were	based	on	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines	Appendix	G	
Checklist,	precedence	from	other	Delta	and	restoration	projects,	and	professional	judgment.	These	
thresholds	are	appropriate	and	applicable	to	the	SMP.	

SC‐4 

As	described	in	Section	7.2	of	the	Draft	EIS/EIR,	acquiring	lands	from	willing	sellers	may	adversely	
affect	the	amount	of	property	tax	revenue	collected	by	Solano	County	as	land	is	transferred	from	
private	to	public	ownership.	The	estimated	property	tax	revenue	generated	in	Solano	County	in	
2006	was	$408	million.	The	loss	of	property	tax	revenue	generated	from	the	maximum	of	
7,000	acres	of	tidal	restoration	to	be	implemented	incrementally	over	the	next	30	years	is	estimated	
to	total	$31,100,	or	approximately	0.008%	of	the	total	property	annual	tax	revenue	generated	in	the	
county	in	2006.	

Although	implementing	the	SMP	may	result	in	a	decrease	in	the	property	tax	revenues	generated	in	
Solano	County	by	eventually	removing	these	lands	from	the	tax	roll,	the	estimated	loss	in	property	
tax	revenue	is	a	very	small	portion	of	the	overall	property	tax	revenues	generated	in	Solano	County.	

The	potential	in‐lieu	of	property	tax	payments	by	DFG	was	included	to	indicate	that	the	loss	in	
property	tax	revenue	could	be	offset.	Because	the	loss	in	property	tax	revenues	is	expected	to	be	
small,	the	impact	assessment	did	not	attempt	to	address	all	the	changes	in	economic	activities	
attributable	to	the	restoration	of	wetlands,	including	identification	of	potential	property	tax	
compensation	programs.	The	impact	analysis	also	did	not	attempt	to	assess	all	the	beneficial	
economic	effects	of	the	wetland	restoration	program,	such	as	changes	in	recreation‐related	
expenditures	in	the	local	economy	and	increases	in	sales	tax	revenues.		

Cumulative	impacts	of	the	SMP	alternatives	are	addressed	in	Chapter	9	of	the	Draft	EIS/EIR.	This	
chapter	includes	an	exhaustive	list	of	restoration	projects	in	the	Bay‐Delta	area.	A	review	of	this	list	
indicates	that	approximately	680	acres	are	planned	for	wetland	restoration	and	enhancement.	The	
combined	loss	of	property	tax	revenue	from	the	combined	acreage	of	the	proposed	project	and	other	
projects	is	not	expected	to	result	in	a	substantial	reduction	in	Solano	County	property	tax	revenues.	

SC‐5 

See	response	to	SC‐4.		

The	lands	purchased	for	restoration	would	be	primarily	from	lands	dedicated	to	waterfowl	hunting	
clubs.	Few	agricultural	lands	are	located	in	the	project	study	area.	These	agricultural	lands	currently	
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are	used	for	grazing	and	are	at	an	elevation	that	would	not	make	them	suitable	for	tidal	restoration.	
The	consistency	of	wetland	restoration	actions	with	existing	land	uses	is	addressed	in	Chapter	7	of	
the	EIS/EIR.	The	restoration	action	is	consistent	with	Solano	County	General	Plan	and	Solano	County	
Policies	and	regulations	governing	the	Suisun	Marsh	because	the	area	would	remain	wetlands	and	
open	space.		

The	impact	on	public	utilities	and	public	services	is	evaluated	in	Section	7.3	of	the	EIS/EIR.	The	
change	in	land	use	from	recreational	waterfowl	hunting	to	wetland	restoration	and	enhancement	is	
not	expected	to	increase	the	demand	for	these	services.		

SC‐6 

While	the	SMP	would	provide	increased	opportunities	for	water‐based	recreation,	the	increased	
need	for	emergency	response	throughout	the	Marsh	is	not	expected	to	change	substantially	because	
the	overall	level	of	Marsh	use	would	remain	similar.	As	described	in	Section	7.4,	the	type	of	
recreation	uses	would	change,	but	the	magnitude	of	use	would	be	similar.	Additionally,	restored	
areas	no	longer	would	support	private	duck	clubs	and	likely	would	eliminate	levee	roads	as	a	result	
of	breaching,	thus	reducing	the	County‘s	obligations	for	road	maintenance.	

SC‐7 

Grazing	in	the	Suisun	Marsh	occurs	in	upland	habitat	areas	that	are	located	above	the	tidal	
inundation	zone	on	approximately	16,534	acres	on	the	periphery	of	the	primary	zone	of	the	Marsh	
(Table	6.2‐2).	The	vast	majority	of	these	uplands	would	not	be	affected	by	the	SMP	and	could	
continue	to	be	grazed.	While	some	upland	grazing	areas	have	the	potential	to	be	converted	to	tidal	
wetland,	the	amount	of	conversion	would	be	minor	and	not	likely	to	occur,	except	incidentally	if	it	
occurs	on	the	fringes	of	restoration	(in	upland	perimeter	of	Marsh).	While	there	are	uplands	in	the	
interior	of	the	Marsh	(“diked	managed	wetlands	and	uplands,”	Table	6.2‐2;	included	in	the	
“managed	wetlands,”	Figure	6‐2.1),	much	of	that	acreage	is	infrastructure,	i.e.,	interior	levees,	and	is	
below	the	tidal	inundation	zone.	Although	this	area	would	be	affected	by	tidal	restoration,	this	area	
is	not	used	currently	for	grazing,	and	is	predominately	above	the	mean	high	tide	elevations,	and	
therefore	there	would	be	no	effect	on	grazing	as	a	result	of	inundation	of	these	areas.	As	such,	this	
impact	is	not	considered	significant	and	does	not	contribute	considerably	to	cumulative	impacts;	
mitigation	of	this	potential	effect	is	not	necessary.	

SC‐8 

Table	2‐3	outlines	the	types	of	considerations	that	will	be	made	prior	to	purchasing	a	property	from	
a	willing	seller	for	restoration	purposes.	These	considerations	include	those	related	to	adjacent	land	
uses.	The	SMP	would	result	in	very	minimal	effects	on	agriculture	and/or	grazing	lands,	which	are	
located	on	the	periphery	of	the	Marsh.	Conversion	of	these	areas	would	be	limited	to	upland	
transitions	for	properties	acquired	for	restoration.	As	shown	in	Table	2‐4,	the	restoration	would	be	
spread	throughout	the	Marsh	and	would	not	be	concentrated	in	the	upper	fringes,	further	reducing	
the	potential	for	effects	on	adjacent	grazing	lands.	

SC‐9 

See	Master	Response	1:	Project‐Specific	Analysis.	

As	described	in	the	Master	Response	1:	Project‐Specific	Analysis,	the	exact	locations	and	project	
proponents	are	not	identified	at	this	time.	As	such,	there	is	no	way	to	secure	long‐term	maintenance	
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funding	at	this	time.	However,	for	purposes	of	compliance	with	CESA	and	ESA,	which	would	be	
expected	as	part	of	any	restoration	action	under	the	SMP,	long‐term	funding	sources	would	be	
identified	to	ensure	that	maintenance	is	incorporated	into	the	restoration	plan.	Overall,	it	will	
depend	on	the	specific	landowner	and/or	project	proponent	for	each	restoration	action.	

SC‐10 

The	SMP	includes	a	dredging	program	to	provide	materials	for	levee	maintenance	adjacent	to	the	
dredging	locations.	An	ancillary	benefit	of	this	program	is	the	maintenance	of	channel	capacity,	
where	dredging	has	occurred.	Additionally,	the	increase	in	area	subject	to	tidal	inundation	in	the	
Marsh	would	increase	the	Marsh’s	overall	water	volume	capacity.	

SC‐11 

The	County’s	roles	and	responsibilities	will	vary	depending	on	the	location	of	the	restoration	and	
the	type	of	activities	it	entails.	Where	applicable,	the	EIS/EIR	describes	coordination	with	the	
County	to	minimize	impacts.	Additionally,	Table	2‐1	now	lists	the	County	as	a	responsible	agency	
per	the	County’s	request.		

SC‐12 

Table	2‐3	outlines	the	types	of	considerations	that	will	be	made	prior	to	purchasing	a	property	from	
a	willing	seller	for	restoration	purposes.	These	considerations	include	those	related	to	adjacent	land	
uses.	Grazing	in	the	Suisun	Marsh	occurs	in	upland	habitat	areas	that	are	located	above	the	tidal	
inundation	zone	on	approximately	16,534	acres	on	the	periphery	of	the	managed	wetlands	
(Table	6.2‐2).	The	vast	majority	of	these	uplands	would	not	be	affected	by	the	SMP	and	could	
continue	to	be	grazed.	The	SMP	would	result	in	very	minimal	effects	on	agriculture	and/or	grazing	
lands,	which	are	located	on	the	periphery	of	the	Marsh.	Conversion	of	these	areas	would	be	limited	
to	upland	transitions	for	properties	acquired	for	restoration.	As	shown	in	Table	2‐4,	the	restoration	
would	be	spread	throughout	the	Marsh	and	would	not	be	concentrated	in	the	upper	fringes,	further	
reducing	the	potential	for	effects	on	adjacent	grazing	lands.	

SC‐13 

Text	revised	per	comment.	

SC‐14 

Text	revised	per	comment.	

SC‐15 

Plants	for	revegetation	will	come	primarily	from	natural	recruitment.	Plants	imported	to	the	
restoration	areas	will	come	from	local	stock,	and	to	the	extent	possible,	local	nurseries.	Only	native	
plants	will	be	used	for	restoration	efforts.		

SC‐16 

Water	quality	impacts	from	toxics	adsorbed	to	suspended	sediment	were	not	identified	because	
there	is	no	information	on	established	relationships	between	increased	suspended	sediments	and	
biological	effects	from	heavy	metals	(including	Hg),	pesticides,	or	toxins.	The	adsorbed	and	
dissolved	concentrations	of	these	chemicals	generally	are	controlled	by	the	regional	sediment	
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chemistry	(i.e.,	partitioning)	and	would	not	likely	be	changed	by	localized	re‐suspension	of	materials	
during	construction	or	scouring	near	the	breach	sites.	

SC‐17 and 18 

The	modeling	results	for	the	SMP	indicate	minor	changes	in	the	salinity	gradient	of	surface	waters	
related	to	the	restoration	activities.	Additionally,	Chapter	2	and	Sections	5.1	and	5.2	commit	to	
selecting	breach	sizes	and	locations	that	minimize	salinity	and	other	hydrodynamic	impacts.	The	
SMP	also	includes	a	commitment	to	conduct	project‐specific	modeling	for	each	proposed	restoration	
site	(see	Master	Response	1:	Project‐Specific	Analysis),	which	would	help	specific	project	
proponents	ensure	that	restoration	does	not	result	in	impacts	greater	than	what	are	described	in	
this	EIS/EIR.	The	SMP	also	assumes	continued	operation	of	the	SMSCG	to	meet	salinity	standards	
currently	in	place.	Because	changes	in	surface	water	salinities	would	be	within	the	current	range	of	
salinities,	no	standards	would	be	exceeded,	and	the	change	resulting	from	the	SMP	would	be	
minimal,	no	additional	mitigation	beyond	what	is	included	in	this	EIS/EIR	is	required.		

The	text	on	page	5.3‐10	has	been	revised	to	indicate	that	there	are	some	areas	in	the	Marsh	
dependent	on	groundwater	for	their	potable	water	supplies.	However,	because	surface	water	
salinities	would	not	be	substantially	changed,	no	changes	in	groundwater	salinities	are	expected	to	
occur.	Site‐specific	modeling	would	be	conducted	for	individual	restoration	areas,	and	if	warranted,	
groundwater	modeling	could	be	included	in	the	modeling	effort.		

SC‐19 

Text	revised	per	comment.	

SC‐20 

Page	9‐14	includes	a	section	on	cumulative	impacts	on	transportation	and	navigation.	This	section	
also	was	revised	to	describe	the	SMPs	spatially	and	temporally	spread	out	changes	in	traffic	and	
navigation.	The	environmental	commitments	in	Chapter	2	have	been	revised	to	include	some	of	the	
suggested	edits	in	this	comment.	

SC‐21 

Figure	7.1‐1	was	revised	using	Land	Use	diagram	from	Solano	County	website.	

SC‐22 

Text	revised	per	comment.	

SC‐23 

Please	see	response	to	Comment	SC‐4.	The	methods	used	to	assess	changes	in	property	tax	revenue	
are	described	in	Section	7.2.	The	assessment	was	based	on	assessed	property	values	provided	by	the	
Solano	County	Assessor’s	Office.	The	analysis	focuses	on	change	in	employment	and	property	tax	
revenues.	The	analysis	did	not	attempt	to	speculate	on	the	response	of	individual	business	owners	
to	the	goals	of	the	restoration	program.	However,	restored	areas	would	be	open	to	the	public,	and	
recreational	activities	are	expected	to	be	maintained	in	the	Marsh.	



California Department of Fish and Game,  
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Bureau of Reclamation  14 Comments and Responses
 

 

Suisun Marsh Habitat Management,  
Preservation, and Restoration Plan Final EIS/EIR 

14‐103 
November 2011

ICF 06888.06

 

SC‐24 

Revised	text	to	include	680	as	a	scenic	roadway	under	the	Solano	County	General	Plan.	

SC‐25 

Moved	description	of	CUPA	and	CalEPA	administration	to	state	regulations	section.	

SC‐26 

Revised	definition	of	hazardous	materials	to	include	hazardous	wastes.	

SC‐27 

This	statement	has	been	added	to	Impact	HAZ‐2.	

SC‐28 

Impact	Haz‐2	states	that	“Digging	could	affect	gas	pipelines	occurring	below	the	ground	level.	If	
pipelines	were	damaged	during	digging,	release	of	natural	gas	or	other	materials	could	expose	
construction	workers	and	the	environment	to	hazardous	materials.	The	plan	will	be	designed	to	
avoid	impacting	existing	pipelines	and	other	facilities.”	The	identification	of	all	pipelines	located	on	a	
property	prior	to	ground‐disturbing	activities	has	been	added	to	the	Environmental	Commitments	
section	of	Chapter	2	for	restoration	activities	to	clarify	the	avoidance	described	in	Impact	HAZ‐2.	

SC‐29 

The	following	text	has	been	added	to	Page	2‐44:	“…and	implementation	will	be	planned	to	carefully	
monitor	and	mitigate	the	effects	of	SMP	activities.”	

SC‐30 

Land	uses	in	the	Marsh	would	continue	to	be	consistent	with	the	land	use	designations	of	the	Solano	
County	General	Plan	and	the	Suisun	Marsh	Preservation	Act.	The	SMP	would	occur	in	only	the	
primary	zone	of	the	Marsh,	and	land	uses	in	the	secondary	zone	are	required	to	be	consistent	with	
primary	zone	uses,	which	would	not	change	under	the	SMP.		

SC‐31 

The	SMP	is	not	expected	to	have	any	effects	on	the	MWP,	which	is	outside	the	SMP	planning	area.	No	
additional	mitigation	measures	are	required.	




