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14.2.5 Non‐Governmental Organizations 

14.2.5.1 CWA—California Waterfowl Association, Gregory S. Yarris, Vice 
President, Policy and Communications, December 28, 2010 
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Responses to Comment Letter CWA 

CWA‐1 through CWA 4‐b 

See	Master	Response	6:	Significance	of	Wetland	Conversion.	

CWA‐5 

See	Master	Response	5:	Inclusion	of	an	Adaptive	Management	Plan,	Master	Response	6:	Significance	
of	Wetland	Conversion,	and	Master	Response	1:	Project‐Specific	Analysis.	

CWA‐6 

See	Master	Response	6:	Significance	of	Wetland	Conversion.	
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14.2.5.2 DU—Ducks Unlimited, Mark Biddlecomb, Director, Western Region, 
December 23, 2010 
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Responses to Comment Letter DU 

DU‐1a and DU‐1b 

See	Master	Response	6:	Significance	of	Wetland	Conversion.	

DU‐2 

The	SMP	provides	a	framework	for	restoration	in	the	Marsh.	Only	a	small	portion	of	this	restoration	
is	required	to	offset	the	ongoing	and	future	impacts	of	the	managed	wetland	activities,	which	are	
mainly	from	dredging.	Previously,	2,500	acres	had	been	acquired	and	preserved	as	mitigation	for	
the	ongoing	impacts	from	managed	wetland	activities.	The	remainder	of	the	restoration	would	aid	in	
recovery	of	species	or	would	be	implemented	as	mitigation	for	other	projects	and	plans.	Given	the	
current	direction	of	many	plans	and	policies	recently	adopted	or	under	development,	it	is	
reasonable	to	assume	that	there	will	be	parties	interested	in	purchasing	and	restoring	areas	of	the	
Marsh.	It	is	not	expected	that	the	cost	of	restoration	of	the	5,000	to	7,000	acres	included	in	the	
proposed	project	would	be	borne	by	a	single	source.	Rather,	restoration	would	be	implemented	
throughout	the	Marsh	by	different	entities	to	meet	their	restoration	goals.	The	SMP	helps	to	stabilize	
the	regulatory	environment	in	the	Marsh,	which	will	allow	operations	and	maintenance	of	managed	
wetlands	to	continue	into	the	future,	and	is	also	expected	to	improve	management	of	managed	
wetlands	by	providing	increased	funding	and	additional	tools	to	meet	flood	and	drain	cycle	
objectives.	As	proposed,	the	SMP	would	improve	water	quality	through	restoration	and	improved	
managed	wetland	management	and	also	would	provide	regulatory	assurances	for	water	diversions	
to	managed	wetlands	through	the	permitting	process.	

DU‐3 through DU‐7 

See	Master	Response	6:	Significance	of	Wetland	Conversion.	

DU‐8 

Chapter	1	includes	a	description	of	the	historical	cultural	and	social	values	of	the	marsh	landscape,	
including	how	hunting	is	an	integral	component	of	the	marsh	culture.	As	described	in	Section	7.6,	
Recreation,	bird	watching	is	expected	to	be	enhanced	through	creation	of	additional	bird	habitat	and	
increased	public	access.	This	and	other	non‐consumptive	uses	are	recognized	as	important,	and	the	
SMP	promotes	the	further	development	of	these	recreational	activities	in	the	Marsh.	

DU‐9 

The	SMP	is	expected	to	result	in	a	shift	in	the	type	of	recreation	that	occurs	in	the	Marsh.	Given	the	
projected	Bay	Area	population	increase	combined	with	an	increase	in	public	access	in	the	Marsh,	
overall	recreation	is	expected	to	increase.	Duck	hunting	would	remain	a	primary	recreational	
activity	in	the	Marsh	in	the	remaining	44,000	to	46,000	acres	of	managed	wetlands.	In	addition,	
hunting	would	occur	at	the	tidal	marsh	sites.	

DU‐10 

See	Master	Response	6:	Significance	of	Wetland	Conversion.	

DU‐11 

See	Master	Response	5:	Inclusion	of	an	Adaptive	Management	Plan.	
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DU‐12 

See	Master	Response	6:	Significance	of	Wetland	Conversion.	

DU‐13 

The	restored	tidal	areas	will	be	selected	and	designed	to	best	accommodate	vegetation	growth,	
retention	of	sediments,	and	sea	level	rise.	This	may	include	grading	in	the	restoration	area	prior	to	
breaching.	However,	the	SMP	dredging	program	is	intended	specifically	for	levee	maintenance,	and	
importing	materials	into	the	Marsh	has	proven	to	be	a	significant	issue.	As	such,	restoration	under	
the	SMP	does	not	include	beneficial	reuse	of	dredged	materials	in	the	restoration	areas.	

DU‐14 

Regarding	the	example	cited	on	page	4‐3,	it	is	important	to	note	that	one	impetus	of	the	
development	of	the	SMP	was	the	need	to	deal	with	the	regulatory	uncertainty	as	it	relates	to	
endangered	species	and	the	ongoing	managed	wetland	activities.	As	such,	the	analysis	in	the	EIS/EIR	
assumes	that	absent	a	comprehensive	plan	for	the	Marsh	that	balances	managed	wetland	activities	
with	restoration,	managed	wetland	activities	would	be	further	constrained.	During	the	development	
of	the	SMP	and	with	guidance	from	the	CALFED	ROD,	the	SMP	Principal	Agencies	included	a	
component	of	the	SMP	to	offset,	to	the	extent	possible,	impacts	on	managed	wetland	functions	and	
values.	One	such	result	of	this	is	the	dredging	program,	which	was	a	component	of	the	plan	
landowners	indicated	during	scoping	would	substantially	improve	their	ability	to	manage	their	
properties.	Other	components	of	the	SMP	also	help	improve	management	of	the	managed	wetlands	
through	increased	funding	and	regulatory	stability	to	allow	the	maintenance	and	operations	
activities.	This	increased	management	would	allow	landowners	to	provide	better	habitat	for	
waterfowl.		

DU‐15 

The	current	RGP	3	and	future	proposed	permits	will	include	the	following	activities:	replacement,	
installation,	and	maintenance	of	water	control	structures.	Currently,	50	new	exterior	water	control	
structures	may	be	installed	annually	in	the	Marsh.	New	drain	(only)	structures	may	be	installed.	No	
new	diversions	or	enlargement	of	an	existing	diversions	is	permitted	unless	it	has	a	DFG‐approved	
fish	screen	installed	on	it,	or	USFWS,	DFG,	and	NMFS	determine	the	proposed	new	diversion	would	
not	adversely	affect	any	endangered	species.	The	installation	of	permanent	and	portable	pumps	and	
pump	platforms	is	a	permitted	activity.	There	is	currently	no	regulatory	limit	on	the	size	of	managed	
wetland	drainpipes.	There	are	physical	limitations	on	appropriate	size	of	drain	gates	based	on	tide	
stage	in	the	adjacent	channel	and	desired	water	elevation	in	the	managed	wetlands.	New	drain	
(only)	gates	are	permitted,	as	long	as	they	comply	with	condition	19	of	the	RGP	3.		

Regulatory	limitations	exist	only	when	a	water	control	structure	is	a	dual	purpose	gate	(it	is	used	for	
both	drainage	and	flooding	of	the	managed	wetlands).	In	this	circumstance,	enlargement	of	the	
structure	is	not	permitted,	because	a	diversion	cannot	be	enlarged	without	the	installation	of	a	DFG‐
approved	fish	screen.		

Most	managed	wetlands	in	the	Suisun	Marsh	are	not	flood	limited.	The	land	surface	elevations	
within	the	managed	wetlands	are	at	or	below	mean	sea	level.	Therefore,	applying	water	is	not	a	
difficulty,	unless	seasonal	diversion	restrictions	are	in	place	to	protect	sensitive	fish	populations	and	
the	diversion	lacks	a	fish	screen.	
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DU‐16 

The	restoration	approach	described	in	the	SMP	includes	preparing	sites	prior	to	breaching,	which	
includes	creating	wide,	gradually	sloping	levees	that	are	expected	to	be	self‐sustaining	once	
vegetation	is	established	on	them.	The	site	preparation	would	allow	time	for	vegetation	to	be	
established.	This	has	proven	to	be	successful	at	Blacklock	and	other	locations	in	the	Marsh.	As	such,	
it	is	not	expected	that	restoration	areas	would	require	active	levee	maintenance.	If	it	is	discovered	
that	a	particular	restoration	site	does	not	meet	this	assumption,	the	specific	project	proponent	
would	need	to	evaluate	options	to	ensure	that	flood	risk	to	adjacent	properties	is	properly	mitigated.	

DU‐17 

The	magnitude	of	the	suspended	sediment	(SS)	transport	within	Suisun	Bay,	which	can	be	
characterized	by	an	average	SS	concentration	of	100	mg/l	and	an	average	outflow	of	25,000	cfs,	
indicates	that	additional	scouring	at	the	entrance	or	deposition	within	the	restored	tidal	marsh	
would	not	appreciably	change	the	sediment	supply	in	Suisun	Bay	or	San	Francisco	Bay.	This	impact	
would	be	less	than	significant.	

DU‐18 and DU‐19 

See	Master	Response	6:	Significance	of	Wetland	Conversion.	

DU‐20 

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

DU‐21 and DU‐22 

See	Master	Response	6:	Significance	of	Wetland	Conversion.	

DU‐23 

Not	all	managed	wetlands	currently	are	operating	on	the	optimal	30‐day	flood	and	drain	cycle,	and	
the	SMP	recognizes	that	sea	level	rise	as	a	result	of	climate	change	likely	will	exacerbate	the	
difficulties	of	draining	managed	wetlands	in	some	areas	of	the	Marsh.	Operations	could	be	adjusted	
through	use	of	pumps,	changes	in	interior	drainage	operations,	and	consolidation	of	discharges	in	
areas	that	allow	better	drainage.	The	implementation	of	the	SMP	and	the	Revised	SMPA	PAI	Fund	
would	improve	flood	and	drain	capabilities	of	the	managed	wetlands	and	would	not	exacerbate	the	
potential	effects	of	sea	level	rise.		

DU‐24 

An	analysis	of	how	the	Marsh	would	respond	to	sea	level	rise	is	provided	in	both	Chapter	2	and	
Section	5.9.	Both	sections	describe	how	the	restoration	and	managed	wetland	activities	would	be	
adaptively	managed	in	light	of	changes	related	to	sea	level	rise.	The	changes	in	salinity	over	the	next	
30	years	are	not	expected	to	exceed	current	fluctuations,	nor	would	the	implementation	of	the	SMP	
result	in	any	substantial	change	in	how	the	Marsh	would	need	to	adjust	to	salinity	changes	driven	by	
sea	level	rise.		
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DU‐25 

Water	years	2002	and	2003	were	used	for	the	salinity	modeling	because	they	were	used	to	calibrate	
(adjust)	the	RMA	model	that	was	improved	with	new	channel	geometry	data	in	2005.	These	were	
recent	years	with	a	full	set	of	salinity	(EC)	data	from	the	Bay,	Delta,	and	Suisun	Marsh.	Table	5.1‐4	
indicates	that	the	total	Delta	outflow	for	water	year	2002	was	about	9	million	acre‐feet	(maf)	and	
the	total	outflow	for	2003	was	about	14	maf,	compared	to	the	long‐term	average	Delta	outflow	of	
about	20	maf.	Because	the	outflow	was	less	than	5,000	cfs	in	both	years,	these	represent	the	lowest	
allowable	Delta	outflow	and	the	highest	allowable	salinity	under	the	current	Delta	objectives	(D‐
1641).	

DU‐26 

The	potential	impact	of	tidal	wetlands	on	localized	and	regional	salinity	is	fully	described	in	
Section	5.2	and	in	the	salinity	modeling	described	in	Appendix	A.	As	a	result	of	the	regional	
restoration	approach	described	in	Chapter	2	and	shown	in	Table	2‐4,	the	localized	effects	generally	
will	be	small	relative	to	the	normal	salinity	gradients	within	the	Marsh	channels,	because	the	salinity	
is	controlled	by	the	seasonal	changes	in	Delta	outflow.	This	salinity	effect	was	found	to	be	greatest	
for	breaches	to	Suisun	Bay	and	was	less	for	breaches	to	interior	channels.	As	committed	to	in	
Chapter	2,	these	potential	salinity	effects	will	be	considered	with	modeling	as	each	available	
property	for	tidal	restoration	is	designed.	The	difference	between	unplanned	and	planned	breaches	
relative	to	salinity	impacts	is	that	large‐scale	restoration	with	breaches	in	the	southern	areas	of	the	
Marsh	could	have	substantially	greater	impacts	on	Marsh‐	and	Delta‐wide	salinities	compared	to	
carefully	selected	breach	sizes	and	locations.	As	such,	the	deliberate	selection	of	breach	sizes	and	
locations	is	key	to	ensuring	the	salinity	impacts	described	in	the	SMP	are	not	exceeded.	This	cannot	
necessarily	be	achieved	through	passive	breaching.	

DU‐27 

The	SMP	would	provide	mechanisms	and	funding	(through	the	revised	SMPA)	to	improve	
management	of	managed	wetlands.	These	improvements	would	help	managed	wetlands	
accommodate	sea	level	rise	to	the	extent	possible.	It	is	important	to	note	that	the	SMP	is	a	30‐year	
plan,	and	while	sea	level	rise	is	expected	to	occur	over	the	life	of	the	plan,	the	plan	does	not	address	
management	beyond	that	time	or	the	impacts	attributable	to	sea	level	rise	beyond	that	timeframe.	
Section	5.9	has	been	updated	to	include	additional	information	related	to	managed	wetlands	and	
their	response	to	sea	level	rise	under	the	SMP	as	well	as	impacts	of	salinity	on	the	Marsh.	

DU‐28 

See	Master	Response	5:	Inclusion	of	an	Adaptive	Management	Plan	and	Master	Response	6:	
Significance	of	Wetland	Conversion.	

The	SMP	recognizes	a	30‐day	flood	and	drain	cycle	as	the	ultimate	goal	for	managed	wetlands	to	
optimize	their	production.	While	not	quantified,	the	managed	wetland	activities	are	expected	to	help	
managed	wetlands	get	closer	to	achieving	the	30‐day	flood	and	drain	goal	through	providing	
regulatory	certainty,	and	in	some	instances	funding,	to	implement	required	activities.	CEQA/NEPA	
do	not	require	that	impacts	be	fully	offset.	Rather,	NEPA	requires	that	the	impacts	be	disclosed	and	
CEQA	requires	that	impacts	are	mitigated	to	a	less‐than‐significant	level	when	feasible.	As	described	
in	Master	Response	5:	Adaptive	Management	Plan,	and	Master	Response	6:	Significance	of	Wetland	
Conversion,	the	conversion	of	managed	wetlands	to	tidal	wetlands	combined	with	the	
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implementation	of	managed	wetland	activities	is	not	expected	to	result	in	a	significant	change	in	
waterfowl	populations.	

DU‐29, DU‐30, and DU‐31a 

See	Master	Response	6:	Significance	of	Wetland	Conversion.	

DU‐30 

DU‐31b 

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

Additionally,	the	cumulative	chapter	(Chapter	9)	of	this	EIS/EIR	describes	the	potential	additive	
effects	of	the	BDCP	and	the	SMP	to	the	extent	information	is	available	for	the	BDCP.	

DU‐31c 

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

14‐123 
November 2011

ICF 06888.06

 

14.2.6 Individuals 

14.2.6.1 GB—George Boero, Morrow Island Land Co. #702, January 17, 2011 
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Responses to Comment Letter GB 

GB‐1 

The	SMP	would	help	to	stabilize	the	regulatory	environment	in	the	Marsh,	which	would	allow	
operations	and	maintenance	of	managed	wetlands	to	continue	into	the	future.	It	also	would	provide	
for	mechanisms	and	funding	to	improve	management	activities.	As	proposed,	the	SMP	would	
improve	water	quality	through	restoration	and	improved	managed	wetland	management	and	also	
would	provide	regulatory	assurances	for	water	diversions	to	managed	wetlands	through	the	
permitting	process.	
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14.2.6.2 JG—June Guidotti, December 22, 2010 

(See	Attachment	A	for	attachments	received	during	the	comment	period.)	

	
	



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 

14‐126 
November 2011

ICF 06888.06

 

Responses to Comment Letter JG 

Please	note	Attachment	A	includes	attachments	received	during	the	comment	period.	It	does	not	
contain	specific	comments	on	the	SMP	EIS/EIR;	therefore,	it	is	included	for	informational	purposes	
only.	

JG‐1 

See	Master	Response	7:	Mitigation	and	Recovery	Accounting.	

JG‐2 

See	Master	Response	6:	Significance	of	Wetland	Conversion.	

JG‐3 

The	amendment	to	EO	11989	regarding	off‐road	vehicles	states	“the	respective‐agency	head	shall,	
whenever	he	determines	that	the‐use	of	off‐road	vehicles	will	cause	or	is	causing	considerable	
adverse	effects	on	the	soil,	vegetation,	wildlife,	wildlife	habitat	or	cultural	or	historic	resources	of	
particular	areas	or	trails	of	the	public	lands	immediately	close	such	areas	or	trails	to	the	type	of	off‐
road	vehicle	causing	such	effects,	until	such	time	as	he	determines	that	such	adverse	effects	have	
been	eliminated	and	that	measures	have	been	implemented	to	prevent	future	recurrence.”	In	the	
case	of	the	SMP,	the	USFWS	and	Reclamation	have	evaluated	all	of	the	potential	effects	related	to	
managed	wetland	activities	and	tidal	restoration	and	all	impacts	would	be	mitigated	to	less	than	
significant	impacts	on	the	environment,	except	some	impacts	related	to	cultural	resources	(Impacts	
CUL‐1,	CUL‐3,	CUL‐4,	and	CUL‐8).	Impacts	CUL‐4	and	CUL‐8	are	related	to	potential	effects	on	
unidentified	resources,	whereas	CUL‐1	addresses	the	changes	in	the	Montezuma	Slough	Historic	
Landscape	from	restoration	and	CUL‐3	relates	to	the	impacts	of	restoration	by	inundation	of	known	
resources.	None	of	the	significant	impacts	are	related	to	managed	wetland	activities,	except	CUL‐8,	
which	acknowledges	the	potential	for	as	of	yet	unidentified	resources	to	be	affected.	The	Principals	
will	consult	with	the	SHPO	to	address	and	minimize	these	potential	effects	to	the	extent	possible.	
Impacts	of	off‐road	vehicles	would	not	cause	considerable	adverse	effects.	

JG‐4 

Bridge	replacement	and	other	infrastructure	improvements	are	outside	the	purview	of	the	SMP.	
However,	should	infrastructure	need	to	be	replaced,	removed,	or	upgraded	to	accommodate	
managed	wetland	or	restoration	activities,	it	would	be	planned	as	part	of	specific	projects.	

JG‐5 

The	landfill	operations	are	outside	legal	authority	of	the	SMP	Agencies	and	the	purview	of	the	SMP.	
Other	land	use	activities	predate	the	SMP	development	and	should	be	addressed	with	the	
appropriate	regulatory	and	permitting	agency.	
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14.2.6.3 RM—Robert T. Marks, November 18, 2010 
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Responses Comment Letter RM 

RM‐1 

See	Master	Response	7:	Mitigation	and	Recovery	Accounting.	

RM‐2 

See	Master	Response	6:	Significance	of	Wetland	Conversion.	
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14.2.6.4 RV—Roberto Valdez, December 29, 2010 
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Responses to Comment Letter RV 

RV‐1 

The	SMP	is	designed	to	meet	the	objectives	of	CALFED,	portions	of	the	USFWS	tidal	marsh	
restoration	plan,	and	recovery	of	listed	species	that	use	the	Marsh.	While	these	goals	may	overlap	
other	plans	and	policies,	the	SMP	was	developed	specifically	to	address	land	use	and	management	
issues	in	the	Marsh.	Implementation	of	the	SMP	is	expected	to	result	in	a	more	stable	regulatory	
environment	compared	to	current	conditions.	

RV‐2 

The	existing	management	activities	are	a	component	of	the	baseline,	and	therefore	the	current	level	
of	implementation	of	these	activities	is	not	analyzed	as	part	of	the	project	alternatives.	However,	the	
impacts	of	the	proposed	increase	in	magnitude	for	some	of	these	activities	as	well	as	the	impacts	of	
new	activities	(e.g.,	dredging)	have	been	described	in	this	EIS/EIR.	As	described	in	the	Wildlife	
section	(6.3)	and	in	the	Environmental	Commitments	section	of	Chapter	2,	many	restrictions	and	
minimization	measures	currently	in	place	would	continue	to	avoid	and	minimize	effects	on	these	
species.	Additionally,	restoration	of	tidal	wetland	is	expected	to	improve	ecosystem	conditions	for	
many	native	Marsh	species,	including	those	listed	in	the	comment.	

RV‐3 

Reclamation	will	seek	and	consider	the	views	of	the	Vallejo	Inter‐Tribal	Council	during	the	
Section	106	process	for	the	PAI	projects	(see	Mitigation	Measure	CUL‐MM‐7).	As	applicable,	the	lead	
state	and	federal	agencies	responsible	for	implementation	of	non‐PAI	projects	will	seek	and	
consider	the	views	of	the	Vallejo	Inter‐Tribal	Council	during	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measures	
CUL‐MM‐2,	CUL‐MM‐3,	CUL‐MM‐4,	and	CUL‐MM‐5).	
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