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1 Contrary to public statements made by Governor Brown, I do understand the issues of
water in California and I continue to oppose this project. Please do not issue a permit for
this project to go forward.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

1401

1 The Delta tunnels are a political bone to the developers of Southern California and
nightmare to 1) Northern California ecosystems, 2) the agribusiness of Delta and 3) fresh
water needs of the east San Francisco Bay Area. It simply makes no sense.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point of
water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity,
the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational
flexibility.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.

1402

1 I do not think the "California WaterFix" is the answer. Please consider other methods for
getting water to all the people, not just agriculture.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various
agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and
more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings. Please see Master
Response 34 regarding the potential uses of water delivered via California Waterfix’s proposed conveyance
facilities. DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational
improvements to the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water
supplies of the SWP and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework,
consistent with statutory and contractual obligations. Please also refer to Master Response 4 (Alternatives
Development) on how the alternatives were developed.
One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This
charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued
by the State Water Board.

1403

1 Farming is an important "industry" for California, but like our use of energy, has been very
inefficient in the use of water because they have successfully lobbied and managed to
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provide far more than adequate water resources into the Central Valley for agriculture.
Rather than providing ever more water as our drought and climate change are creating a
greater demand, we should first provide significant incentives to greatly improve water
usage rather than providing more water at the cost of huge ecological damage to the
Sacramento River-San Francisco Bay region.

1404

index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. For
more information please refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural
water use efficiency, which describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural
water delivery and use. Also, refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on
demand management measures, including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation..
Also, please see Master Response 34 for additional details on the determination of beneficial use and
Master Response 3 for additional details on the project purpose and need.

1 No water export for water-wasting crops! No nuts! No cotton! Save our water for the Delta! This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project.
For more information please refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural
water use efficiency, which describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural
water delivery and use. Also, refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on
demand management measures, including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.
The project is just one element of the state’s long-range strategy to meet anticipated future water needs of
Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. The project is
not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex and
long-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of
exported supplies. It is important to note that the project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to
all of California’s water problems, and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued
investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, storage, recycling, desalination,
treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in
Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures). The proposed project would not increase
the amount of water to which SWP and CVP hold water rights for use allowed under their contracts and
permits and approvals for refuge water supplies or other environmental purposes.

1405

1 Our fish are keystone species, alerting us to imbalance when populations wane. We must
protect them and their habitats. The Governor has asked us to "adapt"! Well, we must
adapt.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. The
proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
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of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

1406

1 Please don't destroy the Delta ecosystem. The Delta supports migratory birds and other
wildlife.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the action
alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water rights
and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternatives
evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued to DWR and
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin laws and
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total water rights
issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the new
north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating agencies, ESA compliance, and project design.
Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water Resources Control
Board.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

1407

1 Almonds are one of the biggest problems and one of the simplest solutions. Stop growing
10% and a huge difference will be seen.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water and state law requires
that water supplied from the Delta be put to beneficial uses. The Lead Agencies do not have the authority to
designate what water deliveries are used for. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

1408

1 It is time to prioritize the environment over agriculture! The web of life is interconnected projects that threaten wildlife will eventually kill us as well.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The California WaterFix project is being proposed to address the conflict between the ecological needs of a
range of at-risk Delta species and natural communities, while providing for more reliable water supplies for
people, communities, agriculture, and industry. State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and
beneficial use of water and state law requires that water supplied from the Delta be put to beneficial uses.
The Lead Agencies do not have the authority to designate what water deliveries are used for. Please refer to
Master Response 34 regarding the potential uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.
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1 End unsustainable farming and end Citizens United.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

1410

1 Please don't allow Brown's "Underground Peripheral Canal." It will take away our drinking
water, ruin what's left of the Delta and will just further fill the pockets of a few corporate
growers who are already doing just fine.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamation operate with water rights issued by the State Water
Resources Control Board that are junior in priority to many senior water rights holders in the Delta
watershed. Under the action alternatives, senior water rights holders would continue to receive the same
amount of water as under the No Action Alternative. Conveyance facilities under the action alternatives
could only deliver the amount of water diverted under the existing SWP and CVP water rights and in
accordance with the existing and future related regulatory requirements based upon river water levels and
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fish species, and water
quality standards.

1411

1 Please stop the "California WaterFix" from going ahead. It would undo decades of work to
protect endangered fish species, including salmon, in the Delta and San Francisco Bay. All to
help the incredibly thirsty agribusiness almond and pistachio growers keep prices artificially
low -- upping their profit at an irreversible expense to the environment. The time for
financing water-intensive agribusiness gourmet crops is over.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

1412

1 The Delta region deserves the chance to return to its natural splendor. We cannot afford the This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
loss of one drop of water from this critical ecosystem. To send water away from it to make response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
up for poor decisions made in the past is folly.
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

1413

1 The "oasis in the desert" is a myth and is beginning to run dry. Potable aquifers are being
assaulted by fracking [and] expanding water use in agriculture, and wells are running dry in
the Central Valley. The unsustainable use of this resource must be addressed and tunnels
are not the answer.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
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to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. Senior water rights holders are not affected by implementation of action
alternatives. The CALSIM II model assumptions provide the same deliveries to senior water rights holders
under the No Action Alternative and all action alternatives. As discussed in Chapter 5, Water Supply, of the
EIR/S, climate change, sea level rise, and population growth in the northern Delta watershed are anticipated
to effect senior water rights holders (as shown in the comparison between the Existing Conditions and the
No Action Alternative model runs) with or without implementation of the action alternatives.
The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. For more information please
refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural water use efficiency, which
describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use. Also,
refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand management measures,
including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.
The project is just one element of the state’s long-range strategy to meet anticipated future water needs of
Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. The project is
not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex and
long-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of
exported supplies. It is important to note that the project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to
all of California’s water problems, and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued
investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, storage, recycling, desalination,
treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in
Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures t). The proposed project would not increase
the amount of water to which SWP and CVP hold water rights for use allowed under their contracts and
permits and approvals for refuge water supplies or other environmental purposes.
State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water, and state laws require
that water pumped from the Delta be put to stipulated beneficial uses. Beneficial uses include agricultural,
municipal, and industrial consumptive uses; power production; and in-stream uses including fish protection
flows. Fracking – or “hydraulic fracturing” -- presumably could be an “industrial” use of water. As of the
present, hydraulic fracturing is a lawful use of water, as state law generally permits oil and gas operators to
engage in “the injection of air, gas, water, or other fluids into the productive strata, the application of
pressure heat or other means for the reduction of viscosity of the hydrocarbons, the supplying of additional
motive force, or the creating of enlarged or new channels for the underground movement of hydrocarbons
into production wells[.]” (Cal. Pub. Resources Code, § 3106[b].) Pursuant to Senate Bill 4 from 2013 (Stats.
2013, Ch.313), moreover, the state Department of Conservation, through its Division of Oil, Gas, and
Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), is currently working on fracking regulations. An interim set of regulations
allowing continued “well stimulation treatments” (including hydraulic fracturing) will remain in effect
through 2014, and a new set of proposed regulations should take effect on January 2015. Senate Bill 4 also
requires DOGGR, by July 1, 2015, to certify an EIR “in order to provide the public with detailed information
regarding any potential environmental impacts of well stimulation in the state.” This EIR “shall address the
issue of activities… that may occur at oil wells in the state existing prior to, and after” January 1, 2014.
Through the rule-making process and the statutorily-mandated EIR, the state will better understand how
much water is actually used for fracking in California and how much is likely to be used in the foreseeable
future. Voluntary reporting indicates that the use of water for fracking is comparatively small, particularly
compared with the water usage that has been reported in other states in connection with natural gas
recovery. The Department of Conservation estimates that statewide, about 270 acre-feet of water per year
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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is used for hydraulic fracture stimulation activities. For comparison’s sake, roughly 5.2 million acre-feet of
water a year have been diverted from the Delta, on average, over the last 20 years by the federal and state
water projects for farms and cities.
The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) could modify water permits to balance and protect
beneficial uses of water. If the Legislature declared fracking to be unreasonable, it would potentially trigger
the SWRCB to revise water right permits in such a way as to restrict Delta water from being used for
fracking. Please see Master Response 34 for additional information regarding use of water delivered by
project facilities.
1414

1 California is sinking! Private agricultural companies and individuals are being allowed to
drain huge amounts of water--that belongs to all of us--to the point that the land is actually
sinking! Now the government is going to build them a tunnel to increase this theft? No!
Wrong! Do not let this happen!!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
The California WaterFix project is being proposed to address the conflict between the ecological needs of a
range of at-risk Delta species and natural communities, while providing for more reliable water supplies for
people, communities, agriculture, and industry. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights
nor include any regulatory actions that would affect water rights holders other than DWR, Reclamation, and
SWP and CVP contractors.

1415

1 This looks to be the rebirth of the Peripheral Canal that was rejected decades ago. Please let This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
us not make the same mistake again.
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
Master Response 26 explains how the California WaterFix Project is different from the previously proposed
Peripheral Canal. The Natural Resources Agency and DWR staff will continue seeking improvements and
refinements to the current proposal in order to enhance species benefits and to avoid, reduce or mitigate
for negative impacts to people, communities, sensitive species and habitats.

1416

1 If you drained the delta tomorrow, and the drought continued, there would still be not
enough water for farming next year. We need a sustainable plan. We need to rethink
irrigation, and what crops are grown. Destroying an ecosystem for short-term gain is not the
answer.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. The
amount of water that DWR and Reclamation would be able to pump from the proposed north Delta facilities
is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design.. Operations for the proposed
project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National
Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision
1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the adaptive management process, as described in
Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/S. In addition to permitting constraints on daily operations of the SWP
and CVP, DWR and Reclamation must maintain proper performance and bypass flows across fish screens
when endangered and threatened fish species are present within the north Delta facilities area. The intake
fish screens drive the overall size of the intake structure on the riverbank, and have been numbered and
sized to permit water to flow through the screens within a predetermined flow regime set by California
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Department of Fish and Wildlife and NMFS fish screen criteria.
The proposed project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances in which hydrological conditions result in availability of sufficient water and ecological
objectives are fully satisfied. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects
under the proposed project would be about the same as the average annual amount of water that would be
diverted under the No Action Alternative. It is projected that Delta exports from the federal and state water
projects would remain similar or increase in wetter years and decrease in drier years under the proposed
project as compared to exports under No Action Alternative based on the capability to divert water at the
north Delta intakes during winter and spring months. Although long-term total exports under the proposed
project would be similar to the amount water exported in recent history, it would make the deliveries more
predictable and reliable, while reducing other stressors on the ecological functions of the Delta.
The project is just one element of the state’s long-range strategy to meet anticipated future water needs of
Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. The project is
not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex and
long-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of
exported supplies. It is important to note that the project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to
all of California’s water problems, and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued
investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, storage, recycling, desalination,
treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in
Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management). The proposed project would not increase the
amount of water to which SWP and CVP hold water rights for use allowed under their contracts and permits
and approvals for refuge water supplies or other environmental purposes.
1417

1 The ecology of the bay delta needs the water more than high profit farmers to the south.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamation operate with water rights issued by the State Water
Resources Control Board that are junior in priority to many senior water rights holders in the Delta
watershed. Under the action alternatives, senior water rights holders would continue to receive the same
amount of water as under the No Action Alternative. Conveyance facilities under the action alternatives
could only deliver the amount of water diverted under the existing SWP and CVP water rights and in
accordance with the existing and future related regulatory requirements based upon river water levels and
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fish species, and water
quality standards.
As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point of
water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity,
the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational
flexibility.

1418

1 I know almonds are a big crop in our state, but the damage that will be done, to people and This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
animals goes beyond words. Do the right thing-don't look at the money, and bend to
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
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corporate pressure. Our environment, and protecting it is vital to us all.

Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The California WaterFix project is being proposed to address the conflict between the ecological needs of a
range of at-risk Delta species and natural communities, while providing for more reliable water supplies for
people, communities, agriculture, and industry.
State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water and state law requires
that water supplied from the Delta be put to beneficial uses. The Lead Agencies do not have the authority to
designate what water deliveries are used for. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

1419

1 This project will facilitate future increased water exports from Northern California and the
Delta and must be stopped.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
California WaterFix project would be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. The plan does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water rights or for use as
allowed under its contracts. Although the project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water
exported, it would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep
decline. Please refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports) and Master Response 35 (MWD
Water Supply).

1420

1 I am sad for Governor Brown that he would dirty his reputation by supporting this and trying
to push it through. His legacy should be one of environmental strengths that he put in to
place, or at least, made sure that ill-conceived projects such as this one never were put
forward in the first place. He should think long term and maintain the beauty and
importance of the Bay Delta, instead of short term for financial support given by the almond
industry, which can implement far more water efficiency measures to accommodate their
need, versus just taking this critical water from the Bay Delta.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point of
water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity,
the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational
flexibility.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. For more information please
refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural water use efficiency, which
describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use. Also,
refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand management measures,
including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.
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1 Please don't sacrifice the Delta for the sake of large agribusiness.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. See Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

1422

1 Stop it, Brown, you weasel! Keep California's water here where it belongs [expletive
deleted].

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

1423

1 California has been in drought for four years. We've just come out of one of the worst fire
seasons ever. While we may get some reprieve from a strong El Nino this year, California
may be facing a long future with less water due to climate change -- in fact, that is quite
likely our future. The state needs to take an honest look at what this means.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The analysis of future conditions provided in the DEIR/EIS and recirculated DEIR/S provide detailed and
comprehensive analysis of a range of future climate conditions, including a future with reduced
precipitation. Please see Climate Change Master Response.

1423

2 We should be growing drought appropriate crops like olives, not almonds. We need new
thinking in the face of climate change -- and growing almonds is rather stupid given how
much water they need. Today, I'm drinking water from the Bay-Delta instead of from the
Hetch Hetchy because the reservoirs are so low. My water now tastes like dirt.

1423

3 California needs to take serious action -- mandating xeriscaping and encouraging farmers to No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
grow drought-tolerant, nutrient-dense foods. I encourage collaboration with US Davis'
The proposed project is just one element of the state’s long-range strategy to meet anticipated future water
renowned agriculture program to revision the state's agricultural future -- if we want to
needs of Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. The
have any water left in this state at all.
proposed project is not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many
complex and long-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including
reliability of exported supplies, and the recovery and conservation of threatened and endangered species
that depend on the Delta. See Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).
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The Delta is in serious trouble today. What is needed is the restoration of the Delta, not
the drainage of the Delta.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4
of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below
responds to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the
commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

1425

1 This is insane. Our aquifers are depleted. Say no!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in
total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The proposed project would not include conveyance of
groundwater.

1426

1 Crops like almonds and pistachios are not crops that are necessary and they use too much
This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
water.They are full of cyanide and are unhealthy for human consumption. Why divert water response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
to unhealthy food items?
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water and state law requires
that water supplied from the Delta be put to beneficial uses. The Lead Agencies do not have the authority to
designate what water deliveries are used for. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

1427

1 As a 3rd generation Californian, I urge you to put the states ecosystems ahead of corporate
farm profits. Make the farmers pay for their water just like everyone else. Protect the
Delta!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. See Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).
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1 It is an outrage that decisions like this are made without an impact study to prove the
devastating effects on California or anywhere else in the world. You can't just take a
county's water and expect there to be no knock-on effect!?

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The EIR/EIS evaluates the potential changes of the Proposed Project on water resources, other physical
resources (e.g., air quality), biological resources, and human resources in California. All of the alternatives
evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued to DWR and
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin laws and
requirements. Under the BDCP alternatives, senior water rights holders would continue to receive the same
amount of water as under the No Action Alternative. Conveyance facilities under the action alternatives
could only deliver the amount of water diverted under the existing SWP and CVP water rights and in
accordance with the existing and future related regulatory requirements based upon river water levels and
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fish species, and water
quality standards.

1429

1 Northern California has its own water problems. We are already sending huge,
unsustainable amounts of water south, we cannot increase the amount. The Bay-Delta
ecosystem is precious and so is the San Francisco Bay...we need to do everything we can to
sustain their health. We have no more water to give. Stop this crazy underground water
export tunnels idea.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
California WaterFix project would be roughly about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the
last 20 years. The plan does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water rights or for use as
allowed under its contracts. Although the project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water
exported, it would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep
decline.
DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations.
Please refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports), Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need), and
Master Response 35 (MWD Water Supply).

1430

1 Do not destroy the fragile delta ecosystem just to send water south to be used for fracking
and/or to replace water contaminated by wastewater injections into the aquifers. Regulate
water pumping from the aquifer; that's a resource that belongs to all Californians.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water, and state laws require
that water pumped from the Delta be put to stipulated beneficial uses. Beneficial uses include agricultural,
municipal, and industrial consumptive uses; power production; and in-stream uses including fish protection
flows. Fracking -- or "hydraulic fracturing" -- presumably could be an "industrial" use of water. As of the
present, hydraulic fracturing is a lawful use of water, as state law generally permits oil and gas operators to
engage in "the injection of air, gas, water, or other fluids into the productive strata, the application of
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pressure heat or other means for the reduction of viscosity of the hydrocarbons, the supplying of additional
motive force, or the creating of enlarged or new channels for the underground movement of hydrocarbons
into production wells[.]" (Cal. Pub. Resources Code, § 3106[b].)
The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) could modify water permits to balance and protect
beneficial uses of water. If the Legislature declared fracking to be unreasonable, it would potentially trigger
the SWRCB to revise water right permits in such a way as to restrict Delta water from being used for
fracking. One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that
the State’s water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California
public. This charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State
Water Board’s planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan
(Basin Plan) issued by the State Water Board.
Please refer to Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use) for additional information.
1431

1 We can't get out of a drought unless we learn to live with and respect nature.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

1432

1 Let's learn to live with less without the cost of depleting the Delta.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

1433

1 Please review the proposed "fix" effect on the downstream ecosystems, especially the
salmon and other fish species that also need water to keep their numbers healthy.
Industry seems to take priority for California's water, and there [have] to be protections for
the ecosystem that [are] there for the benefit of the many for many years to come.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The EIR/EIS analyzes effects to covered fish species from the action alternatives (see Impacts AQUA-1 to
AQUA-194), as well effects to noncovered fish species (Impacts AQUA-199 to AQUA-212) and to downstream
ecosystems (Impacts AQUA-218; please also see Master Response 26).

1434

1 Please make big agriculture improve their irrigation practices. Nothing should be done until
they make changes. This is a gift they don't deserve. Maybe agriculture is our biggest
business but that means they have the most impact on water. Make them earn support!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The commenter offers an opinion on the merits of a particular water supply augmentation approach (greater
agricultural conservation) and does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR/EIS.

1435

1 Water-intensive crops in the desert is insanity that will have to end sooner or later! Let’s
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stop it before we pay a heavy price.

Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. For more information please
refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural water use efficiency, which
describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use. Also,
refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand management measures,
including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.

1436

1 While underground tunnels would be the way to go to avoid evaporation, I think that many
in Southern California have not done their share of conserving water. Not just fines, but not
allowing excess water use, would be the step to take before tunnels are even considered.
Now is not the time to start the Delta tunnels plan.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
More than two-thirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of highly productive farm
land receive water exported from the Delta watershed. The proposed project aims to provide a more
reliable water supply, in a way more protective of fish. However, the project proponents have no authority
to designate what water is used for.
One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This
charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued
by the State Water Board.
The proposed project Lead Agencies have no power to impose penalties on individual water users. DWR and
Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who have
individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayers to conserve water. Different districts have the right
to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.

1437

1 Why does agribusiness have more [rights] than the environment?

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

1438

1 I believe the Delta tunnels project will be a disaster because it only channels water to be
used in the same wasteful, inefficient, expensive ways that are depleting our valuable water
resources while destroying our Bay-Delta ecosystems. Please do not sacrifice one area for
another when California water resources can be managed in ways that benefit all
Californians.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
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would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
1439

1 No more corporate water grabs!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria with the goal of
improving water volume, timing, and salinity, the project is designed to establish a more natural east-west
flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow for greater operational flexibility. It is not the
result of "favoring" large corporations (e.g., large agribusinesses). In fact, this issue is beyond the scope of
the project as the Lead Agencies do not have local land use/zoning authority. The project does not increase
the amount of water to which DWR holds water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. See Master
Response 3 (Purpose and Need), Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water), Master Response 26
(Change in Delta Exports), and Master Response 35 (Southern California Water Supply).

1440

1 How could you devastate the Delta like this? When the oceans rise, the Delta will save the
Bay, by providing room for healthy absorption. Big business agriculture needs to find
different sources. This is robbing Peter to pay Paul.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The anticipated hydrologic changes due to climate change (increased temperatures and more years of
critical dryness, increased water temperatures, changes in precipitation and runoff patterns, sea level rise,
and tidal variations) will constrain and challenge future water management practices across the state, with
or without the proposed project. The state is addressing climate change through strategies and a
decision-making framework as outlined in the California Climate Adaptation Strategy and Adaptation
Planning Guide. However, no single project and indeed none of the project alternatives would be able to
completely counteract all of the impacts of climate change.
More information on ways in which the California WaterFix proposes to improve resiliency and adaptability
of the Delta to climate change can be found in Chapter 29, Climate Change, EIR/EIS and Appendix 3E,
Potential Seismic and Climate Change Risks to SWP/CVP Water Supplies, EIR/EIS.

1441

1 This cannot be done as we live in a desert and cannot continue to support water-hungry
crops. I understand livelihoods are at stake in the farming industry but another alternative
must be developed to help these farms sustain a different type of crop instead [of] robbing
the entire state of the precious little water it still has. So many essential lives within in our
ecosystem are at stake that, if lost, will be disastrous in the long run. Please think in the long
run not just for today.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. For more information please
refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural water use efficiency, which
describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use. Also,
refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand management measures,
including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.
More than two-thirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of highly productive farm
land receive water exported from the Delta watershed. The proposed project aims to provide a more
reliable water supply, in a way more protective of fish. However, the project proponents have no authority
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to designate what water is used for.
One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This
charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued
by the State Water Board.
The proposed project Lead Agencies have no power to impose penalties on individual water users. DWR and
Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who have
individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayers to conserve water. Different districts have the right
to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.
1442

1 This is just as bad an idea as the Owens Valley project and by now we should know better.
The ramifications of this project will be catastrophic to the ecology and balance of life in the
Delta. All to irrigate vineyard and orchards in desert areas of California for money grubbers.
It's disgraceful! Say no!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use
of Water).

1443

1 We are in a drought. We need our water here in Northern California. Southern California
needs to remember that it is a desert, and it is not up to us to supply their water for them.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. Under the range of alternatives considered in the EIR/S full contract amounts
are not delivered in the majority of times to the SWP and CVP water contractors, as presented in Appendix
5A, Section C, CALSIM II and DSM2 Model Results, of the EIR/EIS. Long-term water deliveries to SWP and CVP
water contractors located south of the Delta are lower under Alternatives 6, 7, and 8 as compared to the
Existing Conditions and the No Action Alternative. The EIR/S and the Draft BDCP were prepared in a manner
to comply with the 2009 Delta Reform Act, as described in Appendix 3I, BDCP Compliance with the 2009
Delta Reform Act, of the Final EIR/EIS.
The project is just one element of the state’s long-range strategy to meet anticipated future water needs of
Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. It is important
to note that the project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to all of California’s water
problems, and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and
other public agencies in conservation, storage, recycling, desalination, treatment of contaminated aquifers,
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or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Water
Demand Management).
1444

1 Don't let corporate farming interests destroy this irreplaceable ecosystem. The governor is
living is the past.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various
agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and
more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.

DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new
operating criteria with the goal of improving water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is
designed to establish a more natural east-west flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow
for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the
purpose and need behind the proposed project.
1445

1 This project will be the death of the last remaining wild salmon. Salmon are a much more
important food source than water-grabbing almonds and other nut crops.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

1446

1 Do we really need to support the almond [and] pistachio industries in exchange for ruining
the Bay/Delta ecology? No!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
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of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use
of Water).

1447

1 Please do not harm our precious ecosystems! It harms all of us every time an ecosystem in
one place on Earth is harmed or destroyed.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

1448

1 More appropriate agriculture -- no almonds, cotton or cattle production in the
This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
drought-prone Central Valley -- rather than hugely expensive and environmentally damaging response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
mega-tunnels is the proper approach to our state's chronic water shortages
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. For
more information please refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural
water use efficiency, which describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural
water delivery and use. Also, refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on
demand management measures, including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.
Also, please see Master Response 34 for additional details on beneficial use, including the use of water for
agricultural use.

1449

1 We need our water!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

1450

1 Please perform a larger environmental study before getting your huge PAC supporters
promises. I'm concerned that there may not be enough water to maintain the animals and
people who live along the Delta now and, as you know, that Delta brings a lot of tourism
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response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
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and recreational activities that make California so popular.

index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
Since 2006, the proposed has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various agencies
and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and more than
600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new
operating criteria with the goal of improving water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is
designed to establish a more natural east-west flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow
for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the
purpose and need behind the proposed project.

1451

1 Until there is some accountability for water usage by people who can pay their way to using This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
however much they want, I am not in favor of "redistricting" the natural flow of water in the response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Bay-Delta. No, thank you.
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
More than two-thirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of highly productive farm
land receive water exported from the Delta watershed. The proposed project aims to provide a more
reliable water supply, in a way more protective of fish. However, the project proponents have no authority
to designate what water is used for.
One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This
charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued
by the State Water Board.
The proposed project Lead Agencies have no power to impose penalties on individual water users. DWR and
Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who have
individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayers to conserve water. Different districts have the right
to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.

1452

1 Over the years as I have followed this issue, I have tried to understand how the tunnels will
help the California water situation. No matter how the tunnel advocates explain it, it just
doesn't seem to add up as a solution. It does seem to be a nice plum for agribusiness and
others to the south but a death knell to a viable Bay-Delta ecosystem on which millions of
other individuals depend. I urge you to give more attention to alternate ideas that have
more opportunity for equitable balance.
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This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The project's proposed dual conveyance facilities would allow water to be moved through the Delta when
conditions permit, and allow water to be diverted from the Sacramento River in the northern Delta when
conditions in the south Delta do not permit diversions from the existing State Water Project and Central
Valley Project facilities. The location of the north Delta diversion facility is less vulnerable to salinity
intrusion, a potential impact of sea level rise, or levee failure, in the future. By establishing an alternative
diversion point for exports, a great deal of water management flexibility is added. This added flexibility
would provide more options for adaptively managing the Delta so that conditions can be optimized to
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provide the greatest benefits across all Delta water uses and habitat conditions.
1453

1 Please say yes to the environment [and] the people of California [and] no to these tunnels.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

1454

1 Water export tunnels are a short-sighted fix that will result in an order of magnitude greater This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
damage in the long-term.
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. As a plan
prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the proposed
project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point of water
diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the
proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational
flexibility. For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master
Response 3.
All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were
issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and
Area of Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamation operate with water rights issued by the State
Water Resources Control Board that are junior in priority to many senior water rights holders in the Delta
watershed. Under the action alternatives, senior water rights holders would continue to receive the same
amount of water as under the No Action Alternative. Conveyance facilities under the action alternatives
could only deliver the amount of water diverted under the existing SWP and CVP water rights and in
accordance with the existing and future related regulatory requirements based upon river water levels and
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fish species, and water
quality standards.

1455

1 We should grow foods in California that can be sustained at least somewhat by our own
water supply, not take it from other places that also don't have enough water. I do think
that instead of the government talking about a tar sands Keystone pipeline, what we really
need is a water pipeline!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The Lead Agencies do not have land use planning authorities (such as changing local land uses and zoning
ordinances or controlling what crops should be planted). Providing regulatory oversight to agribusinesses is
outside the scope of the proposed project and environmental analysis. Contractors and their customers
must make economic decisions about planting in light of the amounts of water they are likely to receive
going forward.
It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
California WaterFix project would be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. The plan does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water rights or for use as
allowed under its contracts. Although the project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

Comment Letter: 1400–1499
19

2016
ICF 00139.14

RECIRC Cmt#
Ltr#

Comment

Response

exported, it would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep
decline.
DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations.
Please refer to Master Response 34 (Beneficial Uses) and Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).
1456

1 Please don't make a short-term decision that will negatively effect our environment forever. This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

1457

1 We need to learn how to betters manage and conserve our water and not money diverting
it from places that need it too.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.

1458

1 While drought conditions require drastic measures, the answer is to suspend water
intensive non-critically grown crops like almonds. We should not devastate an entire
ecosystem to band-aid the problem.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. See Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

1459

1 Tunnels are not the answer to our water problems. In fact in many ways they worsen them.
This project reeks of old style governance: closed door decision making, short-sighted
planning for the benefit of a few, utter disdain for environmental issues, and optimistic
budgeting. There are many better solutions to solving California's water problems. This
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This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
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tunnel boondoggle should be last on the list.

to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
Since 2006, the proposed has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various agencies
and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and more than
600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new
operating criteria with the goal of improving water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is
designed to establish a more natural east-west flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow
for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the
purpose and need behind the proposed project.

1460

1 I taught sailing on the Delta when I was young. It is a unique area and would suffer greatly if This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
fresh water supply is withheld.
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The proposed project may impact recreational opportunities including impacts on hunting, fishing,
swimming, and boating. Mitigation is proposed to reduce these impacts; however some impacts may remain
significant due to the long-term nature of the temporary construction related impacts. Please see Chapter
15, Recreation, and Section 4.3.11 for more detail on the impacts of the proposed project on recreational
opportunities and the proposed mitigation.
The proposed intakes would only be permitted to operate with regulatory protections, including river water
levels and flow, which would be determined based upon how much water is actually available in the system,
the presence of threatened fish species, and water quality standards. Flow criteria will be applied month by
month and according to water year type. More information on the ranges of water project diversions, based
on water year types and specific flow criteria, can be found in BDCP, Chapter 3, Conservation Strategy.
Monitoring for compliance with D-1641 requirements or any future requirements for SWP/CVP water supply
operations would be conducted year-round in the future under the proposed project.

1461

1 Our water is more important than to destroy its sources for industrial Ag, especially for
water wasting non essential crops like almonds.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline. See
Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).
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1461

2 Tax dollars need to be spent on modernization of the water system in the interests of the
tax payers. Big Ag pays no tax and creates few jobs for Americans all while raking in billions
in subsidies and destroying our land and water.

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

1462

1 I vote. I protest. I stand for longitudinal ecological viability. Don't build these tunnels. They
are foolhardy.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

1463

1 Governor Brown: with all the devastation climate change has brought to California -droughts, fires, loss of wildlife habitat, etc. -- how dare you even think of initiating a plan to
wreak further havoc with the delicate balance of our precious and fragile ecosystem! Let's
just have [fewer] almonds and pistachios, and more of a natural balance of nature in what's
left of our beautiful, yet devastated, state!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various
agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and
more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new
operating criteria with the goal of improving water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is
designed to establish a more natural east-west flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow
for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the
purpose and need behind the proposed project and Master Response 34 for information on Beneficial Use of
Water.

1464

1 Please don't create the twin tunnels. It would be a terrible mistake, one that could never be This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
undone. It is time to stop bowing to special interest groups and do the environmentally
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
correct thing. California is a semi-arid state.
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north
Delta and new operating criteria with the goal of improving water volume, timing, and salinity, the project is
designed to establish a more natural east-west flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow
for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).
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1 No, no, no, no to the Delta tunnels project. Leave Northern California's water system alone. This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
With the drought there is already enough devastation to crops and wildlife. I completely
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
oppose the Delta tunnels.
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

1466

1 This Delta Tunnels Plan would wreak havoc on the Bay Area and Delta ecosystems.
Implement other sustainable options, I strongly oppose this one.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

1467

1 I can replace almonds in my diet. I can’t replace the Bay-Delta ecosystem. Please help us!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

1468

1 I strongly urge you to cease any approval of the "California WaterFix" proposal. The
contemplated water export tunnels will ravage the ecology of the San Francisco Bay and
Delta. It is critically important that endangered salmon, other fish species and the ecology in
the Delta and San Francisco Bay downstream be protected. It is imperative that this project
be stopped.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
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operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

1469

1 This isn't a water fix for beleaguered parts of the state. Once again, it's about corporate
money. It's about developers. And once again, a very precious ecosystem is decimated.
Please put the environment first this time! Global warming is real, Governor Brown. You just
signed an energy bill so you know it's real. You can't keep decimating ecosystems when
climate change has become a huge game changer for our survival. Say no to big money and
do the right thing!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The anticipated hydrologic changes due to climate change (increased temperatures and more years of
critical dryness, increased water temperatures, changes in precipitation and runoff patterns, sea level rise,
and tidal variations) will constrain and challenge future water management practices across the state, with
or without the proposed project. The state is addressing climate change through strategies and a
decision-making framework as outlined in the California Climate Adaptation Strategy and Adaptation
Planning Guide. However, no single project and indeed none of the project alternatives would be able to
completely counteract all of the impacts of climate change.
More information on ways in which the California WaterFix proposes to improve resiliency and adaptability
of the Delta to climate change can be found in Chapter 29, Climate Change, EIR/EIS and Appendix 3E,
Potential Seismic and Climate Change Risks to SWP/CVP Water Supplies, EIR/EIS.

1470

1 Please do not destroy a valuable ecosystem!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

1471

1 C'mon . . . protect the fish for goodness sake.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

1472

1 We must protect our fish.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
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No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

1473

1 Help the Delta. Don't destroy the ecosystem. Find another way to conserve water. Check
the water wasters in Los Angeles.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

1474

1 Governor Jerry "Frack" Brown is at it again with massive water-wasting projects designed to
devastate California for the sake of corporate profit--in this case, factory farms, which
should be incentivized to save water, rather than encouraged in their wasteful
destructiveness. As always, the governor is on the side of environmental destruction.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

1475

1 Please leave this area alone and protect the Delta.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound
science, data gathered from various agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies,
stakeholders and independent scientists, and more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and
stakeholder briefings. Please note that the preferred alternative is now Alternative 4A (i.e., the California
WaterFix Project) and no longer includes an HCP. The premise of the California WaterFix is that it will
provide environmental benefits while stabilizing water supplies for a large population of California residents,
consistent with statutory policy as found in the Delta Reform Act of 2009 (see, e.g., California Public
Resources Code, §§ 85001(c), 85002, 85004(a), 85020.) Refer to Master Response 31 (Compliance with the
Delta Reform Act).

1476

1 This is not a water fix for Californians but for agriculture. We need to work on a fix for the
salmon and the rest of the ecosystem. Please say no to this deceptive proposal.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
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to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.
1477

1 Look what the water tunnel did to the land east of the mountains; it will never recover.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS were raised.

1478

1 This plan is ridiculous. We are in a state of emergency over water. Water-intensive crops
cannot be supported anymore. It is more important to support human life, wildlife, and
other crops that are more appropriate for our climate. Leave the water where it is supposed
to be and stop water hogs from taking what isn't theirs. By the way, why haven't you gone
after Nestle? Why do they get a lot of our water virtually for free? I am boycotting Nestle
products in protest. Stop the waste and rip-offs and then look at other measures for water.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
For more information regarding beneficial use of water and water-intensive crops, please see Master
Response 34.

1479

1 Please do not repeat the horrors of Owens Valley by building tunnels to divert huge
amounts of the Delta’s water. Please!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor include any regulatory actions that would
affect water rights holders other than DWR, Reclamation, and SWP and CVP contractors.
Importantly, all water exported by the SWP and CVP is subject to the existing water rights of those two
agencies. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights holders. The proposed project and its
alternatives analyzed in the EIR/EIS only include the use of water from existing SWP and CVP water rights or
voluntary water transfers from other water rights holders. The proposed project and its alternatives do
not reduce the protections for other water right holders.
The proposed project’s facilities, including water intakes and pumping plants, would be operated in
accordance with permits issued by, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, State
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the State Water Resources Control Board, among other agencies. The
proposed project would be permitted to operate with regulatory protections, including river water levels
and flow, which would be determined based upon how much water is actually available in the system, the
presence of threatened fish species, and water quality standards.
Through the Legislature and through executive agencies, California has embraced water conservation on
numerous fronts, as have many California water agencies. Many of these efforts are highlighted in Appendix
1C, Demand Management Measures, EIR/EIS, which describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other
sources of water supply, including recycled water. While these elements are not proposed as part of the
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project, the Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in managing California’s water resources.
It is important to note that the proposed project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to all of
California’s water problems, and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment
by the State and other public agencies in conservation, recycling, desalination, treatment of contaminated
aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage.
For more information regarding alternatives development, water demand management, and purpose and
need please see Master Response 4, Master Response 6, and Master Response 3.
1480

1 [The] Delta tunnels will impose irreparable damage to the local environment and ecology.
Do not build tunnels in the Delta!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

1481

1 Agriculture has enjoyed exemptions from socially responsible conservation in the name of
industrial food production. A necessary evil to be sure. However, the industry must practice
better and sincere water and other conservation efforts before taking more from the
environment despite the inconvenience and expense.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. For
more information please refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural
water use efficiency, which describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural
water delivery and use. Also, refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on
demand management measures, including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.
Please refer to Master Response 34 for additional details on the determination of beneficial use.

1482

1 I say "no" to diverting water and ruining a precious complex California ecosystem to
artificially create massive farms in desert land to enrich Big Agriculture internalizing profits
and externalizing costs.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
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of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use
of Water).

1483

1 This will fix nothing -- destroying the health and heritage of many for the profits of a few.
Please, protect California from big money.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

1484

1 Changing what and where we grow our produce is the answer, not sending more water to
crops that shouldn't be grown in water-depleted areas.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the proposed project. For more information please
refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural water use efficiency, which
describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use. Also,
refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand management measures,
including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.
Please refer to Master Response 34 for additional details on beneficial use.

1485

1 We need to stop being manipulated by business interests where our water is concerned. Let This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
big agriculture take a hit because of the drought if that's what has to happen, and leave the response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Delta ecosystems intact. We need to look at the big picture here!
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the Clean Water Act and federal and
state Endangered Species Acts; as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.

1486

1 Please say no to the Delta tunnels project. It would endanger species and is nothing but a
corrupt water grab for agriculture.
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This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
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to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

1487

1 Dear Governor Brown, please protect our precious nature. Stop dangerous experiments
with our environment.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

1488

1 A better way to deal with our huge water problems must be found!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

1489

1 Climate change-induced sea level rise will render this project useless.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
Please refer to section 29.6.1.1 of the Final EIR/EIS.

1489

2 Current water wasteful, big agribusiness is unsustainable. We need to be converting to
sustainable production now.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The proposed project is just one element of the state’s long-range strategy to meet anticipated future water
needs of Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. The
proposed project is not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many
complex and long-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including
reliability of exported supplies, and the recovery and conservation of threatened and endangered species
that depend on the Delta. See Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).
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1 The California Delta is as important as Central Valley orchards. Especially luxury crops like
pistachios need to cut back.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The proposed project is just one element of the state’s long-range strategy to meet anticipated future water
needs of Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. The
proposed project is not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many
complex and long-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including
reliability of exported supplies, and the recovery and conservation of threatened and endangered species
that depend on the Delta. See Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

1491

1 This is not a sustainable plan. The ecological costs should put Governor Brown in jail.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

1492

1 While I support efforts to address the severe drought in our state, I strongly oppose this
plan due to the environmental and ecological impact it will have.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

1493

1 California water should be for Californians, not for corporate exporters on agricultural
products!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
Providing regulatory oversight to agribusinesses is outside the scope of the proposed project and
environmental analysis. Please see Master Response 34 regarding the potential uses of water delivered via

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

Comment Letter: 1400–1499
30

2016
ICF 00139.14

RECIRC Cmt#
Ltr#

Comment

Response

Alternative 4A (California WaterFix) proposed conveyance facilities. Contractors and their customers must
make economic decisions about planting in light of the amounts of water they are likely to receive going
forward.
1495

1 Money talks. Fish don't.
Looking at the huge displays of nuts and chips in Costco and the hogs that eat them, I
conclude that we need no more nut trees.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

1496

1 We do not need to create more problem by removing water from the Delta.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
We already are going through a bad drought. Why don't you try to do something with the
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
gray water? We are throwing away most of it. If we have to spend more money for filtration index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
plants for gray water, we also should have to spend lots of money to install tubes and
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
pumps to move the water from the Delta to the Central Valley. And we need to consider the
maintenance involved. And with gray water we do not destroy any ecosystem.
The commenter offers an opinion on the merits of a particular water supply augmentation approach (greater
recycling) and does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR/EIS.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the range of alternatives selected and Master Response 3 for
information on the purpose and need for the proposed project. The project proposes to stabilize water
supplies, and exports could only increase under certain circumstances. Although the proposed project
would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it would make the deliveries more
predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.

1497

1498

1 I grew up in Sherman Oaks when there was a natural river across the street, and a dairy
farm beyond it. Southern California is now a sick, grossly warped, overpopulated
abomination, which has absolutely no claim on the limited water supplies of the rest of the
state, other than masses of useless people and their money. Please, please, do not spend
my money to create artificial diversions of our water to sustain an almost useless desert.
Jerry Brown is a remarkably sharp guy, but supporting Southern California’s endless water
grab isn't smart. Remember what they did to Mono Lake?

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.

1 Please pursue alternatives to the Tunnel Plan. Something that will respect the environment. This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. Please refer to Master Response 4 for additional details on the selection of
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alternatives. Also, please see Master Response 3 for additional details on the project purpose and need.
1499

1 Stop focusing on short-term benefits for our man-made problems and shortages. We can't
keep tampering with our fragile ecosystems. Oppose the Delta tunnels!

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).
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