RECIRC |Cmt# |Comment Response
Ltr#
2700 1 No one can make a conscionable decision to proceed with the Delta Tunnels. Thi The Proposed Project was developed to make physical and operational improtgetméime SWP system it
tunnels will not be able to (legally) move any more water than the current system the Delta, water supplies of the SWP and CVP for users located south of the Delta, and Delta water ¢
today so to spend $15 billion on this system is ludicrous. If thetemg plan is to consistent with statutory and contractual obligations of the SWP and CVP, as described in Section 2.
eventualy move more water through this system, then this is a water grab by the Chapter 2, Projectgectives and Purpose and Need, of the EIR/EIS. As described in Section 5.3.1 of
central farmers and southern part of the state with a huge environmental expense 5, Water Supply, the Proposed Project and action alternatives in the EIR/EIS only would affect SWP
Northern California. water operations and would not affect water available to @tlsurface water rights holders in the Delta a
other parts of California. Action alternatives would increase flexibility for SWP and CVP operations w!
reducing adverse impacts to aquatic resources and water quality. For example, the action altemative
result in more water exported in wetter years and less water exported drier water years. For example
Critical water year types (as shown in Table0@-14 through €10-1-25 of Appendix 5A, Section C, CAL
I and DSM2 Model Results, of th&REEIS).
The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as asiateR S a2t dziAz2y G2 & 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other |
agencies in agricultural dmunicipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatment ¢
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures). Please see Master Resfmmsgdiional information
regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project. Please see Master Response 5 for mo
information on costs and funding.
2700 2 | would much rather see that money used to rebuild tuerent Delta infrastructure  Please refer to Master Response 6 for additional details on demand management. Also, please see |
and to also help Valley farmers implement a more sustainable model with a reduc Response 34 for additional details on the determination of beneficiahngeMaster Response 3 for
of waterintensive crops and a move to drip systems. Growing crops like hay, cott additional details on the project purpose and need.
and almonds for export in California does not make semskisinot equitable for the
Northern Californian environment or its residents.
2701 1 We are not being allowed to vote on these "underground canals." Even the legisli The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
cannot vote on this proposal. The only way to stop it is to voice our oppositiongdu
the comment period, which ends this Friday.
2701 2 Please preserve clean, fresh water for drinking, recreation, fishing, industry, and The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
agriculture. Both habitat and endangered species would be affected adversely if t the environmental analysis provided ingtEIR/EIS.
Delta tunnels are built. Without increased, not decreased, fresh water flows, the ¢
Francisco Bay Delta ecosystem will continue to degrade. Our bay will die along w
newly created wetlands.
2701 3 Los Angeles drained the Owens Valley and they have senior rights to the Colorac The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor include any regulatory actions that wot
River. Now they want our Sacramento River water as well. affect water rights holders other than DWR, Reclamation, and SWP and CVP contractors.
International water expertpromote local solutions. Clearly California has a serious Importantly,all water exported by the SWP and CVP is subject to the existing water rights of those tw
water issue, but building an exorbitantly expensive, -sieefits-all project will not agencies. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights holders. The proposed project ar
a2t 0SS GKS adld8Qa 41 (1SNJ &adzLJLX & LINR o f alternatives analyzed in the EIR/EIS only include the usetef from existing SWP and CVP water rights
locally with lower use, infigtructure repairs as well as water capture and reuse.  voluntary water transfers from other water rights holders. The proposed project and its alternatives
not reduce the protections for other water right holders.
¢KS LINPLRAE&SR LINE 2 Svérer Dtakesfahdpanipihgiphrdsiviouldibg Gperdizi iny 3
accordance with permits issued by, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the State Water Resources Control Board, among eth@esglhe
proposed project would be permitted to operate with regulatory protections, including river water leve
and flow, which would be determined based upon how much water is actually available in the system
presence of threatened fish speciesyd water quality standards.
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Through the Legislature and through executive agencies, California has embraced water conservatio
numerous fronts, as have many California water agencies. Many of these efforts are highlighted in Ay
1C, Demand Managnent Measures, EIR/EIS, which describes conservation, water use efficiency, anc
sources of water supply, including recycled water. While these elements are not proposed as part of
project, the Lead Agencies recognize that they are importanéitoohA y° Y I y I 3Ay 3 [ | £ A
It is important to note that the proposed project is not intended to serve as a-stéde solution to all of

I FEAF2NYALFIQE 61 GSNI LINROGESYas FyR AdG Aa vy stnenk y
by the State and other public agencies in conservation, recycling, desalination, treatment of contamir
aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage.

For more information regarding alternatives development, water demand managemahp@rpose and
need please see Master Response 4, 6, and 3, respectively.

2701 4 Why should we let Metropolitan Water, which is the largest wholesaler of water in For more information regarding MWD Water Supply please see Master Response 35.
country, make a profit on water that is sent from the Sacramento River? You and
be paying for the tunnels. For more information regarding cost of the proposed project please see Master Response 5.

2701 5 We Californians have reduced our water use by al339 just this year. We need to More than twothirds of the residents of the state and more thawo million acres of highly productive far
learn to live with our limited water supply. Due to climate change, California will n land receive water exported from the Delta watershed. The proposed project aims to provide a more
getting more precipitation. Farmers, too, need to make choices about which crop: reliable water supply, in a way more protective of fish. However, the project proponents have no auth
grow. Some crops, like alfalfa, should not bevgn in California. They should be gro\ to desgnate what water is used for.
in parts of the country with higher rainfall. . A o o . . i

hyS 2F G0KS {dFdS 2FUSNI wSaz2dz2NOSa /2y aNBt .21
There are far better and less costly solutions to providing a reliable water supply ' water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. Tl
Californians. chad$S Aa NBFESOGSR Ay LINI o6& GKS RSaAIylLGAzy
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plar
by the State Water Board.
The proposegbroject Lead Agencies have no power to impose penalties on individual water users. DV
Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who hay
individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayersdoserve water. Different districts have the rigt
to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.
2702 1 | am writing to comment on the Bay Delta Conservation Plan. Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS, Eafrial Biological Resources, does address the effects of powerline place
on several special status birds, including sandhill cranes, (Impact8B83, 68, 70, 73, 77, 82, 84, 88, 9z
Specifically, regarding the placement of power lines, bothgerary and permanent, 97,101, 106, 110, 114, 118, 122, 126, 131, 135, 139, 143, &)@ on shorebirds and waterfow! (Impz
associated with the project. | am especially concerned about the effect on birds. B|G182).
have recently read that Fish and Game is reviewing the effect of power lines on t
populations, especially migrating birds. | know that water$tdncentrate in the
area being considered for this project. Power lines are discussed in the EIR, bu
only their impact on agriculture. | did not see the issue of their effect on
concentrated population of birds. It is well known that migratimpplations of
cranes, for example, are forced into smaller areas of the Delta as the drought
continues. | am concerned that this issue will lead to diminishment of these alre
stressed and decreasing populations of birds.

2703 1 | am against the construction of the tunnels under the Delta. The construction w Since 2006, the proposed project has been developegth®mn sound science, data gathered from variot

disrupt people's lives, destroy habitat and kill fish. agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientist:
more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
52 wQa ¥ dzy Rpode $fthé préposkddaidject is to make physical and operational improvement
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
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and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regyl&@mework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and
operating criteriato improvewater volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve nativefish migratory patternsnd allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master
Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.

2703 2 Once in action, the tunnels would divert fresh water that is needed to balance the No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/E|Sisezte r
salinity in the Delta and keep salt water from backing upriver beyond Rio Vista.

2703 3 The project, even when completed, would disrupt lies of-hailfion people who live ir The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
or around the Delta, kill endangered salmon and other fish, and disturb birds' the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS.
navigation along the Pacific Coast flyway, birds that use the Deltastopaver.

2703 4 Another irritating thing about this proposed project is that there is a good chance No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the
future politicians will decide to "restore" the Delta and close down the tunnels in &
fashion similar to the restoration of the Everglades, and then we will haveyto pa  EIR/S were raised.
billions to bring back water flows the way they were in 2014.

2704 1 I think the tunnels are impracticabnd support an unsustainable development The comment raises an import policy issue concerning sustainable growth in California. However, the
practiceof uncontrolled urbanization, disastrous for N. Calif. environments and  comment does not question the growth inducement &rsss or conclusions of Chapter 30.
ripped-off taxpayers statewide.

2705 1 Thank you for permitting me to voice my comments and concerns regarding the The comment states that the RDEIR/SDEIS is unclear and includes ineatatde but does not offer
RDEIR/SDEIS. Tdeeument has left me with more questions than answers. There specifics. Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathe
no clear statements about water yields, costs, or assurances that the California V! various agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent
Fix would work the way it is proposed. As a native Californian, | am left wonderin( scientists, and more tha®00 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
exactly what igjoing to happen to our primary water source, our agribusiness, our
environment, and our fishing industry. The document delineates a plan that is illei Resource areas are addressed separately in the EIR/EIS under sections for each of the new project
unscientific, environmentally unsound, ineffective in purpose, and not well funded Alternatives, including surface water, groundwater, water quality, fish and aquateirees, terrestrial
Because of obfustion and the vast amount of unclear or incomplete data within t+ biological resources, agricultural resources, air quality and greenhouse gases, and others.  Where i
document, as a citizen, educator, and reader | am left muddled in mud. are determined to be significant, environmental commitments and mitigation measures will be implen

to avoid and/or offsethese effects, where possible. Refer to Chapter 11 (Aquatic Resources), Chapte
| cordially ask that the Tunnels Be Stopped! (Terrestrial Resources), Chapter 14 (Agriculture), and Chapter 16 (Socioeconomics).

In cases, where it is not possible to offset those significant impacts (see Chapt¢h&lCBQA/NEPA

Required Sections for a complete list of significant and unavoidable impacts), that information will be

provided in the Statement of Overriding Considerations and will be acted on by the decision makers \

each lead agency to determinetlife project should still be approved or not.

52 wQa Fdzy RFYSyidlf LdzN1}2asS 2F (KS LINRPLIZAaSR LINZ

the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th

andCVP 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

operating criteriato improvewater volume, timingand salinity, the proposed project is designed to

improve native fish migratory patterremd allow for greater operational flexibility.

Refer Master Response 5 for information on the costs of the proposed project.

2706 1 We would like to express our goern that in its current form, the Recirculated Draft The water quality assessment in Chapter 8, Water Quality, and modeling results find that the project
Environmental Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for th (Alternative 4A) would result in legkan-significant impacts to water qualifgr all parameters assessed
BDCP/CA WATER FIX is deficient in its assessment of the impacts of decreased except for mercury and electrical conductivity (EC). Impacts to EC would be less than significant wi

implementation of the proposed mitigation. The other issues raised by the commenter address the
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freshwater flows through the Delta. of the project.

RDEIR/SDEIS modeling documents find the project will violate Clean Water Act
standards for boron, bromide, chloride, electrical conductivity (salt), nitrate, dissol
organic carbon, mercury, and selenium (Appendix B).

It is unacceptable that this projeshould move forward with such results. Good
water quality is the lifeblood of Delta fisheries, farms, recreation and municipal us
Any project that degrades such quality is inconsistent with Federal Law. Itis als
patently immoral to separate thedéshening flows from the Delta to serve as better
water sourced for export.

2707 1 Reservoirs (natural cycle) instead of just storage (not underground twin tunnels, : Please see Master Response 37 regarding whytamative focused on creating additional storage, eithe
miles, 40 feet wide, like "chunnel" for autos between Britain and France). Not a di in the Delta or elsewhere, was not included in the BDCP/California WaterFix or FEIR/EIS.
more would go 400 miles away.

2707 2 Refurbish Delta dredging from Sacramento City to Antioch Bay Bridge (with USA' The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
year maps as well as private business) Please refer to Master Respge 4 for additional details on the selection of alternatives.

2707 3 Reforestation (after fires and muddy flooding) The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

Please refer to Master Responséod additional details on the selection of alternatives.

2707 4 26 points for California desalination (like to Bakersfield Basin), like Navy Ships wi Formore information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.
deep blue ocean. (90% of all Californians live 30 miles from the ocean.)

Water tech business jobs investment, including desalination.  (Our drinking wate
NorCal has been affected by the drought, so why give mirage of sending water tc
desert or semarid areas.  Also, we have lower crop tonnage, with "hail* damage

2707 5 Investments or losses? If LA Metro water can afford to offer purchasing four De The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
islands (without beneficial use to area of agricultural preserves, historic tourism, ¢
then how can we foster their funds for cost effective California Desalination jobs,

2/3 more water!

2707 6 Save NorCal fertile soil of Delta counties: California is number one in food crop. The California WaterFix project is beimgmosed to address the conflict between the ecological needs c
currently (for USA and 6th in world). Why put in a destructive twin tunnels to litere range of atrisk Delta species and natural communities, while providing for more reliable water supplie
make the Delta region into a dust bowl!? people, communities, agriculture, and industry. The proposed project does opbge any changes to

existing agricultural practices.

2707 7 Productive property rights, devalued by water taxes or the like? Who plans for err Socioeconomic effects of thewous alternatives are described and assessed in Chapter 16, Socioecol
domain of 300 farm families, productive for 150 years? Why take Delta river an of the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS. A Draft BDCP Statewide Economic Impact Report has also |
ground water and devaluerpperty with ground wells for family agribusiness in fooc published, which indicates that the BDCP would result in a substantial econenhbienefit to the State of
crops, with NorCal role in California #1 in food crops? What percentage of stakeh California.
are growers in agricultural preserves, stewards in reforestation areas, etc.

Chapter 16 of the EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS Appendix A (Socioeconomics) identifies the unique fee
the Delta and describes the potential effects on Delta communities. Impacts to agriculture are identifi
discussed in Chapter 14; project proponents have proposed measures that would support and protec
agricultural production in the Delta by securing agricultural easements and/or by seeking opportunitie
protect and enhance agriculture with a focus onintaining economic activity on agricultural lands. Plea
see Master Response 18 for more information on agricultural mitigation.
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2707

2708

8

1

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

Costs/losses? Whers agribusiness job development other than making a concreti The proposed project is a joint RDEIR/SDEIS prepared in compliance with the requirements of CEQ/
jungle, with costs for government jobs. Our suggestions and queries seem ignore NEPA. Befe the selection and approval of an alternative considered, the Lead Agencies must comph
rewritten for a revised agenda. Californians voted against the peripheral canal ide the necessary state and federal environmental review requirements. The Final EIR/EIS is intended tc
the 1980's. Delta scigists and related resources in local field research disclaim the sufficient CEQA and NEPA support for approval optbposed project or any of the action alternatives fc
RDEIR/SDEIS. Is it refixing a bottomless expense, damaging current productivity either compliance strategy. As implementation of the proposed project or any of the action alternative

require permits and approvals from public agencies other than the Lead Agencies, the @EEPA
documents are prepared to support the various public agency permit approvals and other discretiona
decisions. These other public agencies are referred to as responsible agencies and 20 trustee agenc
CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines SectiB811and 15386) and cooperating agencies under NEPA (e.g., |
and EPA).For more information please see 1.1.5 of Section 1 Introduction of the RDEIR/SDEIS.

The description of the proposed project is pied in Section 4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS and socioeconomic
impacts are evaluated in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIR/EIS and Section 4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.

In 2009 the California legislature passed and the Governor signed into law the Delta Reform Act, one
seveal bills passed related to water supply reliability, ecosystem health, and the Delta. Among many
provisions, the Delta Reform Act imposed certain requirements on Department of Water Resources r
to the creation of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BXCétder to be included in the Delta Plan and
eligible for state funding for habitat conservation. These requirements include comprehensive review
analysis, and consultation with the Delta Stewardship Council during the planning process and once
project permits have been approved by California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Within the framew
the existing 2009 Delta Reform Act, the BDCP does not require a public vote to move forward.

However, in spring of 2014, DWR announced that it wbelghursuing a new preferred alternative,
Alternative 4A, also known as California WaterFix. Alternative 4A has been developed in response to
and agency input and embodies a different implementation strategy that would not involveyet0
HCP/NCC@&pproved under ESA Section 10 and the NCCPA, but rather would achieve incidental take
authorization for a much shorter period (between 11 and 15 years) under ESA Section 7 and Califorr
Endangered Species (CESA) Section 20181(b). Prior to construaiB&hRIEIS must be certified and
adopted by the implementing agencies, and permits must be obtained but does not require a public v
move forward.

Refer to Master Response 36 for information on how the proposed project differs from the peripherhl

As an active voter, farmer, and California resident | urge California to abandon its More than twothirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of highly productive

to divert water via the twin tunnels project.

The state must reject the tunnels proposal, develop sound water solutions for
California, and recognize the rights of rivers and the Delta to flow.

land receie 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 auth
to designate what water is used for.

One of the State Watew S & 2 dzZNDSa / 2y G NBf . 2F NRQa o{dldS 21

Until California realizes that throwing water around instead of addressing the issU water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. Tl
hand is foolhardywe will wastefully apply water for crops that are not intended to | charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficiadza $& S&aGF 6t AAKSR G KI

grown in desert climates.

Thank you for considering my comments.

planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plar
by the State Water Board.

The proposed project Lead Agencies have no power to impose penaitindividual water users. DWR a
Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who ha
individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayers to conserve water. Different districts have the
to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from
agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and ihelefpgeientists, and
more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.

52 wQa FdzyRFYSyidlf LzN1}2asS 2F (KS LINRPLIZASR LINZ
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restoremntect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SW
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 Ddltzesy
operating criteriato improvewater volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterrend allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master
Response 3 for additional information redarg the purpose and need behind the proposed project.

2709 1 Please consider the many alternatives to eiously flawed, and destructive Delta Since 2006, the proposed has been devetbpased on sound science, data gathered from various agel
Tunnels/ California Water Fix Plan. | strongly oppose this expensive, environmen and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and mo
harmful plan. | support the principles of the Delta Reform Act, and this plan does 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings. Please refester Rasponse 4
for additional details on the selection of alternatives and compliance with CEQA and NEPA and the C
Reform Act.

2710 1 You people aren't really contemplating building two thirty foot, or maybe forty foot The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
diameter tunnels to suck wat out of the imperiled Sacramento River Delta to senc
the Central Valley and Southern California at a cost of sixteen billion dollars or m

2710 2 You're not really going to push the endangered Sacramento River Chinook salmc Project proponents agree. Please refer to Chapter 11, Alternative 4A of the Final EIR/EIS for an an
once the largest run in the State, over the brink of extinction, causing a loss that effects of the preferred alternative, to salmon. The analysis finds that there would be no adffexts ®
cannot be calculated to recreational, commercial, and tribal fisherman, and to the salmon or the salmon fishery.
many businesses that live on fishing activity.

2710 3 You're not really going to continue to delude Central Valley farmers and Southerr The comment des not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 [
Californians into believing that the party can rock on forever, that they can contint
enjoy all the water they want at prés that don't reflect its true cost, encouraged m¢
and more folks to move here, causing the population to increase so that we'll face
same problem again in a few years. Where would you build tunnels then?

2710 4 And you wouldn't attempt such a huge project with suchriaching impact without The commentloes not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 [
the knowing approval of either the Legislature or the voters?

2711 1 So far the California Fix It could cause more drought [and dustiness]! It is not clear from the comment what the commenter means or how the proposed project could caus:
drought (and dustiness) in California. Without additional information, the lead agency cannot provid
response.

2711 2 We need alternatives: A petition to continue dredging to Antioch Bay for Stocktc Please refer to Master Response 6 for additional details on demand management. Also, please see |
Port (not just Clifton Bay Court pumps, for faucet drips); California's 26 testing po Response 3 for additional details on the project purpose and need and Master Response 4 for additic
for cost effective desalination in various basins; and other energy resources for details on the selection of alterniaes.
business jobs.

2711 3 Please clarify muddling of geographical names, like San Joaquin County (fertile), The lead agencies understand ttsatl composition varies geographically. Chapter 14, Agricultural
Central Valley (28 counties mostly seamid) and San Joaquin Riverway. Allfarmw $ 3 2 dz2NDS&s { SOiGA2Y mnomodmPdo LINROBARSE | RS&EAONF
growers do not have the same soil. d2afad ¢KS aqaddzRe I NBIF & F2NJ I 3NR Odafred dzNddifionaNB & 3
Analysis, which encompass over 872,000 acres within Alameda, Contra Costa, Sacramento, San Jo:
Solano, Sutter, and Yolo Counties. To our knowledge, "San Joaquin Riverway" is not a phrase used '
FEIR/FEIS.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢
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2711 4 In maps, fease include elected counties and towns, not just water districts by The Existing Conditions/Affected Environment section of Chapter 5 includes a discussion historical
governor appointments. USGS [U.S. Geological Survey]/ soil maps show all  periods.
farmer/growers in Central Valley (about 400 miles from heart of North San Joaqu
Delta) face drought

2711 5 With California #1 in food crops, why are productive Delta family farms, recreatiol Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project.

historic tourism being threatened with enent domain devaluing property values?
As described in Impact EC@Ninder Alternative 4A in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics, construction of

conveyance facilities would conveatrid from existing agricultural uses to projeetated construction uses
and agricultural land could also be affected by changes in water quality and other conditions that wot
affect crop productivity. These direct effects on agricultural land are destunder Impacts AG and A&
in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources. Total value of irrigated crop production in the Delta would decl
average by $5.3 million per year during the construction period, with total irrigated crop acreage decli
by aout 4,700 acres. Other effects related to production costs, travel time, and loss of investments ir
production facilities and standing orchards and vineyards would also occur as a result of facilities
construction. When required, DWR would provide comeias to property owners for economic losses
due to implementation of the alternative. When required, DWR would provide compensation to prope
owners for economic losses due to implementation of the alternative. For more information regarding
as aPlace please see Master Response 24.

2711 6 Water district petition referred to "occasional reverse flows" near Sacramento City The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
(Corwin, August, 2015), so what is beneficial about salt backup, to productive cot the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS.
in food crops?

2711 7 The San Joaquin County Farm Bureau bulletins (Aug/Sept., 2015) noted that thre The description of the propes project is provided in Section 4 of the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS. Please refe
more intales (cruiser size near Sacramento City) would mean cutting off “fresh wi Chapter 32 of the Final EIR/EIS and Master Response 40 for information regarding outreach conduci
near heart of Delta. They write that they have attended water board meetings, I California WaterFix (and previously the BDCP). More information on howHagvéeveloped the project ir
farmers / growers of Delta counties are not listened to:  Why not? an open and transparent manner is provided in Master Response 41.

2711 8 Renewed Delta dredging was recommedd®y a basic engineer (A.M.) who helped The conmenter does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR/EIS and rather adwv
maintain Delta levees on all the islands. He said that dredging improves the flo more dredging in the Delta. Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the p
that soil purifies the water (aeration and absorption), that silt can be rearranged and need behind the proposed project.

(rather than sand bags that add weight).

2711 9 US Hbuse and Senate Funding for Levee maintenance by USACE/Corps (with 10 The comment discusses levee funding to repair levees before El Nino. It does not raise any environir
maps) was sent to Washington State (sacbee.com 2014). Now, Port of Stockto issue related to the EIR/EIS.
has algae growth from warmer waters. How soon will Delta Levee maintenance
renewed-- before E Nino of heavy rains?

2711 10 Could the California ¥it (and redubbing of EeRestore)- cause more drought! The Potential increases in fugitive dust emissions as a result of construction are assessed in Imgacts AQ
natural water cycle affects the cool Delta breeze to neighboring counties. (Ag givi through AQ4 in Chapter 22, AQuality. As disclosed, construction emissions could exceed local air dis
cleaner air than smog from more housing.) More Intake plans (2, 3 and 5) woul thresholds. The project would implement a robust fugitive dust control plan, as described in Appendix
cause more dusty breeze asdlt marshes instead of productive, fertile soil for food Environmental Commitments, which addresses particulate matter frontelyygading, 2) unpaved roads,
crops and recreational rivers in historic tourism development. and 3) concrete batching. Additional information on water supply effects can be found in Chapter 5, v

Supply, agriculture effects in Chapter 14, Agriculture Resources, and Recreation in Chapter 15, Recr

2711 11 Where are financial reports on Delta region losses on food productivity, tourism; € The Freeport Regional Water Authority manages the first intake in Freeport. Please refer to Master
by devastating impact of California Fix It at North Delta? What municipal already Responsé& regarding desalination. Impacts to agricultural and recreational economics are discussed
the first Intake near Freeport and Sacramento City? California is known for Alternative 4A in Impacts 5 and 6 in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics.
agriailture with most fertile Delta soil in the world. Housing and Fracking could us
Desalination where 90% of Californians live near the Pacific Ocean.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢
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2712 1 As a lifelong Bay Area resident and recently retired scientist, | am sending these The commenter does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy dRIEHE
comments on the BDCP/CA WaterFIX EIR documents.

While many aspects may lead to improvements in water management, there are
extremely problematic issues with the Plan and EIR.

2712 2 | do not support the large reconveyance pumping plans; the risk to the Delta and The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
environment and potential resulting negative economic impacts resulting (wildlife the environmentaknalysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the rig
environmental quality which diregtlsupports fisheries, vacation and recreation standards of the Clean Water Act and federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the proposed proj
businesses, home values when communities shrink due to reduced quality of life, intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. &ablishing a point of water diversion in th

north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed prc
is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibigyER/S
fully disclosed the environmental effects of the project.

2712 3 The costs are far too high to justify this aspect of the proposals and far better The proposed project is costly, but proponents have assessed the benefits as described in the 2013
alternatives exist. The EIR is totally inadequate in addressing potential long and ¢ BDCP funding sources. Notably, the water contractorgfittimg from the proposed project and their
term ramfications (environmental, economic, health, etc...) from this massive pun constituents will bear all costs associated with constructing new conveyance facilities and mitigating 1
and redirection. impacts of those facilities. Expenditures of public money from other sources would be limiteddaties

activities beyond those needed to mitigate the impacts of facility construction. Please see Master Res
5 for more information on project costs and funding. CEQA and NEPA do not require cost/benefit ane
the EIR/EIS.

CKS /I EAF2NYAL 21 GSNI ! QlGAazy tftly NBO23yAl Sa (
water resources, and that a series of actions are needed to comprehensively address the water issue
us. The fiveyear agenda spells out aigiof actions in California to improve the reliability and resiliency
water resources and to restore habitat and specieal amid the uncertainty of drought and climate
change. For more information regarding future developments of the CaliforniarAdtater Plan please
follow http://resources.ca.gov/docs/Final_Water_Action_Plan_Press_Reled&se14.pdf. Future
committees for the Proposed Project implementation may provide future opportunities for innovative i
as well.

The California Water Plavaluates different combinations of regional and statewide resources
management strategies to reduce water demand, increase water supply, reduce flood risk, improve v
quality, and enhance environmental and resource stewardship. Follow the Callféatéa Plan here:
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/.

Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1, EIR/EIS, de
the range of conveyance alternatives considered in the development of the EIR/EIS. AppeXidinetB,
Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage and Appendix 1C, Demand
Management Measures, EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other sources of
supply including desalination. While these elemeants not proposed as part of the proposed project, the
[ SFR 1 3SyOAsSa NBO23ayAl S (KIG GKS& NB AYLEZNII
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the selection of alternatives analyzed, Master Response @
desalination, Master Response 6 regarding demand management and Master Response 37 regardin
storage. For more information regarding alternatives to the proposed project please see Master Resg

2712 4 The amount ofnonies allocated to improve the Delta environment is far too low, w The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
below what was recommended as "realistic minimums" just a few years ago (in p
proposals considered or pitched).

The amount allocated for this purpose must be dramatically incretsedequately
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢
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mitigate risks (not covered, asked or considered in the current EIR).
2712 5 | fully agree with and support the points raised in thélixicomment submissions ya The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
have received from the following groups (and which were posted publicly). The
concerns are scientific, fair and appropriate, and highlight or address many omiss
mistaken assumptions, gaps and other problems in the EIR/Plan
Delta Independent Science Board and Environmental Water Caucus
2712 6 We must becme smarter and learn from others who have successfully faced simi It is important to note, as an initial matter, that the proposed project is not intended to serve as angti:
long term drought issues and adapted (e.g. Australia). a2t dziazy G2 FEt 27F /& AT 2 NIhpto@diress HirdcByNte ha®far £ S
o o _continued investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, recycling, desalination,
To start (as Australia did) we must legislatively & legally update water control & ri treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage. Nor is the prog
from our archaic & dysfunctional "firsome, first served” system to one based on  project intended to solve all environmental challenges facing the Delta. Please see Master Response
overall & logical scientific assessments, realistic needs and an increased focus ol (Demand Management) for further information regarding how many of the suggested components ha
recycling/reuse/reduction schemes, with equal emphasis on environment and pet merit from a statewide water policy standpoint, and some are beingplemented or considered
and business. independently throughout the state, but are beyond the scope of the proposed project.
Only then will more beneficial, 48 costly and shared responsibility water managen
proposals be possible.
2713 1 Don't build the tunnels. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
2714 1 We absolutely oppose the tunnels planned by governor Jerry Brown to transport . No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. A
Francisco Bay Delta water to artificially irrigated, dry Central Valley, California.  alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS woultyativert water under existing water rights that were issued
factory farms can afford to go elsewhere, where water supply is prevalent. Sme DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area
farmers can switch crops or move as well. Do not destroy one habitat to tempoi Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamation operate with water rights issued bgtéhé/Ster
maintain another. 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 s¢
amount of water as under the No Actiofté&xnative. 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 lera¢és and
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fish species, and wa
quality standards.
As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered $ypsj¢he
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and sa
the proposed project is degied to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operatit
flexibility.
2714 2 Anyone who supports this tunnel plan is stupid and/or capitulating to selfish, The comment does not raise any envirormted issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
destructive commercial interests.
2715 1 No on the twin tunnels. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
2716 1 | oppose efforts to divert water from the bay and Delta for agribusiness. When wil No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
they grow nutrient dense food rather than products that inflate  their bottom  lir
We do know a subsidy for the wealthy when we see it and are not fooled. | w: The project proposes to stabilize waterpplies, and exports could only increase under certain
born in the Central Valley and have seen the water wasted for over 60 years. For circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under dnfydlgmented
Alternative 4A are projected to tebout the same athe average annual amount diverted in the laét 2
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢
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2717

2717

2717

2717

1

2

3

4

raisins, almonds, cotton and wine. years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported,
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep declir
Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water

| very strongly oppose the construction of the Delta tunnels. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysie BIR/S were raised.

| believe they are a water grab by powerful West Valley agribusiness interests.  The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain

the largest attempt at a transfer of public resources to private wealth in Californ circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under anfiydlgmented

history. Alternative 4A are projected to babout the same athe average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported,
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystep decline. Se¢
Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

It makes absolutely no sense to destroy the greatest estuary on the West Coast, Several issuesised by the commenter address the merits of the project and do not raise any specifi
destroy the agricultural, reeational, and tourism interests of the Delta, destroy the issues related to the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. Impacts to agriculture, recreation,
salmon and crab industries that need a healthy bay and estuary to thrive, and de! socioeconomics are analyzed in Chapters 14, 15, and 1@ &ER/S and in Section 4 of the RDEIR/SDI
hundreds of wildlife and plant species just so a group of greedy corporate owners Please see Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need of the project.

the west valley land sosaltpoisoned that part of it has had to be retired and that

spawned the Kesterson disastean receive more water to grow crops that should

never have been grown there in the first place. This is crony capitalism at its mos

destructive.

As a California taxpayer, | strongly object to this peodgiceived project. It 52 wQa FdzyRFYSydlf LizN1J2&S 2F (GKS LINRLRZASR LINZ

represents antiquated thinking. When consithg the bond repayment and the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th

operations expenses, costs zoom into the $60+ billion range, and when examinin and CVP south of theelda, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with

way costs have been underestimated for recent large California public works proj statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and

like high speed rail and the Bay Bridge, | anticipatescasiuld be far above this. operating criteriato improvewater volume, timing, and salinity, ttEroposed project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterremd allow for greater operational flexibility.

Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the
proposed project. Please see MasteisRense 5 for more information on costs and funding.

Ratepayers who would suffer hugely increased water bills and property tax hikes Please refer to Master Response 6 for additional details on demand management. Also, please see |
to face water challenges in more creative ways such as: Response 3 for additional detads the project purpose and need and Master Response 5 regarding cc

and funding.
-More aggressive water efficiency programs

-Funding water recycling and groundwater recharging projects statewide

-Retiring thousands of acres of impaired and pollutimerating farmlands in the
southern San Joaquin Valley and using these lands for more sustainable and pro
uses, such akar energy generation. Such retirement of marginal lands would fre
water that could be put to better use.

-Improving Delta levees in order to address possible earthquake, flooding, and fu
sea level rise concerns at a cost of between $2 billion, orders of magnitude less
than the cost of the tunnels.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢
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-Upgrading leaky municipal water delivery systems statewide

2717 5 As a fifth generation Californian and a daughter of the Delta, | am sad thaag |  The public comment period for the RDEIR/SDEIS began on July 10, 2015 and continues through Oct
become very distrustful of the way you have handled this process. Shame on tt 2015. Pubti comments submitted during the official public comment period and the previous comme
State and Federal agencies for applying for tunnels permits before this comment period for the 2013 Public Draft will be made available to the public upon the release of the Final EIR
period is over. Shame on BDCP for the manner in which EIR "Hearings" were The Final EIR/EIS will include all comments received dinéngfficial comment period and responses to
designed to exclde comments. Shame on BDCP for trying to rush the initial comn substantive comments.
period. These actions indicate to me that you are not operating in good faith.

The obligations of California public agencies under Article 1, section 3(b)(1), of the California Constitt
Here is the definition of the expression “the fix is in" is: A process that has beer and under the Public Records Act, do not include any obligation to post eatsran draft environmental
rigged behind the smes and its outcome will not reflect true justice.  Sadly, that documents on agency websites as such comments come in from the public and interested agencies.
how | feel about the California Water Fix and those who are pushing it. those statutes deal with the obligation for public agencies to hold certain kinds of meetings of public t
and public oficials in public, and to make ngarivileged documents of various kinds available to membe
of the public in response to formal requests. To date, neither the California Legislature nor Congress
required Lead Agencies for CEQA and NEPA documentsttogmoments on draft environmental
documents on their websites during the public review periods for those draft documents.
This is consistent with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA Guideline
§15088) and the National Enehmental Policy Act (Council on Environmental Quality § 1503.4) and pc
held by all Lead Agencies governing the implementation of CEQA and NEPA. Please see Master Re:
for additional detail on the public outreach that has been done for staldg#rs and Master Response 42
regarding treatment of public comments.

2717 6 Enough is enough. Stop the tunnels. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

2718 1 | am writing this email in opposition to the proposed Delta Tunnel Project. The tur Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from
project would be the death nail for the ecosystems of the California Delta, as well agencies and expertsvzer many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists,
seriously impacting the agriculture, economy, and culture of the north state eTiser more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
no way that you can build those massive tunnels through the heart of the Delta . . . o s
without having serious and unforeseen impacts on the hydrology, drainage, and 52 wQa Fdzy Rk YSy dl f LJzN1I2asS 2F 0KS LINE LR dverRenttIbE
ecosystems of the region. Many organizations and agencies have written reports the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
these consedzSy 0Sas +FyR AdGQa FYLFI Ay3 G2 Y§ andCVP southofthe Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
far, and still being considered. statutory and contractual obligationBy establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and n«

operating criteriato improvewater volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterrend allow for greater operational flexibilitiPlease see Master
Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.

2718 2 The project creates no new water or storage at all, and the price tag is way too hi Please refer to Master Response 5 for additional details ordisés of project implementation. The projec
The proposed cost is projected to be atdea5 billion dollars, and maybe as much ¢ would cost approximately $15 billion to build (not $60 billion).
$60 billion, and would really only benefit a relatively few people, mainly the large
industrial scale agribusinesses in the southern Central Valley.

2718 3 The people of California would be better served by putting that money towards ¢ KS LINE 2SOiG A& 2dza i 2andge stitedy 16 Sgetiantkipated fitiBe watbringedss
building desalinization plants on the coast, and building some new large impound Californians in the face of expanding population and the expeeffettts of climate change. The project is
reservoirs in the south state to catch the rain when it falls. We could do those thir not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex and
and more, for less money than the tunnels would cost, and without destroying the long-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability o
whole Sacramento River/Delta ecosystem. Please reject the proposed tunnel pro exported suppgéks. It is important to note that the project is not intended to serve as a statie solution to

Ftt 2F /FEAFT2NYAIFIQE o+ GSNI LINRPOfSYaz FyR Al Az
investment by the State and other public agenciesdnservation, storage, recycling, desalination,
treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage.
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2719 1 Water diversions from the Delta are already way too much. The Tunnels are a ble No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
water grab by rich land ownersd is guaranteed to destroy one of the greatest
estuaries on the planet. No tunnels and no additional diversions to grow nuts in tt The project propees to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
desert. circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under dnfiglgmented

Alternative 4A are projected to bebout the same athe average annual amotidiverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported,
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep declir
Master Response 3#Beneficial Use of Water).

2720 1 The tunnel project is not worthy of any further consideration or expense. It waal The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
disastrous in so many regards both environmentally and financially. To solve yc Species Acts; as such the proposed pragattended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing &
problems of needing more water, look at the facts and consider that the central vi point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
is a desert and to grow crops that require so much water, and to even remove so salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory pattenasallow for greater
crops in order to plant crops and orchards that require even more water is comple operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).
irresponsible environmentally and civilly.  Truly those working for the water distr
and the government are smarter and more |nte|||gent than to overlook the most Ic The issue of CrOpS and water use is beyond the SCOpe of the Proposed Project. For more information
solution to the water shortage. Yes, almonds as an example, representa tremenNB F SNJ G2 G KS dzLIRF G SR R sFategyHon agiicultiral dakeFudeNsgfidiency, vt
cash crop and economical asset to the California Economy and the pockets of se describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use
AYRAGARdzZE fas odzi FG F O02ad T+ NJ ANBL (referto Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand managereastres,
that your project is, and always has been completely ill advised. No one wins w including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.
this project. Let it go. .

Refer also to Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).
2721 1 Please do not construct the tunnels, because: The promsed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endange
Species Acts, the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By
-farmers/ranchers with acreage, vineyardscisards for decades will be displaced. establishing a point of water diversion in the north Deltal axew operating criteria to improve water
- . . volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory pattern
--no assurance the tunnels will 'worke effective, cost is enormous allow for greater operational flexibility.
--no water for farmers in San Joaquin, Stanislaus, & Merced county from tunnels geqqrce areas are addressed separately in the EIR/ElBagutiens for each of the new project
—will displace many endangered species of wildlife & birds A_Iterne_atives, including su_rface water, groundV\_/ater, \_Nater quality, fish and aquatic resources, terrestr_i
biological resources, agricultural resources, air quality and greenhouse gases, and others. Where i
aredetermined to be significant, environmental commitments and mitigation measures will be implem
to avoid and/or offset these effects, where possible (see Appendix 3B). When required, DWR would |
compensation to property owners for economic losskie to implementation of the proposed project.
Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need), Master Response 5 (Cost).

2722 1 I am a California voter and | strongly oppose the Delta Tunnels plan. As an Since 2006, thproposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from ve
environmentalist and longtime residéof the Bay Area, | know that our fresh Delta agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientist:
waters are critical to our precious local ecosystem and numerous local species al more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stkieh briefings.
with the epic drought, already critically limited. | do not support the BDCP. Ple . o ~ o .
do not pass the BDCP. 52wQa FdzyRI'YSyulf Llz2N1J2asS 2F U0UKS LINRLR2ASR LINZ

the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
and CVP south of the Delta, awdter quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and
operating criteriato improvewater volume, timing, and salinity, the proposprbject is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterremd allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master
Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢
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2724

2725

1

1

1

| want to go on record as strongly opposing the California Water Fix. As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts

proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not dedrital. By establishing a point of
The environmental impact statement is criminally negligent in its incomplete water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and sa
FaasaaysSyu 2F UKS LIXIFyQa AYLFOue® L the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operz
presume to assess the trety of harm that would be caused by implementation of flexibility. Potential changes to aquatic and terrestrial resources under the action alternatives are pres
such a plan. in Chapters 11 and 12 of the EIR/S.

¢KS 41 GSNI GK F i a dZ_é‘i'J FAYya iKS é 02 234 C All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights tha
ecosystems should not be diverted to irrigate arid soils to grow wiatensive export jssued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights
crops. Area of Origin laws and requirements.

Our watersheds depend upon returning salmon to replenish their nutrients. Tt The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. For more information
migration must not be further interrupted. refer2 GKS dzZLJRFGSR RN} FU Hamo /I EAFT2NYALF 2 GSNJ
describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use
refer to Master Response 6 and Appendi for further information on demand management measures,
including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.

In short, there is no defensible reason to implement this plan, which only serves
oligarchical greed. Please support the healtbglegical future of California please
disapprove this poorly conceived plan.

I amconcerned that water is being moved from Northern California sources that h The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
little to no water to spare, regardless of the need of farmers and other interests tc Species Acts, the proposed project is intended to be environmentally benefidigetmmnental. By
south. 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 pattern
I am also very concerned that even the pretense of conservation has beertlyecel allow for greater operatinal flexibility.

further reduced, revealing it for the window dressing thatitis. | do not believe
any measures that are suggested will make up for the loss of precious fresh wate Since issuance of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed project has been modified to address concel
moves through the Delta, holding back salinity intrusion, and nurturindisheand impacts to Sandhill Cranes on Staten Island.  Specifically, the project has been modified minimize
wildlife nursery that is the Delta. construction activities on Statdsland by removing: tunnel launch facilities, large reusable tunnel mate
storage areas, a barge landing site, and high voltage power lines. Furthermore, the avoidance and
I am concerned that endangered and precious species such as the Sandhill Cra minimization measures that address Sandhill Cranes have been substantialfigth(sie RDEIR/SDEIS,

be disturbed from their ages old nesting grounds, further threatening this fragile = Appendix A, Appendix 3B).  For more information regarding Sandhill Crane mitigation please see M
population. | believe that the intrusioaf salt water will move up the Sacramento an Response 17.

even American Rivers, irreversibly damaging these estuaries.

The ramifications of climate change (including changes to precipitation patterns) have been disclosec
And finally, as our weather changes and denies even Northern California of sno' E|R/S fothe No Action scenario as well as the other build alternatives.

there will be escalating competition for scarce water. It sfar more sense to us

our resources to develop alternative methods to harvest the water we have, inclu Refer to Master Response 6 (Demand Management) and Master Response 7 (Desalination).
waste water and ocean water, rather than draining the Delta. Building the tunne

gAtt y2i ONBIGS | NBa2 dzN thid gtdiedt entolirgige

the creative development of smarter usage.

| did not find the issue of changing weather patterns discussed in the environmer As described in Chapter ater Supply, of the EIR/S, it is anticipated that climate change would resuli
review documents. It appears that the project is based on the idea that relatively more frequent and more severe rainfall events and less snowfall than under historic conditions. Thes
recent historical weather patterns will hold, in which the northern state is blessed rainfall events would result in periods of time when the capacityhefexisting intakes would not be
sufficient snow pack in the winter, providing warm weather water supplies, and th adequate. These climate change and associated seal level rise assumptions were incorporated to the
southern state will lack this winter snowpack and resulting water supply. It is jus analyses of the Proposed Project and all action alternatives. Therefore, the proposed project would p
likely that weather patterns will shift, in which the south state is deluged with rain the maximum capeity in the intakes and tunnels during those periods of time to convey water during
is not captured, but is drained off as quickly as possible, while the stath will lack extremely wet periods to areas south of the Delta for storage and use during drier times. The propos
in sufficient snowpack , resulting in a deficient water runoff. In other words, the project would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as comtpafadting Conditions and No
entire project is based on a historical rain and snow pattern that, even now, is  Action Alternative in the summer and early fall months; and increase flows in the wet winter months v
changing. | did not find this issue addressed. the river flows are high to improve conditions for aquatic resources. The water would be stored at loc
south of tre Delta during the high flow periods to allow reductions in deliveries in drier periods. The nc
Delta and south Delta intakes would only be used to divert water under existing water rights which we
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2727
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issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Waterde#h consideration for senior water rights and
Area of Origin laws and requirements.

We are strongly opposed to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix The BDCP process was initiated by former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger, who was twice electec
is an outrageous plan that hurts us as almond growers. This plan is disa&irmwur  majority of California voters. The process has continued under the administration of his successor, E:
fragile Delta ecosystem. The cost is staggering. Why is it the Governor's enormot G. Brown, Jr., who has pidly stated his tentative support for Alternative 4 as set forth in the EIR/EIS,
to leave a legacy so foolishly wasteful and ridiculously disastrous [to] our Norther though he has acknowledged the need to complete environmental review and to obtain additional pul
California population? This proposal is just as horrific as the pléredfigh speed input prior to making any final decisions on the project. The BDCP, waaninitiated and carried forward t
train. two Governors acting on a mandate from the voters of the State as a whole.

Impacts to agriculture are identified and discussed in Chapter 14; lead agencies have proposed mea:
that would support and protect agricuital production in the Delta by securing agricultural easements
and/or by seeking opportunities to protect and enhance agriculture with a focus on maintaining econc
activity on agricultural lands. Please see Master Response 18 for more informatioricuita!
mitigation.

| don't like this plan. Two huge tunnels? Nope. Ain't gonna cut it for wild and Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from
aquatic life. agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientist:

more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
Humans are hogs. There is no hope for other species if we continue to promote

ourselves as the be all, end all on this planet. 52 wQa FdzyRFYSyidlf LzN1J2&S 2F GKS LINRPLIRZAaSR LINZ
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem hesth supplies of the SWP

Good luck to all who have worked so hard. 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
operating criteriato improvewater volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterremd allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master
Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and neéét the proposed project.

The Bay Delta Conservation Plan is a bad idea just on the face of it. Do not spen: The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
another $15 billion dollars that this state does not have. It will eventually have to | the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. By establishiwint of water diversion in the north
paid for by taxpayer money. It is just anotherdmdoggle that Jerry Brown is trying t« Delta and new operating critert@ improvewater volume, timing, and salinity, the project is designed to
line the pockets of his friends in the labor unions and construction industries (his improve native fish migratory patterrend allow for greater operational flexibility. Although the propose!
biggest lobbyists). They are the only ones who will gain from this very sad plan. project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it would make the deliveries m
predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline. Refer to Master Response 3 |

This plan simply covers the facts with fog.  Me gets any more water. There are 1 and Need), Master Response 26 (Chang&eita Exports), and Master Response 5 (Cost and Funding)
new sources of water here. It drains one watershed to fill another with no plan to

replace the water taken.

As usual, the great new plan will spend money, our money. Oh, | know, that the ii
source of money will bbonds- but they are backed by the taxpayers of California!
are the ones who will be paying the interest! We will eventually have to the pay th
premiums that come due on the bonds! The loser is the taxpayers of California
get nothing in return ex@pt more red ink in our annual budget.

It looks so easy. Just sell the people on 3 tunnels. That will solve all the problems
labor unions, the construction engineers and laborers, the architects, the planner:
administrators, and the secretariedlinall get a fat paycheck. But what will we get?
Nothing but more dry lands that cannot be farmedore notices to farmers that theit
100 year old water rights have been taken away by bureaucrats that don't care al
the ruined farmer whose land has beé the family for three generations.

Any project that requires big money is worth looking where the money flows. F¢

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢
Final EIR/EtSComments and Responses to Comments 14 ICF 00139.1



RECIRC |Cmt# |Comment Response
Ltr#
the money and you will see who is getting rich at the expense of the little guy.
Stop this insane plan now. The BDghould never be funded. Itis a losing
proposition before it gets out of the gate.
2729 1 Is enriching a handful of people a good reason to destroy the Delta?  No. ¢KS LINRPLIZASR LINR2SO0 A& aamjestraryy® mbet dicifayed futarewaii
) ) ] ) ) - needs of Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change
Itis certainly possible to engineer such a structure, and to engineer the political proposed project isiot a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing ma
situation to allow it to hapen. complex and longtanding issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, includin
) L - reliability of exported supplies, and the recovery and conservatighrefitened and endangered species
But should we further increase the salinization of the West Side? No. that depend on the Delta.
Should we destroy the delicate balance by allowing saltwater to migrate North an hyd 2F GKS {dFdGS 2FGSNI wSa2dNDSa /2y GNBE 21 1
East through the Delta?  No. water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest @falifernia public. This
How wouild you even think it is possible to replicate the environment that you wot OIaKn:linN\Er(?cesg ?I'hes'\tle\]lsaez;ficsia?uiess :re ige)rftifiela\]:-n ’:;j:h V\(l)ateer lfJaFTitS ColztrSoIaPI};mEI(I)B/aI-sir:1 P}\Iazl
be destroying by flooding a few islands and other minimal 'improvements'?  You p 9p : Quality
not by the Sta¢ Water Board.
The levee sitation has not been improved in many decades, and yet they have £ 2B0RCCR RS B ARIECE T T Eon e e et etaters o ha
resised all the earthquakes. The minimal breaks that have occurred would have individual policies and prognas to motivate rate a’ ers to conserve water. Different districts h’ave the ri
been prevented with the minimal maintenance that should have been occurring a ' P prog . payers . )
) . to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.
along. Butthat hasn't been funded, likely to create the appearance of an emerg
situation.
Sellng almonds to China does not trump the health and vitality of a national treas
the Delta.
Growing other ilisuited crops, such as alfalfa and cotton, is not a reason to destro
Delta.
All the serious scientific reports emphatically state theieeément of "ceequal goals'
is ludicrous.
Salinization is already occurring and killing huge swaths of land. The problem h
been created and still not resolved over many decades.
This idea is so ludicrous on so many levels that it is beyond compsielnethat anyone
would seriously consider moving forward with the project.
Please quit supporting the political goals of a governor still hoping to match his fa
legacy.
Please quit supporting the financial goals of other political leaders pisgltheir
pockets.
Southern California would best be served by slowing their growth rate so they cai
invest in renewable resources, such as desalinization. They will not support the
outrageous expenses that will be thrust upon them were this moratga to move
forward.
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢
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2730

2731

2731

2732

1

1

2

1

Water conveyance and management can be accomplished much more efficiently The propo§ R LINE 2S00 A& 2dza i 2-raRe Hdte§yVicSmeadt ardiciated Kufire wvat

restoring levees. Meanwhile the dry valley is the wrong place to grow thristy crop: needs of Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change

Like species, farms should migrate in the coming years to wetter climes. Please f proposed project is not a comprehensive, statewidgter plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many

the twin tunnels for a more cost effective and futdi@cing alternative. complex and longtanding issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, includin
reliability of exported supplies, and the recovery and conservation of threatened and endangerezbspe
that depend on the Delta.

hyS 2F GKS {dFdGS 21 G8SN) wSa2dzNDSa /2y iNet . 21
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. Tl
chargeh @ NBFt SOGSR Ay LINI o6& GKS RSarAdyldAazy 21
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plar
by the State Water Board.

The proposedgbroject Lead Agencies have no power to impose penalties on individual water users. DV
Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who ha
individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayers tosesve water. Different districts have the rigt
to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.

| am writing in regards to the EIR for the California WaterFix project. | believe tha No issues related to the adegcy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. The
Delta tunnels proposed under this project will have a very damaging impact on th modeling results for the No Action Alternative indicate that, with or without the project, rising sea leve
Francisco Bay Delta. As the largest estuary on the West Coast, the Deltanslelep bring saline tidal water further into the Delta than occurs etgent.

on the right balance of salt and freshwater. The current problem of saltwater intru

will only worsen if water is diverted before it even reaches the Delta. The tunnels

degrade water quality for the people and farms of the Delta, as welhdangered

species and habitats. Furthermore, the proposed project will also worsen water q

for millions of people in the East Bay and northern San Joaquin Valley who are

dependent on the Delta for their drinking water.

In short, this project will destroy the farms and wildlife of the Delta without providi For more information regarding the differences betwebn proposed project and the peripheral canals
drop of new water. When | moved to California in 1982, the voters had just voted please see Master Response 36. Please see Master Response 4 regarding the selection of alternativ
down a proposed peripheral canal for good reason. For these seasens, please  analyzed, Master Response 7 regarding desalination, Master Response 6 regarding demand manag:
stop the proposed California WaterFix with its "peripheral tunnels" and instead  and Maste Response 37 regarding water storage.

consider alternatives to more wisely use this very limited resource so that the Del

truly protected.

| feel that California needs to install a permanent "ASdiltwater Intrusion Flexible  The alternatives included in the FEIR/EIS represent a legally adequate reasonable range of alternati
Flow Management Barrier" across the Carquinez Strait instead lofitithe tunnels. the scope of the analysis ofternatives fully complies with both CEQA and NEPA. The specific propose
It would feature closable gates and would allow unfettered navigation and fish ~ were considered but ultimately rejected by the Lead Agencies are discussed in Appendix 3A, Identific
migration. Such barriers are seen now in Holland and increasingly throughout Eu Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1. AppendroB8Aighly explains why various
Such a barrier would nullify the threat of saltwater intrusion due teeéefailure of any proposals were not analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

type at any time. It would also be used to throttle and manage the outflow of prec
fresh water otherwise lost to the Bay and sea as determined by varying condition Please see Master Response 4 regarding the range of alternatives selected and the rationale behind

not considered. In response to public input, several new alternatives iese studied in the Recirculated
Properly designed, it would also provide a potent defense agasiaprsea levels. DEIR/EIS and a new Preferred Alternative (4A) identified.

With this barrier, the current flow through the Delta would continue unchangeds.a
Only during emergencies would the gates be temporarily closed until conditions
stabilized.

| believe that this solution would cost far less than thertels and would provide far
more benefit to the entire state's farmers and municipal users of the Delta's fresh
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2733

2734

2735

2736

2737

2738

1

1

1

water.
| am opposed to the California WaterFix, aka Twin Tunnels, project. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/@isede

Any environmental review is incomplete if it does not address the impacts of irrig: Please refer to Master Response 14 regarding selenium.
San Joaquin Valley lands that are selenium laden.  Until a solution to the selenit

accumulation and runoff problem has been solved it is infeastht®ntinue to irrigate

more selenium laden soils. If the tunnel EIS does not address the selenium pro

caused by irrigation, it is incomplete. Currently selenium laced water is being di

into the San Joaquin River. We should not turn the entékalinto another

Kesterson toxic swamp. Stop irrigating selenium laced soils.

| strongly oppose the Delta Tunnel River Plan. Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from
agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists

This is a destructive bandaid tag water out of areas in greater need and populatic more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
including Mother Nature. There are better ways to spend money and better long t

solutions. 52 wQa FdzyRFYSydlf LzN1J2&S 27F (K SpetaivBaliigpioGerentsihl
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contraaial obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and 1
operating criteriato improvewater volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterrend allow for greater operanal flexibility. Please see Master
Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.

No tunnels. Forget it. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

What needs to be fixed is not water but the way we are managing. The California Please refer to Master Response 6 for aiddial details on demand management. Also, please see Mas
WaterFix is no way to sustainably manage water. We are looking tstdite to set Response 3 for additional details on the project purpose and need.

conservation and reuse as the standards. If, when we come to the nth degree of

conservation and reuse, as well as mandatory water budgets for each individual

household, business, institution and agricultural setup.

Conservation and reuse witlad us into not only greater water security but a right
approach to longterm behavior and thinking. Wholly H20 opposes the California
WaterFix.

Stop the twin Delta tunnels! The BDCP process was initiated by former Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger, who was twickgkectec

majority of California voters. The process has continued under the administration of his successor, E:
The California WaterFix is not a fix at all. It diverts water from Northern Californ G, Brown, Jr., who has publicly stated his tentative support for Alternative 4 as set forth in the EIR/EI
Southern California, thereby transferring the water shortages from Southern Calif though he has acknowledged the netedcomplete environmental review and to obtain additional public
and adding them to Northern California's water shortages.  And it is being propc input prior to making any final decisions on the project. The BDCP, then, was initiated and carried for

during a four year (and counting) drought. ~ The amount of money required to fin two Governors acting on a mandate from the voters of the State as a whole.

this debacle could have been diverted over previous years to build more dams ar

desalination plants (we happen to live right on the largest ocean on Earth, you kn More than twothirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of highly productive
But Governor Jerry Brown cares not one whit about any of this. He cares only ¢ land receive water exported from the Delta watershed. The proposed project aims to provide a more
hislegacy, whatever that means. He should be caring about the future vhew@th reliable water supply, in a way more protective ishf However, the project proponents have no authorit
of California and not his wealthy donors down south. And a report came out toc to designate what water is used for.

from the State Water Board stating the all of California’s water districts except for . L o o . L }

have complied with the water conservation standards put in place to benefitall hy S 2F% UKS {dFuS 2 0SSN wSaz2dz2NOSa / 2yuNBt . 270
Californians.  And what a surprise: all four violators of the standards are Southe Water is put to the best possible use and that thi s in the best interest of the California public. This
California districts. ~ Apparently they feel they don't have to comply, and why shcOKF NBS Aa NBFf SOUSR Ay LI NU o6& UKS RSaA3dyl uA:
they? They know Governor Brown's tunnels will be gushing water to them planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Comtri@dle Plan) issuec
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eventually, turning the essential Sacrames8an Joaquin River Delta into a giant mi by the State Water Board.
uddle.
P The proposed project Lead Agencies have no power to impose penalties on individual water users. C
Shame on the cities of Beverly Hills, Indio, Redlands and the Coachella Valley W Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who ha
District far not caring about our state's water resources and shame on Governor J individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayers to conserve water. Different districts have the
Brown for conceiving this crime against one of California's largest natural resourc to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.
2739 1 | oppose the Twin Tunnel Project! In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
actionalternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
I have a comment that | wid to have answered please. rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
. . . Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, atifo@da Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
My understanding about the State Water Prol_ect and the Central Valley Project i€ oeratives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were i
the only water to be pumped out of these projects would be what was left over afl i, p\yR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rightseanak
the Delta received the amount of fresh water ﬂ_OW it lee! tc_v be a healt.hy system a Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
the way to the San Francisco Bay, how can this be true with the decline of the De 54 pelta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating agencies, ESA compliance, and project de
health? proposed project does not seek anywmevater rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR a
I would like to know what the flow numbers are considered as for a healthy Delta Reclamation.
what  that amount of flow is now. Plus | widdike to know what the forecast The total amount of water exported by month in each water year type for each action alternative is
numbers are with the twin tunnels running at full speed. presented in Appendix 5A, Section C, CALSIM Il and DSM2 Model Rethét&|BFEIS. As shown in
We need to stop this overallocation of water, please. Appendix 5A, Section_ C _the north Delta intake tunn_els would nqt b_e fuIIy_ utilized except for a fev_v mo
wet years. However, it is important to have the maximum capacity in the intakes and tunnels during tl
periods of timeto convey water during extremely wet periods to areas south of the Delta for storage a
use during drier times. The north Delta intakes would have minimal flows that would be required for
maintenance of the pumps during critical dry years.
Operations fo 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 Resource
Board Water Right Decision 164%:1B41), subject to gdstments made pursuant to the project and the
adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS. To protect t
aquatic resources and senior water rights in the Delta, the proposed project would decrease total exf
SWP and CVP water as compared to Existing Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer ar
fall months; and increase exports in the wet winter months when the river flows are high. The water v
be stored at locations south of the Delta dwgithe high flow periods to allow reductions in deliveries to
SWP and CVP water users in drier periods.
2740 1 I am 100% in favor of the Bay/Delta Water Fix as revised. The inlet stations at The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
Clarksburg will pull water with a chloride amount of approxinhatmg/L. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
We have been receiving in Southern California via the California aqueduct water
chloride amount of 60 to 120.  This imports into Ventura County approximately
25,000 tons of salts per year. This is one of the most damaging events that cou
occur for our water environment. We have saline pollution now in our streams an
rivers because of the effluent from the waste water discharges and the domestic
run off from lawns and gardens both with high salt content because of the high se
content that the water has even before it leaves the Delta.
The capture of the water at Clarksburg will deliver water to the Southern Californi
area that will allow us to use the waste water discharges with out needing to be
processed by reverse osmosis &ké the salt contaminants out. These salt
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢
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2741

2742

1

1

contaminants are only being picked up from the current process of allowing the w
to be contaminated by about 3 cc of sea water per liter of fresh water and yet this
small amount of sea water contaminant is ting millions to be removed before
secondary use can occur.

| was born 71 years ago in San Mateo County and still live here to this day. The No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All
changes | have seen to Northern California and particularly to the coast side have alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water undstirex water rights that were issued t
been pretty. The economies of towns from Crescent City to Monterey have see DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area
their fishing industries devastated. Today | read the National Marine Fisheries £ Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamation operate with water rights issued by the State V
is worried Chinook salmon may become extinct due to low water flows out of Lak Resources Cortl Board that are junior in priority to many senior water rights holders in the Delta
Shasta resulting in warm water killing the juvenile salmon. This summer the De watershed. Under the action alternatives, senior water rights holders would continue to receive the s¢
suffered chokng weed growth due to a lack of water flushing out the system. Th amount of water as under the No Action Alternative. Conveyaaci#ities under the action alternatives
lack of healthy water flow will also result in salt water intrusion that will have nege could only deliver the amount of water diverted under the existing SWP and CVP water rights and in
affect on local farms and city water supplies. Fort Bragg is currently asking its accordance with the existing and future related regulatory requirements based upon river water level:
restaurantsto use paper plates and cups to avoid having to wash dishes because flow, wateravailable in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fish species, and wa
water intrusion on the Noyo River has polluted the water supply. This is drough quality standards.
related but is an example of things to come if more water is diverted from the Del

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts
At the sane time driving down 101 last weekend to San Luis Obispo | observed m proposed project is intended to be enenmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point of
wine grapes. Going up 505 and 5 to Redding all | see is almonds, many of then water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and sa
planted when here we are in the middle of a drought. The same holds true for 1the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patternsalod for greater operationa
north throughSonoma and Mendocino Countiegrapes, grapes and more grapes. ~ flexibility.
October, 2015 San Mateo Times wrote a front page article on the huge growth pl: . L i L . L
for the Coachella Valley, Santa Clarita Valley and a whole new city in the south ¢ KS LINB2SO0G A& 2dza i 2ange stitedy 1 Srgeliantzigated fitBe watdrindeds(
San Joaquin Valley.Is all this sustainable? | do not think so. Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. Tbeipro,

not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex and
The Califonia Water Project of the 50s was supposed to satisfy our needs and hz long-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability o
protections to insure the Delta would receive adequate water to protect the exported supplies. It is important to note thatefproject is not intended to serve as a stat@le solution to
environment.  All that project did was increase dewahat could onlybemetby | £ £ 2F / Ff AFT2NY AL Qa 6 GSNJ LINPot Syas yR Al Ae
ignoring the original protections. The California Water Fix will have the same re investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, storage, recyctatinaigon,
Already the conservation portion that was sold to the public has been discardec treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described ii
On September 22, 2015 in another San Mateo Timedaitiwas disclosed the Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management).
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California Real Asset and Property
Management Committee was meeting behind closed doors to discuss purchasing
parcels of Contra Costa land. Why? s this nothing more than the Owens Vall
revisited, a scam on the people of California that will further damage Northern
California, its natural resources and its people? | think so.

Please scrap this twin tunnels concept and let the state learn to live within its me:
pertains to water wihout stealing it from one group of people to benefit another
group of people.

I am opposed to the Californiaatér Fix Plan. | do not think tunnels to take wat( As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the ac
from an area dependent on that water for wildlife, agriculture and recreation make alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water
sense. Our beautiful state was designed to balance diverse needs. We are ricand regulatorycriteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife S¢
resources. | do not think we shoutig that balance just because we can. Yes, w National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternati\
have water needs, but in a large part that is our fault. ~We have runaway popula evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water uredesting water rights which were issued to DWR a
in areas where the environment does not support population growth. We grow « Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin le
which demand more water than availableareas where they are planted. requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in tetafigras
issued to DWR and Reclamation.
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The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as asiateR S a2t dziA2y G2 & 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and othier |
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, Water Demand Managemefit)ese actions are being considered to meet future water
demands for planned municipal uses consistent with water demand projections in the recent Urban V'
Management Plans submitted to DWR which include approaches to meet the 20 percent reduction pt
capita urban water use by 2020.

The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

2742 2 We need to look for solutins beyond robbing one area of its natural resources to Please refer to Master Response 6 for additional details on demand management. Also, please see |
support an area that is depleting its own resources or cannot sustain its own grov Response 4 for additional details on the determination of beneficiahnseMaster Response 3 for
population with the resources it has available. That just makes no sense. W additional details on the project purpose and need.
need to be stewards of the eneinment if we expect reasonable, sustained life and
livelihoods. | support conservation, desalinization, water storage facilities but
a more reasonable and reasoned policy of growth so we don't have to make dem
on the environment that are unreasable. Taking water from a rich biodiverse
region which contributes to supporting the existing population of the area and
contributes economically to the State to support unchecked population in an area
cannot support itself is wrong.
| fervently tope these tunnels are not built and that we work together to seek
alternatives.

2743 1 The cost benefits analysis is out of whack! This project does not produce one sint The ommenter offers an opinion on the merits of a particular water supply augmentation approach
drop of additional water to the State of California and only serves to help farmers (desalination, more storage) and does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR/E
consumers in the south at the cost of destroying towns, habitat and disrupting live
Northern California for 100's of square miles. New storage facilities and desaliniz. The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and espmuld only increase under certain
plants make a heck of a lot more sense than this political boondoggle. circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under dnfylgmented

Alternative 4A are projected to bebout the same athe average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Althouglthe 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 declir
Please see Master Response 7 regarding desalination.

An updatedcostbenefit analysis will be prepared outside the CEQA/NEPA process.

2743 2 Let's follow the money and see who is being paid off and what politician's promis All of the documents, studies, administrative drafts, and meeting materials have been posted online <
being kept. Why would any Northern Californian expect to pay for this in new taxe 2010 in an unprecedented commitment to public access and government transparency. Please see N
when there is absolutly zero benefit for us? Response 4[Transparency], Master Response 5 (Funding), Master Response 34 (Beneficial Uses), a

Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

2743 3 Where are the extensive environmental studies that would be required if | were tc Since 2006, the proposed has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various
and move forward with such a project that will undoubtedly disrupt and harm the and experts over many years, inpubin agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and more {
Delta and its environs and habitat? 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.

52 wQa Fdzy RFYSyidlf LdzN1}2asS 2F (KS LINRPLIZASR LINZ
the SWP systa in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a pointater diversion in the north Delta and new
operating criteriato improvewater volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
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improve native fish migratory patterrend allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master
Respnse 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.

2743 4 Where is the common sense thils us if make farmers pay for this monstrosity of The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
project, they will not be able to afford to grow low grossing crops like Roma toma:
corn, beans, etc. and only focus on exported crops like almonds, walnuts, etc. thé
higher grossing and redg exported to Asian markets at high prices? What does th
do to California consumers and US customers for those fresh food products?

2743 5 What i the mitigation plan to restore the Delta to its pristine condition afterthe St52 wQ& Fdzy R YSy Gl f LJzN1J2a4S 2F (KS LINRLR &SR LINZ
rips it all up building football field sized muck piles within one mile of a 12,000  the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water safghkeSWP
population center? Who is going to dispose of it and what about the smell, leachii and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
dangerous chemicals and metals into the groundwater aquifer? statutory and contractual obligations.

Please refer to Master Response 12 (Reusable Tunnel Material) andSTEHESAppendix 3B,
Environmental Commitments, Section 3B.2.18 Disposal and Reuse of Spoils, RTM and Dredge Mate
more information regarding impacts to groundwater resources please see Chapter 7 of the FEIR/EIS

2743 6 There will be absolute deveion to the waterfowl and fish populations as this projt The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
goes forward that will take years to restore, if ever. What is the cost and who pay Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally benefiegtatBighing a
that loss? Why is there no remediation plan in this latest iteration of Jerry Brown's point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
water follies? salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great

operational flexibility The preferred alternative (Alternative 4A) includes AMMs for reducing impacts a
Is this a Tunnel Plan or a EcoRestore Plan? Or is it a plan at all and just a money. mitigation measures compensating for significant impacts on wetlands and habitats, but wetland rest
grab by southern farmers and water companies? Can they afford to pay for it or v would take place under a separate program. Chapter 11 of the BIREIS addresses measures to prote
the State be stuck with the billions thisdbnceived plan will cost? aguatic ecosystem, and Chapter 12 of the Draft EIR/EIS addresses measures to protect terrestrial
. o . ecosystems.
How many billias will this project be underfunded? Do we really have a handle or
what the final cost might be? Will the state lose control of its primary water source Although Alternatives 4A, 2D, and 5A include only those habitat restoration measures needed to proy
selling off future rights to pay for it? We've seen how these projects usually end u mitigation for specific regulatory compliance purposes, habitat restoration is still recognized as a critic
just look atthe train to no where project. Fresno to Merced? Ha! Useless. O02YLR Yy Syl 27 -emiansifar thaiD&l@aSuch Rirged endeavors, however, will likely be
implemented over time under actions separate ayghrt from these alternatives. The primary parallel
habitat restoration program is called California EcoRestore (EcoRestore), which will be overseen by t
California Resources Agency and implemented under the California Water Action Plan. Under EgoRe
the state will pursue restoration of more than 30,000 acres of fish and wildlife habitat by 2020. These
habitat restoration actions will be implemented faster and more reliably by separating them from the \
conveyance facility implementation.
Refe to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need), Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports), ¢
Master Response 5 (Cost and Funding, respectively).

2743 7 How badly will-6 be impacted and what about the farmers and towns in the path « The proposed project is a linear project that would somewhat paraieblut would always be close to a

these manstrous water sucking tunnels? mile or more away from the freeway. This distance is more than the noise and visual buffer of 1,400 {
Please refeto Chapter 19, Transportation, for a description of potential impacts to roads in the project

2744 1 | am opposed to the "California WaterFix" aka Twin Tunnels project. No issues related to the adequacy oétanvironmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
Please do not proceed with this project.

2745 1 This project is a disgrace to the democratic process, is a complete Governor's  This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submittgdriany commenters. To locate the
boondoggle (how much did the proponents line Governor Brown's pockets?), is a response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapt:
environmental disaster in a state that claims to take leadership in environmental Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with
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protection, and truly shows the extent of corruption in the SWRCB, DWR and the index of Fom Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below re:
Bureau of Reclamation. to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

The comment does not raise any environmental issue relatele®015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIF
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing,
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility.

2745 1 This project is a disgrace to the democratic process, is a complete Governor's  This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate
boondoggle (how much did the proponents line Governor Brown's pockets?), is a response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refettie index of commenters in Chapter 4
environmental disaster in a state that claims to take leadership in environmental Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with
protection, andtruly shows the extent of corruption in the SWRCB, DWR and the index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below re
Bureau of Reclamation. 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
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorsiamdards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, tirng
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibility.

2746 1 The basic premise of this project is obviously flawed. It will do permanent damag: Since 2006, the proposed has been devebbpased on sound science, data gathered from various agel
the Delta, seriously atting Delta agriculture, recreation and the general quality ol and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and mo
for millions of Californians. 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.

52 wQa T dApiRpoyediftie proposed project is to make physical and operational improvement
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
And all to feed Governor Brown's ego. and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stablelatgry framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and
operating criteriato improvewater volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve ndive fish migratory patternand allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master
Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.

2747 1 Do not build the tunnels. They will let in salt wateidadegrade the ecosystem for  Chapter 8, Water Quality, of the EIR/EIS discloses the potential water quality impacts resulting from
generations to come. constructing and operating the proposed project. See also Master Response 14 (Water Quality).

2748 1 The plan for building two tunnels of massive size underneath the Delta to deliver The lead agencies have developed a comprehensive and aggressive mitigation stragetyce onsite toxi
Sacramento River water to Southern California cities and agribusinesses will proc air contaminates and criteria pollutants. Specifically, an average performance standard of model yeal
massive air pollution for the duration of its construction, 10+ years. The mitigati engines is identified for offroad equipment. This performance standard must be achieved at each
for this is to buy carbon credits from areas far away. The problem, of course, fo construction site, although catruction contractors may utilize a variety of control strategies to meet ar
residents and visitors to the Delta, including workers actually constructing this pla emissions output equivalent to or better than a model year 2013 fleet. Emissions in excess of air disti
that the pollution remains intact right where it is being produced. There is atedpl and/or federal de minimis thresholds will be reduced through the promest of offsets. These offsets
no solution to the problem of this pollution, which will likely affect the health of evi would be purchased through local air district offset programs or through a-BMdRsored program (i.e.,
person in its reach, residents, visitors, and construction workers alike. iKSe IINB y20 aOFINb2y 2FFasSiéasoe !ff 2FFasSdaa

generated enssions. Reductions must also be achieved (contracted and delivered) by the applicable
question (i.e., emissions generated in year 2016 would need to be reduced offsite in 2016). Please a
response to comment 219.
2749 1 Having made my thayhts on the Waterfix Project known earlier, | have only one  No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
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comment to add at this time, a quote by H. L. Mencken:

"For every complex problem there is an answer that is clear, simple, and wrong."
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the revised EIR/EIS.

2750 1 The preferred alternative continues to export water from the south Delta under mi The commenter is correct that the preferred alternative continues to export water from the south Delt:
water year types. The preferred alternative does not change the status quo of pul export facilities, although to a considerably less extent than currently occurs, with expected benefits t
Endangered Species Act listed fish species into the central and south Delta wher interior Delta flows (e.g Old and Middle Rivers). Environmental Commitment 16, Nonphysical Fish Ba
survival has been documented to be extremely low. would mitigate the effects on salmonid survival associated with operation of the north Delta intakes a

associated flow changes. The proposed Head of Old River operable@atereduce entry into the interiol
Survival data of Endangered Speciesliéted fish species in the north Delta is spars pDelta of listed juvenile steelhead from the San Joaquin River basin. The survival data used to inform
and statistical power is very low. The baseline data utilized for choosing an altern gssessment of north Delta survival (e.g., Delta Passage Model for Chinook salmon) for the different
is lacking and more baseline survival data is needed to have a higher certainty of ajternativeswere the best available; monitoring of salmonid survivorship in the north Delta intake reac
current condition before chaging an alternative. would be undertaken to assess the impact on survival of juvenile salmonids from the new north Delta
intakes.

2750 2 Water quality modeling was not performed to determine the likely change in salin The assessment of dissolved oxygen effects in the De#taalthe project alternatives was conducted
dissolved oxygen, and temperature in Elk Slough. How will water quality chang qualitatively, thus, no modeling was conducted. A dissolved oxygen model that addresses spatial a
mitigated for in Elk Slough? scales of the assessment (16 year period DSM2 simulation) and would inform the dissolved oxygen

discussion is not currently developed. Impacts to dissolved oxygen (Impact8 @ WQ10) were
determined to be less than significant under all alternatives, therefore, no mitigation is required.
Regarding electrical conductivity (EC), the assessment focuselthoges in EC at BBelta Water Quality
Control Plan (WQCP) compliance locations, which were established by the State Water Resources C
Board for the protection of agricultural beneficial uses. Because Elk Slough is not a WQCP complie
location,EC results have not been presented or evaluated in the EIR/S.  Effects to agricultural bene
uses were determined through evaluating changes in EC levels and compliance with objectives at W
locations.  Mitigation measure WAL is provided to addss significant impacts under the alternatives.
Regarding temperature, water operations would have very little effect on temperatures in the Delta, w
are primarily affected by ambient air temperature, as further discussed in the Dissolved Oxygem secti
within Section 8.3.1.7, Constitueipecific Considerations Used in the Assessment, in Chapter 8, Wate
Quality.

2750 3 Water elevation (stage height) was not modeled for Elk Slough. How will chang Water elevations in Elk Slough would be affected under the proposed project and other action alterne

water elevation be mitigated for in Elk Slough? as compared to the Existing Conditions and the No Action Alternative in a similar manner as shown ii
Appendix 5A, Section C, in the Final EIR/EltBédBacramento River at Freeport and along Steamboat
Slough downstream of Sutter Slough. Effects associated with changes in water surface elevations ar
related to availability of water for agricultural and community uses are addressed in Chapfagribtyltural
Resources, and Chapter 20, Public Services and Ultilities, respectively.
Mitigation Measure Ada: Promote Agricultural Productivity of Important Farmland, would reduce adv
effects and/or significant impacts related to conversion of Imtgat Farmland and land subject to
Williamson Act contracts or in Farmland Security Zones teagpitultural uses. This mitigation would
include mitigation on site, which covers temporarily impacted and permanently impacted diversions.

2750 4 Ground wate levels were not modeled for the surrounding area under all alternati' In the Final EIR/EIS the description of the proposed project, Alternative 4A, was modified to include
How will changes in ground water levels be mitigated? wall installationto protect local groundwater conditions during construction including at intake location

tunnel shafts, and forebays. The effects on groundwater at locations with slurry wall installations wou
substantially less than the CVHM model results indiddite groundwater conditions without the slurry
walls, and would not result in significant effects as compared to Existing Conditions. During the desig
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phase, DWR would conduct si#pecific analysis to determine the extent of the potential conflictsteeldo
conveyance facility construction, including locations of water supply and drainage facilities. DWR wot
consult with local reclamation districts and land owners to ensure that construction activities would nc
conflict with existing wells and othéacilities. It is possible, that some impacts may result in effects
depending upon specific information that would be collected during design and construction phase.
Mitigation measures have been identified in the EIR/EIS to reduce the impacts to lessghdicant as
compared to Existing Conditions. Mitigation MeasureslAGW1, GW5, and WQ@L1 will reduce the
severity of significant impacts in agricultural areas by implementing activities such as siting project fo
to encourage continued agultural production and land uses; monitoring changes in groundwater leve
during construction; monitoring seepage effects; relocating or replacing infrastructure in support of
continued agricultural and other land use activities; identifying, evaluatiegeloping, and implementing
feasible phased actions to reduce EC levels; engaging counties, owners/operators, and other stakeh:
developing optional approaches. Please see Chapters 14 and 20 in the EIR/EIS.

2750 5 Construction of the proposed facilities will impact the Delta economy and Delta la Please se€hapter 16, Socioeconomics, foformation on the magnitude of the most pertineahd

values. How will changes in the local economy and land values be mitigated? quantifiable socioeconomic impacts, both adverse and beneficial, that are expected to result from all
alternatives.Regional employment and income would benefit from each action alternakiesvever, @ch
alternative, with the exception of the No Action Alternative, woalsoresult in permanent losses in
agricultural employment as a result of the conversion of agricultural lands necessary to construct wat
conveyance facilitieditigation Measure A4, described in Chapter 1Agricultural ResourceSection
14.3.3.2, Impact AG, would be available to reduce these effects by preserving agricultural productivit
compensating offite.

2750 6 Scientific data shows that water export facilitiesreases predation at the locations  EC15 (or CM15 under the BDCP alternatives), as descrid@pter 3 and Appendix 3B, would entail
water export. New export facilities will likely increase predation of Endangered localized reduction of predatory fishes. EC15 would reduce populations of predatory fishes at specific
Species Act listed fish species. How will increased predation be mitigated? locations and eliminate or modify holding habitat for predators at selected locations of high predation
(i.e., predation hotspots). This conservation measure seeks to benefit covered salmonids by reducing

mortality rates of juvenile migratory life stages that are particularly vulnerable to predatory fishes.

2750 7 The prefered alternative does nothing to increase the survival of Endangered Spe Fewer fish entrained into CCF as a result of the preferred alternative, 4A, will result in fewer fish subj
Act listed fish in Clifton Court Forebay. Survival of Endangered Species Act listi the adverse conditions of the CCF and the associated salvage operations. In addition, asddis¢hese
in Clifton Court Forebay is extremely low. How will loss of Endangered Species RDEIR/SEIS, Environmental Commitment 15, Localized Reduction of Predatory Fishes (Predator Co
listedfish in Clifton Court Forebay be mitigated? would be undertaken in Clifton Court Forebay to mitigate entrainment effects.

In addition, DWR and Reclamation are required to improve fishatah efficiency at the existing south

Delta salvage facilities, as part of facility improvements required by the National Marine Fisheries Sel
2009 biological opinion on the SWP/CVP. For example, in 2014 Reclamation replaced the secondary
sysem with a traveling screen system. These screens provide protection by guiding fish into the ho
tanks while catching debris on pegs and transporting debris to a collection system at the work surfact

Screening the intakes at Clifton Court Forebay was analyzed during the water conveyance alternative
development process and described in the 2013 Public Draft EIR/EIS, Appendix 3A.  This alternative
eliminated from further evaluation because initial results of recent studies, including information inclu
the recent NMFS biological opinions, supported a phased apptbhathvould emphasize improvements tc
operations of fish handling facilities and reduced predator potential within Clifton Court Forebay prior
further analysis of installation of fish screens. Nevertheless, DWR and Reclamation will continue
investigatingstrategies to increase fish salvage efficiency, reducespreen losses, and improve screenin
efficiencies, consistent with the 2009 biological opinion of the SWP/CVP.

2750 8 Elk Slough is tidally filled. Hydrodynamics within Elk Slough have nosb#ieiently The DSM2 model used in the EIR/EIS to simulate conditions under the Existing Conditions, No Actiol
Alternative, proposed project, and other action alternatives includes Elk Slough. The resklts $lough
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modeled to determine if mitigation is necessary. are not specifically reported in the EIR/EIS and would be similar to conditions shown in Appendix 5A,

C, in the EIR/EIS for the Sacramento River at Freeport and along Steamboat Slough downstream of
Slough.

2750 9 The Delta is historical and cultural resource. How will the proposed alternative Cultural landscapes are discussed throughout Chapter 18, including Rural Historic Landscapes in the

mitigate for changes to the historical and cultural value of the Delta? (Sectim 18.1.7.8). Direct effects of these cultural landscapes are discussed in Section 18.3.2 and Miti
Measure CUt Ay Of dzRS&a T2ttt 26Ay3 GKS {SONBGINE 27F
Properties (36 CFR 68) and the National PakkiB&d OS Q& DdzA RSt Ay Sa F2NJ (K
Lastly, Mitigation Measure CtB.specifies consultation and implementation of a Built Environment
Treatment Plan (BETP). This BETP will specify pregy@tjific protect, avoidance, and treatmeast
necessary.

2750 10 The Delta is a recreation resource. How will changes in recreation quality be  Mitigation Measure REZ would provide alternative bank fishing access sites, as described in Section
mitigated? 15.3.3.2. Please also refer to Appen8i Environmental Commitments, for a description of AMMs and

related to recreation.

2750 11 Underground tunnels do not solve the problem with stability of the water projects Please radr to the response to comment 1986
during an earthquake. How will the tunnels survive an earthquake?

2751 1 The Delta tunnels should not be built. They pose a real threat to the fish and wildl The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project anahdbesse any issues with
the Delta and the Bay. | live in Benicia and we have already seen a change in the the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS.
in the straits by our town. s increasingly salty. The tunnels will allow for even mo
saltwater intrusion. If half of the water is diverted the Delta and Bay will suffer,
particularly during a drought. When water is short the farmers are put first and the
environment and fish suffe With the tunnels you are putting Central Valley farmer:
ahead of Delta farmers.

There are better, cheaper, and safer ways to increase our water supplies. Drop tt
project.

2752 1 | want to object to this undemocratic process which is desperately trying to avoid The comment does not raise any environmental issue relatedg®015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIF
aG1riSsARS 23S 2y (KS D2OSNYy2NRa 3IAl
name "WaterFix" since the proposal creates more problems than it solves. Stop y
political spin and try basing your documents and decision on law and bietatiner
than on political pressure!

2752 2 | am confused in regards to this Cadifia Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Please note that the BDCP is no longer the preferred alternative.  The preferred alternative is now
webpage which says, "If the Department determines that the federal Alternative 4A and no longer includes an HCP.  Alternative 4A has been developed in response to
statement/permit is not consistent with CESA, the applicant must apply for a incic and agency input. The EIR/EIS analyzes all alternatives, including Alternative 4A.
take permit under section 2081 subdivision (b) of thehFéind Game Code." What |
cannot determine is whether the BDCP p|an was determined to be inconsistent w Please see Master Responses 4 and 5 for additional detail on the BDCP altertfzives involving an HC
CESAand thus whether CDFW advised them (or they made their own decision) t¢ COmponent.
end-run permits by going through section 2081(b). Has it bedardened that the .

BDCP was inconsistent with CESA (and thus that may have been why the 2081l The original proposal for the BDCP was an HCP (to support the ESA) and NCCP.(to support the CE;
approach to regulatory permits is being attempted)? proce;s). _There are dlfferen(_:es between _the_ ESA an_d CESA. To the extent practicable, CDFW can i
authorization under 2081(b) if all of the criteria established as part of the ESA process meets CDFW
requirements. If CDFW requirements are not met, then the applicant must submit additional informati
allow CDFW to meet the 2081(b) criteria. At this tjrie decision has not been made whether an incide
take permit under 2081 (b) will be required until the completion of the CEQA/NEPA process.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
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2752 3 It was rather bizarre that California Department of Fish and Wildlife advises takine DFW will need to decide, based on the evidence on the record including the 2081 permit application .
2081 (b) permitting route because basic common sense would lead to a conclusit EIR/EIS, if the preferred alternative, 4A, meets the requirements of the CCR pertaining to incidental t
that the Tunnels scheme clearly will not abide by the criteria indicated in Title thé « permit issuance.

California Code of Regulations, Section 783.4 subdivisions (a) and (b). When o
looks at points 1 through 5 (with # 3 having qudints "a.", "b.", and "c."), one notice:
that of the 7 numbered or lettered points, it is clear that the Tunnels scheéoes not
meet 5 of those 7 criteria (I am counting 1, 2, 4, and 5 as one apiece, and then cc
as 3 since it has three syinints).  For instance, due to the massive construction
footprint and the massive diversion of freshwater upon completion (whithnever
even make it to the Delta), "the impacts of the authorized take" cannot be either
minimized or fully mitigated. Also, there is no way that the alleged restoration ci
"roughly proportional” to the massive construction disruption and the shas
diversion of Sacramento River water. The odds of "successful implementation”
restoration to maintain listed species is basically zero. There is no way such a
project at a hundred fifty foot depth can have enough restoration to keep thelliste
species going. Thus, no amount of funding is sufficient since such restoration c
be successful. And then the catcher, "Issuance of the permit will not jeopardize
continued existence of a California Endangered Specielisfert species.” Clelg, if
the permits are given for the Tunnels boondoggle, it will be a decision based on
political pressure, since one cannot embark on such a massive project (when cor
with already declining native fish populations) and claim a good chance of sircces
such regard.

2752 4 Note that (except for on the mailing address portion of this page), | am using the - The EIR/EIS fully discloses environmental impacts from constructing and operating the conveyance f
BDcp, rather than BDCP. This is because the "CP" part of BDCP is an afterthot proposed for the action alternatives. Because the location and details of the Environmental Commi
desperately trying to justify a giant water conveyangstsm. | was appalled to are not yet known and because of the distinction for the proposed Environmental Commitments as d¢
discover that the Tunnels are planned at a depth of 150 feet. Thus there will be mitigation measures, the level of analyses includethe EIR/EIS is commensurate with the analyses th¢
massive impacts on a huge number of species during the nearly three decades tt are required under CEQA for the effects of mitigation measures, which in most cases, under commor
will take to build this boondogglébesides major impacts on ati@mous fish and practice, is conducted at less level of detail than features or facility described for a proposett.proje
other species from the "operation” of the BDcp Tunnels. ) i . ~ i i 3 o

l'a F2NJ YlFyé YAuUAIFLUGAR2Y YSIadaNbBa GKIa Aygz2tds

The recent effort to separate the Tunnels boondoggle from theaited may require more site specific environmental review to address specific effects of these actions. The
"restoration" as part of the BDcp is quite disturbing since it is pretty much presum provides sufficient information regding the potential environmental effects of proposed Environmental
that the two will wak handin-hand in order to try to maintain and restore habitat fc Commitments to reach significance conclusions as required under CEQA. DWR has also prepared a
a number of listed species of the Bay / Delta.  Also, the recent butchering / signi Assessment detailing the potential effects and habitat restoration needed to adeitrse effects on listed
reduction of the acreage planned for restoration is another indication that the proj species. Selection of restoration sites will be based on a future planning process during which land
is the Tumels boondogglerather than really focused on restoration. | understanc acquisition and site selection will be addressed in greater detail.
that most of the area to be restored is land rather than aquatic environment. Th
needs to be great specificity as to how various efforts on land and in riparian and This comment also expresses concern about loss of propestciged with the California WaterFix
aquatic habiat will help to maintain populations of listed species. Also, you mus conveyance facilities. DWR does not take the issue of Delta property acquisition lightly. The EIR/EI
identify which areas are to be restoredncluding identifying the owners of such lan( discloses that approximately 76 structures could be affected by facility construction. Property owners
Will a landowner have any options regarding such, or will some parcels be mand: affected byneeded land acquisition would receive just compensation for the property acquired.
to do somerestoration? How many properties will be seized for the Tunnels
boondoggle? Will some of these properties be seized farafied restoration?

2752 5 | notice on the California Department of Fish and Wildlife webpage that, "No Sect The commenter points out that several species idégtdifas fully protected under Fish and Game Code &
HAyM 06060 LISNYAG YIeé FdziK2NART S KSR (id found in the Delta, and asks that the documents address these species habitat needs, distribution rel
(Fish and Game Code Sections 3505, 3511, 4700, 5050, 5515, and 5517)." | ncthe conveyance facility, the potential for take of the species, and measures to avoid thiesefspecies. Ir
that some of those species listed on the "fully protected" species list use the Bay/ Section 12.1.3.2, Speci@tatus Wildlife Species of Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS, those wildlife species thi
for key habitat needssuch as the Pelican, the Sandhill Crane, and othdtdss my occur within the Delta that are fully protected are identified and their habitat needs and distribution in
understanding that no take of such species may occur. Please carefully examir Delta are described The impacts on these species are addressed for the various alternatives throug!
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6

7
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which species are in which areas near the proposed giant Tunnels route, and est the rest of the Chapter, which includes a discussion of how take will be avoided.
the likelihood of not only the killing, but the harassment or injury of sucltisge

during the likely over 25 years that it will take to build the Tunnels boondoggle.

such species are found in the fairly immediate area, what actions will be taken to

to avoid "take" of such species? In the final upcoming document on B¥aBe (it

all "fully protected" species which are found in the Sacramento River and Delta re

and then mention their habitat needs, and which portions of the tunnels route are

their preferred areas.

It is my understanding that the Kern County Water Agency [KCWA] claims thdstur The economic costs and benefits of the proposed project (Alternative 4A), including costs and benefi
to not be economically viable unless there are illegal provisions such as taking Pi1 particular water agency (Kern County Water Agency), are not the subject of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
money to buy water (to be mostly destined for giant agribusiness as well as frack

operations in Kern County) as well as give that agency as much water asekey se The propaed project is costly, but proponents have assessed the benefits as described in the funding
especially during springtime.  So it sounds like your choice is to either pander to sources. Notably, the water contractors benefitting from the proposed project and their constituents w
chemical agribusiness and give the billionaires what they want, or follow the law ¢ bear all costs associated with constructing new convegdacilities and mitigating for the impacts of thos
reject this huge scheme which has no real chance of restoration success. Do y: facilities. Please see Master Response 5 for more information on project costs and funding.

agee with the KCWA that the Tunnels are not economically feasible without all th

basically corporate welfare which KCWA calls for in their comments? Does

Proposition 1 allow for the taxpayers to buy water? That question must be ansv

whether or not the water is destined to KCWA and/or otherwise.

| call for inclusion in the next formal documents on this matter of a clear delineatic Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from

what persong companies / interests have contacted (and / or wined and dined) agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists

various California Department of Fish and Wildlife, California Department of Wate more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.

Resources, Reclamation, and USFWS personnel (includinggisigso that we can se¢ . L . o .

clearly whether therds improper collusion, or whether there is any integrity leftin 52 wQa Fdzy RF YSy Ul f Liz2N1J2asS 27T U K DpetalibBal iApiogementsiiok

agencies which tend to be taken over by those who they are supposed to be the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th

regulating. and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contraaial obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and 1
operating criteriato improvewater volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterrend allow for greater operainal flexibility. Please see Master
Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.

I will discuss air emissions pertaining to the many decdales "construction phase" ¢ Constructionrelated criteria pollutantand greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions have been quantified and

the proposed Tunnels lmmdoggle under 4A and some other alternatives. There ¢ disclosed in Chapter 22, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Potential health risks from expc

more than 40 known carcinogens in diesel smeded | would guess that most heaw diesel particulate matter (DPM) generated by diefsl engines are analyzes in Impa&t3-14 through

equipment for decades of construction of the Tunnels would be spewing diesel fu AQ-17. As noted in the EIR/EIS, construction of Alternative 4A would not result in excess cancer risk

How do such proposed emissiom&sh with air quality regulations for the Central  adjacent receptor locations in excess of air district adopted thresholds.

Valley? Besides the various carcinogens in diesel, people deserve to see a spe

p|an to control black carbon emissions in the construction phase for the tunnels. With respect to air qUaIlty regUIatiOnS, the proposed prOjeCt would Comply with all applicable air distri
rules and regulations. The lead agencies have developed a comprehensive and aggressive mitigatiol
to address air quality and associated hamrhealth effects associated with construction emissions (see
Appendix 3B, Environmental Commitments). The measures outlined in Appendix 3B reflect the latest
emissions control strategies based on currently available technologies and will substantiadly cedite
emissions generated during construction. Emissions in excess of local air district thresholds or federe
minimis thresholds will be further mitigated through implementation of Mitigation Measuresl AQQ3,
and AR4.

The lead agencies haaéso developed a GHG Mitigation Program to reduce construcéitaied GHG
emissions to net zero. The measure would require that project proponents develop the GHG Mitigatic
Program before commencement of any construction or other physical activitiesvihaiti generate GHG

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢
Final EIR/EtSComments and Responses to Comments 27 ICF 00139.1



RECIRC
Ltr#

Cmt#

Comment Response

2752

2752

2752

9

10
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emissions. The program would consist of feasible options that, taken together, are expected to reduc
constructionrelated GHG emissions to net zero.

The cumulative impact of the decadksmg construction phase of this massiveject The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
built at a depth of 150 feet, combined with the diversion of massive amounts of w Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimengataBlishing a point
which will not be available to ever enter the Delta, will clearly be a fatal blow to al of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
listed fish species in the Sacramento River and Delta rethiose beinghe salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great:
Sacramento River winteun Chinook salmon, Central Valley spsing Chinook operational flexibility.

salmon, Central Valley Steelhead trout, southern Green Sturgeon, and the almos
Delta Smelt. Each of this species needs more water in the river and delta syste The inwater construction activities are expected to take approximately 3 years and are avoided, minit

least during some of their life phases) to have a chance of surviving.  The restor and mitigated through a combination of standard construction practices, employing construction techi
p|an was recenﬂy slashed Considerab|y in acreage, and C|ear|y cannot be succes and equipment that minimize disturbancdmlting work to workwindows when fish are not typlcally
mitigating either the hugely destructive construction phase or the major ecologica Present, and habitat restoration.

impacts from massive water diversions during the operational phase. Even if or
many tens of billions of dollars and could seize a lot of property and change lots ¢
practices in the region, it still likely could not sufficiently mitigate for the dnop
species populations due to the lengthy construction phase of the Tunnels sefeme¢
alone mitigate for that major phase along with mitigating for the massive diversior
freshwater which never makes it to the Delta in which there are struggling liste
species. (And do not forget the climate chandeought as the new
normak-backdrop to which the huge Tunnels are planned. Yes, you must accou
climate change in discussions of species survival, potential flow rates or guarante
sufficient waer to certain powerful water brokers, cumulative impacts, etc.)

The effects on terrestrial species will be offset through habitat protection and restoration in the Delta
well as the implementation of avoidance and minimiaatmeasures (AMMs) to be implemented during t
construction of the water conveyance facilities, operations and maintenance, and during restoration
projects. The AMMs include timing restrictions to avoid sensitive time periods (e.g., nesting season),
precanstruction surveys, and avoidance buffers.

The cumulative effects of construction and operation, including climate change and other factors and
projects that could affect the spexd evaluated in the EIR are described in Chapters 11 (fish and aquat
resources) and 12 (terrestrial biological resources). Climate change is specifically addressed in Chag
the EIR/EIS.

For more information regarding purpose and need pleaseMaster Response 3.

L 488 y2 OKIFyOS ¥2N) 4dz00Saa Ay (KS | Thiscommentison the merits of the project and exgrasd opinion about the success of the restoratior
GKS oy20 YdzOK0O R2dzmi FyR tSGQ& &l & (andthe project. The EIR/EIS discloses all of the potential impacts of California WaterFix and other ac
restoration in various parts of the Delta. So even if thetamation is a lot better thar alternatives. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the fetbsihte

| expected, it will be a decadésng process. The listed species will not be able to Endangered Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial.
maintain enough numbers and may well die out before the construction phase is establishing a point of water diversion | the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water v
The Delta smelt could disappear entirely this decaahe the other listed fish species timing, and salinitythe proposedproject is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allov
FNBYy Qi FFENAy3a YdzOK 6SGGSNE | yR ¢ Af f greater operational flexibility.

construction phase digging to such a depth. And if a listed fish species happen:

survive despite the Tunnels construction phase beieny disruptive to their The habitat types and acreages are linked to listed species protections detailed in the Biological Asse
designated critical habitat, then they could well be finished off by the massive for this alternative, These actiomgere developed in consultation with federal and state fish and wildlife
diversion of water which deprives their bathtub (so to speak) of a major amount o agencies which will include conditions for implementation of these actions in a Biological Opinion as

freshwater. required under Section 7 of the ESA and incidental take permit as required Ga$Sk Section 2081 (b).

This reminds me of some EIR / EISs that point out how there will be a swell amot Alternative 4A, also known as California WaterFix, has been developed in response to public and age
KFoAdlrd G2 G4KS al Nbf SR adzZNNBf SiQa f Ainputandisthe new CEQA Prefersitiernative. Alternative 4A is also the NEPA Preferred Alternative,
dandy, but how are they supposed to survimehe meantime with continued logging designation that was not attached to any of the alternatives presented in the 2013 Public Draft EIR/E
increase in corvid population, etc.?  Try using a combination of biology and com Alternative 4 remains a potentially viable alternative and is being carriecafohim this RDEIR/SDEIS
sense as to whether you can massively alter designated critical habitat for listed { because it represents the original habitat conservation plan/natural community conservation plan
species during the decaddésng constructiorphase of the Tunnels and expect the (HCP/NCCP) alternative approach, and because it provides an important reference point from which
species (during our contemporary drought as the new normal era) to survive the Alternative 4A, 2D, and 5A descigms and analyses were developed. If the Lead Agencies ultimately ¢
construction phase. The smlled "restoration” plan is vague and gets weaker by the alternative implementation strategy and select an alternative presented in the RDEIR/SDEIS afte!
month. And even if a restoration plan could stilldecessful, how will you keep  completing the CEQA and NEPA processes, elements of the conservation plarecont#ie alternatives
these native fish species alive in sufficient numbers (if any at all) through the in the 2013 Public Draft EIR/EIS may be utilized by other programs for implementation of the long ter
decadedong construction phase with climate change as a backdrop? Even if th conservation efforts.

related agencies halt using their "emergency declarations" {gsgek skirt
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endangered species laws) which diverts more water to the south than is healthyf ¢ KS t N2 LI2ASR t N22SO0 A& GKS NBadzZ G 2F Y2NB (¢

local ecosystems. stakeholders, agencies, public water agencies and environmental organizations. It has been develops
the goals of minimizing and avoiding incidental take of listed species to the maximum extent practical
USFWS and NMFS have authority under thertlddendangered Species Act to determine whether the
Proposed Project meets the regulatory standard of ESA Section 7, and CDFW, a CEQA responsible
has authority to determine if the Proposed Project meets the regulatory standards of CESA.

Constructbn-related effects will be avoided and minimized through a humber of best management
practices, environmental commitments, and Avoidance and Minimization Measurasitém construction
activities would occur between June 1 and October 31 when most cov¥ietedpecies are least abundant
the inrwater construction area. A robust Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program is being devel
that includes comprehensive mitigation targeted at fish and terrestrial species. Additionally, DWR,
Reclamation, BW, USFWS, NMFS, and the public water agencies will establish a robust program of
collaborative science, monitoring, and adaptive management. It is assumed the Collaborative Scienc
Adaptive Management Program (AMMP) developed for Alternative 4A wat|dy itself, create nor
contribute to any new significant environmental effects; instead, the AMMP would influence the opere
and management of facilities and protected or restored habitat associated with Alternative 4A.

Collaborative science andiaptive management will support the proposed action by helping to address
scientific uncertainty where it exists, and as it relates to the benefits and impacts of the construction &
operations of the new water conveyance facility and existing CVP andag\litfes.

The collaborative science effort is expected to inform operational decisions within the ranges establis
the biological opinion and 2081b permit for the proposed action. However, if new science suggests tt
operational changes may be pqopriate that fall outside of the operational ranges evaluated in the
biological opinion and authorized by the 2081b permit, the appropriate agencies will determine, withir
respective authorities, whether those changes should be implemented. Agsimal the biological effects
of any such changes will be conducted to determine if those effects fall within the range of effects ani
and authorized under the biological opinion and 2081b permit. If NMFS, USFWS, or DFW determine
impacts to lised species are greater than those analyzed and authorized under the biological opinion
2081b Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix permit, consultation may need to be reinitiate
and/or the permittees may need to seek a 2081b permit amendmeikewise, if an analysis shows that
impacts to water supply are greater than those analyzed in the EIR/EIS, it may be necessary to comg
additional environmental review to comply with CEQA or NEPA.

One question:  seeing that Sacramento Rivieter-run Chinook salmon need cool Water temperature effects on salmonids are evaluated in Chapter 11, Fish and Aquatic Resources. T
water to survive the summer in, how will the temperature be impacted by the construction window will occur outside the presence of the large majority of salmonids in the Delta. F
decadedong construction phase for the Tunnels (keeping climate change in mind additional information on irDelta watertemperature effects of the preferred alternative, please see
how will the temperature of the river and Delta be impattey the diversion of Chapter 5 of the Administrative Draft Biological Assessment.

sometimes up to half of the Sacramento River water volume into the Tunnels prin
for major agribusiness in the southwestern San Joaquin Valley?  (You may als The Lead Agencies will make the final decisions regarding the selection of an alternative (and therefc

in mind that 95% of fracking operations in California are in Keumty). operational scenario) fathe purposes of CEQA and NEPA. USFWS and NMFS have authority unde
federal Endangered Species Act to determine whether the Proposed Project meets the regulatory ste
of ESA Section 7, and CDFW, a CEQA responsible agency, has authority toeldtéreProposed Projec!
meets the regulatory standards of CESA.

We need better estimates in the documents as to what biological damage would Chapter 11 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses the potential for prajectatives to affect fish. Chapter 12 of
caused at the specific intake areas for the tunnels due to impingement and the Final EIR/EIS addresses the potential for project alternatives to affect terrestrial species. Both chi
entrainment?  Are thereite-specific studies on species (water, ground, and air) n describe the impacts, both negative and positive, and discuss measures that would be implemented -
SIOK Ayidl+F1S8S I NBIK l'YR R2y Qi ¥F2NHSI( andminimize impacts and to compensate for significant impdbts.effects of north Delta diversion

building this boondoggle at a depth of 150 feet! construction on covered salmonids from the Sacramento River region are anticipated to be limited. Tl
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because irvater work would be scheduled to oar within the approved i#water work window (June to
October; therefore avoiding the peak salmonid migration periods) and most work would occur within «
dams. In addition, minimization measures such as vibratory pile driving would be empRegatihg
potential nearfield effects of the north Delta diversions, entrainment would not be expected because
juvenile salmonids would exceed the minimum size that would be screened effec®yayation of the
proposed intakes to fish agency sweeping andrapph velocity criteria for salmonid fry would be done t«
limit the potential for impingement, with monitoring to judge the effectiveness
2753 1 The Delta ecosystem has long suffered from degraded water quality, even before The water quality assessment in Chapter 8, Water Quality, and modeling results find that the project
current drought. Lack dfeshwater flows through the Delta has created (Alternative 4A) would result in legsan-significant impacts to water quality for all parareet assessed
well-documented, catastrophic declines in listed fish species. Proponents claim tt except for mercury and electrical conductivity (EC). Impacts to EC would be less than significant wi
the CA Water Fix will improve habitat for fish and wildlife, and yet their own implementation of the proposed mitigation. The other issues raised by the commenter address the
RDEIR/SDEIS shows that that the projectfwither degrade Delta water quality, eve of the project.
after mitigation.
2753 2 RDEIR/SDEIS Tablel34tates the following: The isse raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/Pl8ase refer to Master Response 14.
WQ11: Effects on electrical conductivity concentrations resulting from facilities
operations and maintenance.
"Significant and Unavoidable Adverse Impact" under CEQA and "Adverse Impact
under NEPA
WQ-32: Efects on Microcystis bloom formation resulting from facilities operations
maintenance (CMI)
"Significant and Unavoidable Adverse Impact" under CEQA and "Adverse Impact
under NEPA
WQ-33: Effects on Microcystis bloom formation resulting from facilities operations
maintenance (CMZM21)
"Significant and Unavoidable Adverse Impact" under CEQA and "Adverse Impact
under NEPA
Clearly, removing more water from the Deftaand even wrse, taking it from the top
of the Delta syster- deprives the system of the freshwater flows needed to keep
salinity and Microcystis blooms at bay. These are unacceptable impacts. Water n
to flow through the Delta, not be diverted around it.
2753 3 There are many alternatives to the tunnels, yet none of these is considered in the Please see Master Response 37 regayavhy an alternative focused on creating additional storage, eitt
RDEIR/SDEIS. One such alternative is the-Deléae Water Plan, which would store in the Delta or elsewhere, was not included in the BDCP/California WaterFix or FEIR/EIS
water in the old Tulare lakebed. This plan could yield a minimum of a million acre
of additional water for California, without damaging Delta farms or the Delta Analysis of additional modeling scenarios with higher Delta outflow, requested by the StateReéatarrce:
ecosystem, and at a fraction of the cost of tunnels. More information is at Control Board, will be included in Appendix 5E of the FEIR/S.
http://northdeltacares.org/2015/10/05/thedelta-tulare-water-plan/
Reclamation and DWR should preparel circulate a new Draft EIR/EIS that will
include alternatives that reduce water exports and increase Delta flows for
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢
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consideration by the public and decisiamakers. Please send these folks back to th
drawing board.

2754 1 Given the increasing evidence regarding climate change every effort should be n Please refer to chapter 22.  The project has committed to an unprecedented level of cexbivality.
make this project climate neutral by including clean renewable energy as part of t For additional information about and a summary of the information provided in Chapter 22 please reft
project to offset any climate impacts based on "life cycle analyses" of aspects of { Master Response 19.
project from construction, including procurement of materials through operations.

2754 2 It should be recognized that the delta was historically a marsh and estuary and th The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
returning portions of it to those conditions should not be considered unreasonabl¢ the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

a present value basis the cost of state and federal investment in maintaining the
existing levee system have been extremely large and probably not economically
justified.

2754 3 Eventhough ever effort should be made to intervene and minimize the effects of = California Waterfix would help to address the resitte and adaptability of the Delta to climate change
climate change it should be recognized that we may be too late to avoid significal through water delivery facilities combined with a range of operational scenarios, measures focused o
level rise. The Delta facilities should be designed to accommodate a worse case protection, restoration, and enhancement of the Delta ecosystem and measures to reduce otlsspsire
scenario andlefine by the studies of the IPCC [Intergovernmental Panel on Clima (Environmental Commitments 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16. In addition to the added water mana
Change] and others. flexibility created by new water diversions and operational scenarios, California Waterfix would impro

habitat, increase food supplies anddiece the effects of other stressors on the Delta ecosystem. By
improving and expanding available habitat, the proposed project would increase resilience and adapt
to climate change by making alternative habitat available during periods of higls,sttgsh as very high or
low freshwater inflow or very high salinity intrusion.
Multiple analyses were performed in the proposed project to test the robustness of the alternatives to
range of potential future conditions. Water supply, aquatic and teriglsresources were all analyzed witt
projected future conditions. The proposed project will likely remain in place and functional far into the
future when salinity intrusion may require less frequent use of the south Delta pumps. Far from being
strandedr 848342 GKS GdzyySta Attt 0SS LINIL 2F GKS 3
More information on ways in which the BDCP/California WaterFix proposes to improve resiliency and
adaptability of the Delta to climate change can be found in Ch&8ieClimate Change, EIR/EIS and
Appendix A RDEIR/SDEIS and Appendix 3E, Potential Seismic and Climate Change Risks to SWP/C
Supplies, EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS (in appendix A). Please refer to Master Response 19 (Climate
GHGs) for furtheinformation regarding climate change and sea level rise.

2754 4 It should be insured that the project will operate by gravity and pumping avoided. Proposed tunnels for Alternative 4A will carry water by gravity from the intakes to the pumping plant
located at the northeast corner of the Clifton Court forebay (CCF). During periods when the Sacrame!
River stage is higher than proposed North CCF, it is possible to achieve gravity flow from the intakes
(no pumping will be required).

2754 5 The progct should include funding support for mandatory water conservation Future water demands under the SWP and CVP water contract municipal uses are consistent with w.

measures even beyond those that are being implemented during the current dro. demandprojections in the recent Urban Water Management Plans submitted to DWR which include
approaches to meet the 20 percent per capita urban water use in California by 2020. The proposed .
not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead dirmeaddressing many complex and
long-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta. It is consistent with ¢
programs to provide continued investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation as
other waer supplies (as described in Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures

2754 6 Support should be given for the development of recycled water supply to minimiz The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as agiateRS &2t dziAz2y G2 [ ff 2
reliance of new supplies. Considering the uncertainties inherent underdut and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other |

agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen
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2
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conditions with climate change. contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).

It should be recognized the Delta facilities may not be justified unless adequate It is important to note, as an initial matter, that the proposed project is not intended to serve as ansti:

supplies can be insured. Under a potential and likely climate change we willneecd 2 f dzi A2y G2 Ftt 2F /FEAF2NYAIQa 6+ G§SNI LINRPoOf S)

additional storage, both surface and groundwater along with the conservation anc continued nvestment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, recycling, desalination,

recyclng measures noted above. treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage. Nor is the prof
project intended to solve all environmental challenges fatiegDelta. Please see Master Response 6
(Demand Management) for further information regarding how many of the suggested components ha
merit from a statewide water policy standpoint, and some are being implemented or considered
independently throughouthe state, but are beyond the scope of the proposed project.

Additional water storage was eliminated from consideration in the Draft EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS tl
the alternatives development and screening process (discussed below and in Appenden8ficdton of
Water Conveyance Alternatives). As such, the proposed project does not propose storage as a proje
component. Although the proposed project would be part of an overall statewide water system of whi
new storage could someday also be atpAiternative 4A is a stardlone project which demonstrates
independent utility just as future storage projects would demonstrate. Please refer to Master Respon:
(Storage) for additional information.

The need to maintain the water levels toopect endangered species in the BBglta The commenter offers an opinion on the merits of a particular water supply augmentation approach (i
area should take priority over new infrastructure to transport water to other regior conservation) and does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR/EtS&eRlddaster
California. Greater efforts to conserve water should be made and required in bott Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.
agriculture sector and the urban sect@specially in landscape. While | want us to

maintain available water for human use, there are so many commonsense measlt

that have not been put in place. These water conservation measures would requi

transporting no water from already stressed aredsvild need for water. That is why

oppose this project and ask that you reject this project and require that more strin

conservation measures are undertaken.

These measures should be implemented before an energysive and
environmentally desuctive project like the tunnel should be considered.

I will address what agriculture should do. ¢KS LINP2SOU A& 2dzail =zaige sthitedy 16 SgeliantRigated fitBe waatdringeds
Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effectisnaitelchange. The project is
Water conservation measures of farms: 1. Water early in the day, never midday. not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex and
Do not rin water in furrows. 3. Use drip if possible. 4. If sprinklers are used dc |ong-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability o
these two things:  a. Avoid misting (fogging) (overwatering that leads to waste ir exported supplies. It is iportant to note that the project is not intended to serve as a staiele solution to
evaporation). b. Water at dew point if possible (sometimes this occurs atfourin ¢ £ 2F / | f AF2NY AL Q& & GSNJ LINROf SYas FyR Al Az
morning; h summer sometimes it doesn't occur at all). 5. Do not grow foods tha investment by the State and other public agencies in conservattorage, recycling, desalination,

heavily watefintensive (no new plantings of almond trees, for example). 6. treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage.
Commodities should not take precedence over local food supply. 7. Water sens

should be installednithe unlikely event that we get rain, water should not be appli

In urban areas there are still many ways to reduce water use that would helpifth¢ KS LINR 2SO0 A& 2dza i ahdg sthtedy 16 Seelianipated flitirSwaterineedst
were encouaged. Some of them are still banned in some localities. These inclut Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. The pro,
1. Composting toilets. 2. Graywater installations for washers, sinks and show not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex and
long-standing issueeelated to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of
There has been a lot of emphasis on water reduction in landscape. exported supplies. It is important to note that the project is not intended to serve as awtetesolution to
Fff 2F /FEAF2NYALFI Q& ¢ ( StdoladdaNPdiectS téneed foy/cBntinugd A 2

There are a lot of people trulyaking an effort now. 3. There should be no new i esiment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, storage, recycling, desalination,

permits for pools on private property at this time. 4. Many of the measures
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suggested for agriculture above also apply to landscaping: such as watering at d¢ treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage.
point, and water sensors to avoid watering digirain. 5. The measures that have

been put in place say what day to water but do not address the fact that watering

the early morning is much different that watering midday.

2756 1 Water should not b wasted. Fracking and other methods of extreme fossil fuel The action alternatives could only dedr the amount of water diverted under the existing SWP and CVF
extraction should not be allowed to use water in our state at this time. There is ' water rights and in accordance with the existing and future related regulatory requirements based up
little of this precious resource of fresh water for us to allow it to be used to extract river water levels and flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatemeermtangered fish
fossil fuel that idetter left in the ground at this time due to the crisis of global species, and water quality standards.
warming.

9 State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water, and state laws rec
Please do not approve the tunnel, and do not allow any of the existing water supy that water pumped from the Delta be put to beneficial uses. Beneficial uses includelagat municipal,
go to fracking and other extreme extraction methods. and industrial consumptive uses; power production; andtieam uses including fish protection flows.

Fracking or "hydraulic fracturing- presumably could be an "industrial" use of water, and is a lawful us
water. Pursuant to &hate 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 wo
fracking regulations. Please see Master Response 34 for additiomahatfon regarding use of water
delivered by proposed water conveyance facilities.

hyS 2F GKS {GFGS 21 GSN) wSaz2dzNDSa /2y GNRE . 210
water is put to the best possible use and that this use ikénbest interest of the California public. This
OKIFINES A& NBTESOGSR Ay LINI o6& GKS RSaradayldas
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Planl§Basaued
by the State Water Board.

The proposed project Lead Agencies have no power to impose penalties on individual water users. C
Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who hay
individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayers to conserve water. Different districts have the
to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.

2756 2 The need to maintain the water levels to protect endangered specigeiBay Delta In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
area should take priority over new infrastructure to transport water to other regior action alternatives would continue ¢éhoperation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing v
California. rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi

Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fihldiifd. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were i
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requiraents. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction
total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation
divert from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State réggllagencies, ESA compliance,
and project design. Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with the criteria set |
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State W
Resource€ontrol Board Water Right Decision 16411@21), subject to adjustments made pursuant to tt
project and the adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/E
the longterm, the proposed project would decrease tb&xports of SWP and CVP water as compared t¢
Existing Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer and early fall months; and increase exp:
the wet winter months when the river flows are high. The water would be stored at locations souté of
Delta during the high flow periods to allow reductions in deliveries to SWP and CVP water users in di
periods to improve ecosystem conditions in the Delta.

2756 3 Greater efforts to conserve water should be made and required in both the agricu The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as astidea 2 f dzi A2y G2 &t 2F |/
sector and the urban sector, especially in landscape. While | want us to maintai and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other |
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available water for human use, there are so many common sense measures that agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalinatatmért of
not been put in place. These water conservation measures would require contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
transporting no watefrom already stressed areas of wild need for water. That is Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management).
why | oppose this project and ask that you reject this project and require that mor
stringent conservation measures are undertaken.
2756 4 First | will address what agriculture should do: It is important to note, as an initial matter, that the proposed project is not intended to serve as ansti
solution to all of Califorhi Qa &I GSNJ LINRPo6t Sya FyR AG Aa yz2d o
Water conservation measures of farms: 1. eraarly in the day, never mid day.  continued investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, recycling, desalination,
Do not run water in furrows. 3. Use drip if possible. 4. If sprinklers are used d treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply ameg. Nor is the proposed
these two things: a. Avoid misting ( fogging) (over watering that leads to wast project intended to solve all environmental challenges facing the Delta. Please see Master Response
evaporation). (Demand Management) for further information regarding how many of the suggested components ha
o . . . ) . merit from a statewide water mlicy standpoint, and some are being implemented or considered
b. water at dewpoint if possib[ sometimes this occurs at four in the morning, in  j,jependently throughout the state, but are beyond the scope of the proposed project.
summer sometimes it doesn't occur at all) 5. Do not grow foods that are heavily w
intensive. ( no new plantings of aimond trees for example) 6. commodities shoulc providing regulatory oversight to agribusinesses is outside the scope of the proposed project and
take precedence over local foodysply. 7. water sensors should be installed: in the environnental analysis. The Lead Agencies do not have land use planning authorities (such as cha
unlikely event that we get rain, water should not be applied. local land uses and zoning ordinances or controlling what crops should be planted). Please refer to tt
dzLIRF G SR RN} ¥4 wnmo [/ | f A @riduNd/akwateruse @fficacy, Whicly describést
use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS were raised.
2756 5 in urban areas there are still many ways to reduce water use that would help if thi The commenter does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR/EIS.
were encouraged. Some of them are still banned in some localities. These in
1. Composting toilets. 2. gray water installations for washers, sinks and shower Please se Master Response 4 regarding the range of alternatives selected.
There has been a lot of emphasis on water reduction in landscape. The alternatives included in the Draft EIR/EIS represent a legally adequate reasonable range of alter
and the scope of the analysis of alternatives fully complies with both CEQXE. The Lead Agencies
There are a lot of people truly making an effort now. 3. There should be no new carefully considered all potential alternatives that were proposed during the scoping process and duri
permits for pools on private property at this time. 4.many of the measures sugg time of preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS. In response to public input, several new alternatives have
for agriculture above ab apply to landscaping: such as watering at dewpoint, and studied in the Reatulated DEIR/EIS and a new Preferred Alternative (4A) identified.
water sensors to avoid watering during rain. 5. The measures that have been put
place say what day to water but do not address the fact that watering in the early
morning is much different thawatering mid day.
These measures should be implemented before an energy intensive and
environmentally destructive project like the tunnel should be considered.
2757 1 | am opposed to the proposed 37 mile tunnel project. The California Water Fix ~ This comment letter is in partfarm letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate tl
bypasses the environmental protectisprovided by CEQA and NEQA. The response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapt:
California EcoRestore has been separated from the Water Fix. How can the Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letibenshown there with the
California Water Fix with the potential to decimate the Delta legally proceed withc index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below r¢
the necessary EIR process? to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The alternatives inclugl in the Draft EIR/EIS and Final EIR/EIS represent a legally adequate reasona
range of alternatives and the scope of the analysis of alternatives fully complies with both CEQA and
The Lead Agencies carefully considered all potential alternatiagsvere proposed during the scoping
process and during time of preparation of the EIR/EIS. In fact, as a direct result of the extensive pu
comments and agency input, the water facility and conveyance options proposed as part of the proje:
changed gnificantly during the planning process in ways that reduce impacts in the Delta communitie
Additional unique Alternatives that were proposed during review of Administrative Drafts of the BDCF
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EIR/EIS were also considered and described, See App@hdif the EIR/EIS and Section 4 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS. Please refer to Master Response 4 and Master Response 31 for additional details on
selection of alternatives compliance with CEQA and NEPA and the Delta Reform Act.
2757 2 I am opposed to the proped 37 mile tunnel project. The California Water Fix does By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating ctiteirigprovewater
meet the coequal goals required by the 2009 Delta Reform Act. ~ Thereis no volume, timing, and salinity, theroposedproject is designed tamprove native fish migratory patterrend
mitigation from the new damage that will be caused by the tunnel construction an allow for greater operational flexibility. The project does not increase the amount of water to which D\
the reduced Delta water flows thatilvresult from the tunnels. holds water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deliveries from tl
federal and state water projects urda fully implemented project would kebout the same athe average
annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports
Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta wapareed, it would
make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline; whi
meet the coequal goals for the Delta Reform Act. Refer to Master Response 31 (Delta Reform Act).
Resource areas are addressed separately under sections for each of the new project Alternatives, in
surface water, groundwater, water quality, fish and aquatic resources, terrestrial biological resources
agricultural resources, air quality and gné®use gases, and others. Where impacts are determined t¢
significant, environmental commitments and mitigation measures will be implemented to avoid and/ol
offset these effects, where possible.
2757 3 | am opposed to the proposed 37 mile tunnel pajelrhe comments from the Kern  The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of tyoped project. For more information pleas:
County Water Agency make it clear that they expect water even at the expense cNB FSNJ (i2 (G KS dzLJRFGSR RN} Fd4 wnmo [/ FEATF2NYAL 2|
Delta estuary. The small Delta farmers, farming 500,000 acres of prime peat farnm describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water deliveryeardso,
rely on Delta water, which would become saline under Kern County Water refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand management meastL
Agency's demands. This is not logical, but is indicative of the power of Big Agricu including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.
It takes twice as much water to irrigate the desert lands to the south, which in turr . o . o L
leach out selenium. What is the logic in ruining the Dedtarigate the desert? Where 5 2 wQa Fdzy RI YSy Ul t LldzN1J2asS 2 7F U K PpetalivRal igpiogeRentsitok
are the real controls to protect the Delta farming, fishery, and recreation? The wa the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
agencies expect more water and could care less about the damage to the Delta. and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractal obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and 1
operating criteriato improvewater volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterrend allow for greater operatnal flexibility.
Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the
proposed project.
As described under Impact AGin Chapter 4, Agriculture, water quality modeling results indicate that it
unlikely that there would be increased frequency of exceedance of agricultural electrical conductivity
(salinity) objectives in the western, interior, or southern Delta. However, theraldmiincreased lortgerm
and drought period average EC levels during the summer months in the Sacramento River at Emmai
under Alternative 4A relative to the No Action Alternative (ELT), which could adversely affect agriculti
beneficial uses. Implemeation of Mitigation Measures AG, GW1, GW5, and W@L1 (including
Mitigation Measure W&L1ea) will reduce the severity of these adverse effects.
2757 4 | am opposed to the proposed 37 mile tunnel project. Real water increases such . For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.
desalination and nese have not been looked at. Significant progress is being mad
desalination making it comparable in cost to the California Water Fix and actually
produces more water without ruining the fragile Delta ecosystem. If Big Agricultur
wants a reliable watesupply, they should look to the ocean.
2757 5 | am opposed to the proposed 37 mile tunnel project. This project cleverly avoids The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
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vote by tax payers and rate payers. This projectrtAmerican.

2757 6 | am opposed to the proposed 37 mile tunnel project. This project does not take il A wide range of future climate change conditions were systematically modelg@nalyzed including
account Global Warming, which has already shown us less water available in the potential futures with less precipitation. Please refer to Master Response 19 for a detailed summan
Nevada. modeling and analysis done regarding climate change.

2757 7 | amopposed to the proposed 37 mile tunnel project. California has issued water Water rights issued on rivers in the watersheds that provide SWP and CVP water (Trinity and Centra
many times greater than available water. Agriculture needs to be regulated and watersheds) inclde a wide range of beneficial uses from hydropower to municipal, industrial, and
curtailed. Permanent crops like almonds and pistachios continue to be planted e\ agricultural water users. However, not all of the water diverted under the water rights is consumptivel
during theworst drought in California recorded history. Why are more permanent used. For example, water diverted for hydropower electric generasidaliy returned to the water bodies;
crops allowed in a desert state with unreliable water supply? and a portion of the water diverted from municipal, industrial, and agricultural water uses is returned f

water bodies. In addition, the amount of water diverted is dependent upon water rights priorities and f
need to meet environmental flow and quality requirements. Therefore, it is difficult to compare the tot:
volume of water rights licenses to the total amount of water available in the system. For example, wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation are oty favailable to provide water under the SWP and CVP w
contracts in many years due to the demands of senior water rights holders and regulatory requiremetr

In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of thaE&RiE®
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existinc
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine FishesiService, 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 i
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for seatier rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor any cha
total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation.

The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed.Frojamore information please
NEFSNI 2 G(KS dzZlJRFGSR RNIFG wnmo /[ FEAF2NYAL 2}
describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use
refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand management measu
including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.

2757 8 | am opposed to the proposed 37 mile tunnel project. The California Water€&rad Under the range of alternatives considered in the EIR/S full contract amounts are not delivered in the
help reduce reliance on Delta imports as mandated by the 2009 Delta Reform Ac majority of times to the SWP and CVP water contractors, as predémtAppendix 5A, Section C, CALSIN
and DSM2 Model Results, of the EIR/EIS. temg 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 Cond
and the M Action Alternative. The EIR/S and the Draft BDCP were prepared in a manner to comply v
2009 Delta Reform Act, as described in Appendix 31, BDCP Compliance with the 2009 Delta Reform
the Final EIR/EIS.

The project is just one element of$h & ( | (r&nQaistrattegyyfadmeet anticipated future water needs
Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. It is imp:
to note that the project is not intended to serve as a statidle solutioni 2 £t 2F / Ff AT
problems, and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State
other public agencies in conservation, storage, recycling, desalination, treatment of contaminated aqt
or other meaures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Wat¢
Demand Management).

2757 9 | am opposed to the proposed 37 mile tunnel project. Barges and construction fo1 Please refer to Master Response 4 regarding selection of alternatives. Mitigation Measure T&RAdLEd
years through recreational waterways is not the way to pobtDelta recreation. The reduce impacts on marine navigation by developmamtl implementation of sitespecific construction
route to save the estuary, would be to route the tunnels far east;hy | traffic management plans, including specific measures related to management of barges and stipulat
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notify the commercial and leisure boating communities of proposed barge operations in the waterway
2758 1 We strongly object to the construction of these two tunnels for the following reasc The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts; as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimengaéstaBlishing a
We agree with Congresswoman Matsui that the diversion will take the majority of point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
Sacramento River flow at times when the impact of that action will damage th  salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
environment, perhaps, even destroy some ecosystems downriver. operational flexibilityNo issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the E
were raised.

2758 2 We are very concerned about the tunnels impact on fish and wildlife. The Delta The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
been manipulated by humans so much that its existence as a lyeattfironment is in Species Acts; as such it is intended to be enwrentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a
question. The tunnels truly are a 20th century solution that has more to do with point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
putting people to work than fixing the water mess. There may have been 1 milli salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patternslndfar greater
hours of deliberation on this topic as the Governor claims. If pedpfgped listening operational flexibility. The commenter does not offer any specifics impacts related to their concerns a
and searching for a better solution years ago then the number of hours is not rele fish and wildlife

2758 3 Restore the delta.org has offered an alternative to achieve the goals withoutris 52 wQa Fdzy RF YSy Gt LidzN1J32asS 2F (GKS LINRPLIZASR LINZ
the environment of entire stretches of river, along with the economic and physical the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
being of people along the river. It is much cheaper and offers incremental steps and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
Please consider these ideas as a wiser choice. statutory and contractual obligations. Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regart

purpose and need behind the proposed project.

In 2009, the Delta Reform Act (SBX7 1) was passed by the Legislature to establish the overall water
GKS adlrasS 2% /FEAT2NYAL® 1'Y2y3d (GKS LI FyQa Yl
comprehensive management plan forthe Detfa, £ £ SR G KS a5St Gl tf yodé
NBaLR2yaAroAtAGe FT2NI SyadaNAy3a LINRPGSOGAZ2Y 2F (K¢
for consideration and incorporation into the Delta Plan by the council, a proposabtegbrenhance and
sustain the unique cultural, historical, recreational, agricultural and economic values of the Delta as a
S@2t GAy3I LA FOSZ Ay | YIyySNI O2yaradsSyid eAdGK (
legislation also identifiesth® St (I t NEGSOGAZ2Y [/ 2YYA&aAz2y | & (K
provide recommendations to the Delta Stewardship Council on methods of preserving the Delta as ai
evolving place as the Delta Stewardship Council develops and implements the Delta Ptart. dzo £ A (
Code Section 29703.5(a).) Please see Master Response 24, Delta as a Place, for additional informat
regarding how the impacts to the Delta have been addressed.

Although many of the proposed alternatives included meritorious watdicprinciples, the proposals
rejected by the Lead Agencies did not qualify as appropriate alternatives for various reasons. For e
LINELRZ AL tE& 6SNBE NB2SOGSR 0SO0FdaS GKS® 6SNB Ay
or included components that are beyond the scope of the project. The text of the Draft EIR/EIS in Che
(section 3.2) and Appendix 3A to that document thoroughly explain the process used to develop the
alternatives, and explain why certain potential alternative=re considered but ultimately rejected by the
Lead Agencies. Master Response 4 (Alternatives) provides additional information on the developmer
selection of alternatives.

2758 4 The study and science of the use of waterways and wetlands has chaagedology Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from
has changed and our understanding of how, rivers, agriculture, wetlands, wildlife agencies and experts over maysars, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, a
conservation, a changing climate and urban water use relate and intertwine has more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
changed. Please give this new knowledge and understanding a chance to be ir . o ~ o .
in the attempt to improve our methods of allocating and using water for all 52wQa FdzyRIYSyult LidzN132asS 2F UKS LINELRZASR LINE

the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
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Californians and for our state's environment. and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. By estahing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and ne
operating criteriato improvewater volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterremd allow for greater operational flexibility. Please Vaster
Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.

2758 5 We all must live in a present of limited resources where the wise use and stewarc The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
is essential for sustaining the future. These tunaeésnot wise stewardship of the the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet thesr
public trust. standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende

environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timay and salinitythe proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3
(Purpose and Need).

2759 1 The present method of exporting water through the Delta is untenable, so finding The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
better solution for this incomplete and defective method is imperative for project
integrity in the face of potential earthquakes and sea level rise, as well as the héz
aquatic and estuarine habitats.

2759 2 While heading up an environmental and mathematical analysis of the problem an Please note that the preferred alternative is now Alternative 4A (i.e., the California WaterFix Project)
managing several subsequernsultant analyses during the eighties and nineties, ' longer includes an HCP. The propopetject was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the fede
concluded that the Peripheral surface water canal [PC] was the best solution for and state Endangered Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrir
transferring water across the Delta. However, that solution was defeated by By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operatitegia to improve water
determined political and public campaigrsdiscredit it due to the perceived volume, timing, and salinifghe proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns
excessive expense to Southern California and San Joaquin/Tulare Basin users, r allow for greater operational flexibility.
indignation from Delta water users who felt they were entitled to the higher quality L
water that the SWRCVP projects provided themofmpared to what they received  Please also refer to Master Response 36 (Peripheral Canal), which ad#tedses G 2 R € Qa 2 ¢
historically), and problematic environmental concerns even though the PC was st management approach includes a much greater emphasis on water conservation, reducing reliance
considered the best overall compromise. water supplies (as mandated by the 2009 Delta Reform Act), and greater environmental protections t

existed three decades ag

Although the current preferred Pteis likely to solve many of the problems within th

Delta, especially the preservation of most of the current farming practices in the [

and the viability of the SWEBVP, the fact remains that placing the water conveyan:

underground removes all of éhhabitat and recreational benefits that would have

been derived from a broad, lowelocity surface canal.

2759 3 The gutting of the previously proposed and meticulously planned Delta habitat The BDCP and action alternatives presented in the Draft EIR/EIS are considered viable alternatives
restoration plan removes most of the SYZVP export mitigation benefits from the purpose of this EQA/NEPA environmental review process and will be considered during the project
Delta Conveyance Plan. This represents a huge loss to the environment and a br decisionmaking process. Although the California WaterFix (Alternative 4A) is considered the preferre
faith to those of us who believed that it was a vitally important component and sp: and NEPA alternative, restoration actions in the form of Environalé@dmmitments are incorporated intc
much of our careers helping to formulate it. this alternative to reduce effects of constructing and operating conveyance facilities. The California

EcoRestore program is a separate program for restoring, enhancing and protecting Delta habitat that
be implemanted in the next few years to restore up to 30,000 acres of Delta habitat.

2759 4 The events and scientific findings since earlier studies were done throws the entil In accordance with the Project @isfives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of th
concept of the Water Projects into some degree of doubt. It is possibtentitia action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
climate change unquestionably upon us and the current drought as a portend of f rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Contral, Bo&. Fish and Wildlife
conditions there will be insufficient water left in the north at the times of need and Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
opportunity to export it to justify continued efforts to maintain their vilityi. This will alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were i
be especially true if water storage facilities are lacking (they were an essential  to DWR and Reclamiah by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area
component of the historical proposals contained irnZBB and its predecessors but ¢ Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
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absent from this Plan). Northern California counties in Areas ofrCargi currently north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating agen8@sc@mpliance, and project design. 1
sacrificing their own water supplies to benefit and sustain water exports to the sol proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DW
and the Bay Area. Water users in the north should be extremely concerned abc Reclamation.
threat to their future wellbeing being placed upon them. It is esjadly disconcerting
to see, in the midst of the current drought, huge corporatelyned orchards being  The total amount of water exported by month in each water year type for each action alternative i
sustained by exports from the Delta to the foothills on the west side of the San Jc presented in Appendix 5A, Section C, CALSIM Il and DSM2 Model Results, of the EIR/EIS. As showi
Valley where they should not have been planted in the firstgl&mt only is this Appendix 5A, Section C, the north Delta intake tunnels would not be fully utilized except for a few mo
water denied to Valley water users at lower elevations, but the agricultural draina Wet years. However, it is important to haveet maximum capacity in the intakes and tunnels during thos
from these iliconceived farms further contaminates the groundwater basins of the periods of time to convey water during extremely wet periods to areas south of the Delta for storage
Valley, making them progressively unfit for irrigation and environtakuses in the  Use during drier times. The north Delta intakes would have minimal flows that would bzeddar
historically rich bottomlands. These kinds of uses for Delta exports are unsustain, Maintenance of the pumps during critical dry years.
and unjustifiable and present further problems for the mutdeded management of o ) oA L P P
agricultural drainage in the Valley. The _Pl_’oposed Project is not |ntende_d to serve as a{nakeRS_ a 2 fdzuA2y 02 | ff _2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investmenhéystate and other public
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, DemanManagement Measures).
As discussed in Chapter 5, Water Supply, of the EIR/S, climate change, sea level rise, and populatiol
in the northern Delta watershed are anticipated to effect senior water rights holders as well as the SV
CVP water uss (as shown in the comparison between the Existing Conditions and the No Action Alte
model runs) with or without implementation of the action alternatives. Effects due to climate change, :
level rise, and population growth under the No ActioreAiative are not due to implementation of the
proposed action and are provided for informational purposes only and do not lead to mitigation. The |
evaluates longerm operation of the SWP and CVP over a+y8@r long hydrologic period with extended
wet periods and dry/critical dry periods. The evaluation is a comparative analysis to determine the
incremental differences between conditions under the action alternatives and conditions under the E>
Conditions and the No Action Alternative. The Igeas were not conducted to identify specific values or
respond to shorterm emergency situations, such as the ongoing drought. Separate studies have bee
will continue to be prepared when water allocations, water quality criteria, and other xigee modified ir
emergencies.
The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. For more information
NEFSNI 2 G(KS dzZLJRFGSR RNIFG wnmo /[ FEAF2NYAL 2}
descrbes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use
refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand management meastL
including increasing agricultural water use effiggmand conservation.
2759 5 [A] concern related to climate change is that the many of the very aquatic and  Consideration of climate change is inherently included in the EIR/S. Climate change is included throu
estuarine species/populations, including fish, that we are trying to preserve with tl the modeling and analysis of alternatives. All conservation measures, enviremmemmitments, and
Delta Project may well beme unsustainable in this hydrologic system due to risin¢ mitigation measures considered climate change and sea level rise in their development.
water temperatures caused by climate change and droughts. It may well be a har
of life in view of the general political reluctance to seriously address that impendit
problem that native andwen hatcheryraised salmon, steelhead and other
anadromous fish will die out in the Central Valley of California, a tragic but unavo
loss if current climate trends continue. This risk factor should be considered and
weighed carefully in the decisiots be made regarding the most appropriate target
for preservation.
2759 6 The need to provide adequate Delta outflows to the Bay and Pacific Ocean shoul The proposed project was considered as only part of asiateRS NBalLRyasS G2 /I €
paramount. Regardless of the nature and identity of thedes that ultimately surviviand it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the Stdtether public
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2760

2760

1

2

3

YIEyQa Y2RAFAOFLGAZ2yA 2F GKS Saidz N&y Sagencies in local water sedfifficiency such as conservation, storage, recycling, desalination, treatment
contribution to the vital productivity of these systems depend on the silt, water an contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Master Res
their contained nutrients and minerals borne by the fhoMving rivers. The utmost and Section 1.C.3 of Appeix 1C, Demand Management Measures).

attention and care must be directed to making sure that adequate outflow remain

after diversions to sustain these estuarine and oceanic processes. Even though

desalination has its own inherent environmental impacts, the contihdieersion of

large quantities of water from inland waterways may be hard to justify while coast

communities make inadequate efforts to advance the opportunities available to th

to make use of adjacent ocean waters for consumptive uses through st kiible

and costeffective salt removal technologies.

Assuming the California WaterFix is approved regardless of the many reasons it : For more information regarding se@conomic impacts please see Chapter 16 of the FEIR/EIS.
not be, the construction years will cause the demise of the Delta as we know and
it.

| submitted comments on the prior BDCP EIR and was disappointed, to say the l¢ This is a general comment about the adequacy of the EIR/EIS, proposed alternatives and recommen

see in the current California WaterFix version that the alignment choice continues mitigation measures. Construction impacts of all of the action alternatives areskskcin the EIR/EIS.

be through the he#t of the Delta, where construction has the potential todothem ! t G SNy G A @3S5Qa n FyR n! KI @S 06SSy aKz2gy (2 &dx

damage to the fragile estuary. The pounding noise, pollution, barges, and other quality effects compared to other alternatives that include construction of conveyance canals. All of

construction impacts will not help save the salmon or the bird estuaries. The plan impacts of the akrnatives, including those on fish and terrestrial species are disclosed in Chapter 11

not protect recreaion. The mitigation listed is ridiculous and without merit or thoug of the EIR/Els. Where impacts were determined to be significant/adverse, mitigation measures are
presented to reduce these impact.

15 alternatives and 3 new sulbernatives were analyzed in the EIR/S and the RDEIR/RSEIS respective
major alignments have been included in the EIR/S: Thriejta, East of the Sacramento River, West of
Sacramento River, and a Tunnel under the Delta. Many additional prisgmsaublic and private individua
and organizations have also been evaluated and described in Chapter 3 of the EIR/S and Appendix :
Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1.

Regarding development of alternatives foietEIR/EIS, a description of the process the Lead Agencies
followed to develop and screen alternatives is provided in Master Response 4.

For more information regarding purpose and need please see Master Response 3.

The impacts on boating and rect&m are not seriously considered or adequately The methodology used in Chapter 15 tdetenine wellestablished recreation sites entailed using GIS de
included in the California WaterFix documentation. The maps and documentation layers from DWR, California Protected Areas Data Portal, Green Info Network, USFWS, and Recreat
the plan do not even name the primary anchorage for the south Delta, Mildred Isl developed from AECOM and ICF. As such, generally those include more formal resittiorhe Delta,
The plans and maps do not identify whehetprimary sloughs are for recreational however, has countless informal recreation sites, which would be infeasible to track or list. Impacts tc
water skiing and wake boarding. Instead, those very sloughs are the target to be waterskiing and wakeboarding, and popular sloughs used for those activities, are described in Imgac
blocked off for years with barges and construction. The resulting impact to the bo Mitigation Measure TRANEa would reduce impacts on marine navigation by development and
O02YYdzyAliASaQ SO2y 2 Yen Thaplay 8 complefed laakiRgS R implementation of sitespecific construction traffic management plans, including specific measures rel:
regarding economic impacts due to construction on boating and recreation. And ¢ to management of barges and stipulations to notify the commercial and leisure oatimmunities of
commented before, it is ludicrous to say that closing the Twin Sloughs (Victoria proposed barge operations in the waterways.
Slough/Woodward Slough), a prime waterski/wakeboard arear iDiscovery Bay, is
"mitigated” by "similar" sloughs in the North Bay. Young boaters from Discovery E While the environmental commitments would reduce impacts on wétesed recreation (wateskiing,
cannot even get to those sloughs. It wipes Discovery Bay off the map as being a Wakeboarding, tubing) in these areas by creating alternative recreation opportunities for ¢fiotieated
recreational community. during construction, these impacts would be letggm and therefore considered significant and
unavoidable.

Please refer to Alternative 4A in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics, Impact E@Qarding temporary effects ¢
regional economics and employent, ECORB regarding changes in community character, EQ@®&garding
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changes in local government fiscal conditions, and EE@garding recreational economics.

2760 4 Dewatering wells is not acceptable. That will ruin farms and dislocate farfream The tunnel would be installed approximately 100 to 150 feet below the ground surface. No dewaterin
their homes. other construction activities would occur along the tunnel alignment except at the tunnel shaft sites. I

Final EIR/EIS the degation of the proposed project, Alternative 4A, was modified to include slurry wall
installation to protect local groundwater conditions under construction including at tunnel shaft locatic
The effects on groundwater at locations with slurry wall idatans would not result in significant effects
compared to Existing Conditions. Temporary dewatering activities could occur along the pipeline. The
dewatering would occur in the immediate vicinity of the open trench along the pipeline alignment; anc
dewatering would cease as the trench is backfilled. It is possible, that some impacts may result in effe
depending upon specific information that would be collected during design and construction phase.
Mitigation measures have been identified in the BF to reduce the impacts to less than significant as
compared to Existing Conditions. Mitigation MeasureslAGW1, GW5, and WQ@L1 will reduce the
severity of significant impacts in agricultural areas by implementing activities such as siting paijedhfs
to encourage continued agricultural production; monitoring changes in groundwater levels during
construction; monitoring seepage effects; relocating or replacing agricultural infrastructure in support
continued agricultural activities; idenyihg, evaluating, developing, and implementing feasible phased
actions to reduce EC levels; engaging counties, owners/operators, and other stakeholders in develof
optional agricultural stewardship approaches; and/or preserving agricultural land thiaftigite easement
or other agricultural land conservation interests.

2760 5 The problem of the muck ponds has not been addressed or resolved. The plan st Reusable Turel Material (RTM) produced as a result of the proposed project will be temporarily store:
leaves piles of muck (OK, "Reusable Tunnel Material") piled throughout the estue designated storage areas and the project proponents will develogspiéeific plans for the beneficial reus
of the RTM to the greatest extent feasible. Impleneagian of the Environmental Commitment: Disposal ¢
Reuse of Spoils, Reusable Tunnel Material (RTM), and Dredged Material would potentially substantic
reduce the severity of impacts from RTM, spoils and dredged materials on several resources. In,dddi
some impacts where this environmental commitment would be relied upon, mitigation measures wou
be necessary to reduce a significant impact to less than significant. For example, to address potentia
significant alteration in the existingsual quality or character (Impact AE$n part due to spoil/borrow an
RTM storage]), several mitigation measures would be implemented (e.gladB&ESQ b, AELd), including
Mitigation Measure AES$c:, Develop and Implement a Spoil/Borrow and Rews@bhnel Material Area
Management Plan. Siting criteria for the RTM is described in section 3B.2.18.1, Material Storage Site
Determination, and development of plans to reuse RTM is described in Section 3B.2.18.4, Material R
Plans.

2760 6 The only rational option is to move the alignment to the Eastern Alignment along Please see Master Response 4 regarding the range of alternatives selected.
already industrial areas neabland down Highway 4. Yes, that would be more
expensive. But since the (m:lual goals require protection of the estuary, that is the The alternatives included in the Draft EIR/EIS represent a Iega”y adequate reasonable range of alter
only viable option. and the scope of the analysis of alternatives fully coesplvith both CEQA and NEPA. The Lead Agencit
carefully considered all potential alternatives that were proposed during the scoping process and duri
time of preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS.

The specific proposals that were considered but ultimatejgated by the Lead Agencies are discussed i
Appendix 3A of the DEIR/EIS, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measui
Appendix 3A thoroughly explains why various proposals were not analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

2760 7 The operatioal phase is the most worrisome part of the plan. We have watched w In accordance wit the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of t
dismay the last four years as the State continues to mismanage water resources, action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
moving too much water from the north to the south at the start of the drought, lea rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water ResesiControl Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
insufficient waer in Shasta and other reservoirs to protect the salmon, and now th Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
are nearly decimated. The actions taken this year to try to save them were too litt alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were i
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and too late. Now the farmers are complaining that the actions should not have b to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are

takenandclaink 4 Q& |y A&a&adzS 2F GKS FI NYSNE Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor any cha

truth. The issue is that too much water has been promised, too much "paper wate total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamatidre @mount of water that DWR and Reclamation can

which does not exist, causing farmers to plant based on unrealistic expectations. divert from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating agencies, ESA compli
and project design. Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with the é@thg the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State W
Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 164640), subject to adjustments made pursuant to tt
project and the adaptive managemepitocess, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS
the longterm, the proposed project would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as compare
Existing Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer and early fall month&)@aase exports in
the wet winter months when the river flows are high. The water would be stored at locations south of
Delta during the high flow periods to allow reductions in deliveries to SWP and CVP water users in di
periods.

The EIR/EIS evaluates letegm operation of the SWP and CVP over aty&2r long hydrologic period with
extended wet periods and dry/critical dry periods. The evaluation is a comparative analysis to determ
incremental differences between conditionsder the Alternatives 1 through 9 and conditions under the
Existing Conditions and the No Action Alternative. The analyses were not conducted to identify speci
values or to respond to sheterm emergency situations, such as the ongoing drought. $¢pa&ngineering
and environmental studies have been and will continue to be prepared when water quality criteria ant
regulations are modified in emergencies.

2760 8 The plan needs to identify the amount of water available for export, using the 20C It appears that this comment is referring to the State Water Resources Control Board 2010 Developn
Delta Flows document. Then the state can allocate the available water reliably, in Flow Criteria fothe SacramenteSan Joaquin Delta Ecosystem report. As described in Appendix 3A,
of this hodgepodge, erroneous model used now. Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives Conservation Measure 1, of the EIR/EIS, one of the |

alternatives considered was based upon the State Water ResouorgBoard 2010 Development of
Flow Criteria for the Sacrament®an Joaquin Delta Ecosystem, which described providing up to 75 per
of unimpaired flow into the Delta to improve aquatic resources habitat conditions. This potential alterr
was notevaluated in detail because the flow recommendations in the 2010 report could not be achiev
without adverse impacts to cold water management for fisheries in the Sacramento, Feather, and Arr
rivers without reductions in noi$WP and no/€ VP water rigts diversions. The purpose and need of this
EIR/EIS would not allow changes to f8WP and noiCVP water rights. However, Alternatives 7 and 8 in
EIR/EIS reflect similar flow criteria in a manner that would only affect SWP and CVP water rights.

2760 9 The state needs to start asking questions about how many crops we can support State constitutionalestrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water and state law requir
on what land, and stop the "paper water" oveommitment of resources. Itis the  that water supplied from the Delta be put to beneficial uses. The lead agencies do not have the authc
expansion of farming beyond the available water resources that has brought Cali designate what water deliveries are used for. Please seedvi&tsponse 34 regarding the potential uses
to this brink of disaster. The state needs to identify the water requirements, as th¢ water delivered via the proposed conveyance facilities.

Legislature dictated in 2009, before moving ahead. This project currently is illega
Through the Legislature and through executive agencies, California has embraced water conservatio

numerous fronts, as have many California waterrages. Many of these efforts are highlighted in Appen
1C, Demand Management Measures, EIR/EIS, which describes conservation, water use efficiency, a
sources of water supply, including recycled water. While these elements are not proposed afstpart

LN22SOGz GKS [SFR !'38Sy0OASa NBO23yAl S GKIG (K¢

2760 10 The Independent Science Board correctly pointed out that the "Adaptive C2NJ NBalLkryasSa (G2 0O2YYSyia NBtl (SR ( 2easéfefrtos5 St (
Management" model in the plan is woefully insufficient. Btege has shown the comment lettersBDCRL.448and/or RECIRE546
inability to manage the system. There is no adequate structure identified in the pl
that gives the populace any assurance that a real adaptive management model w For more information regarding adaptive management please see Master Response 33 and Chapter
work. Without that, we know that too much water will continue to éeported, as it FEIR/EIS.
has been for the past 10 years, and Northern California will continue to be
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2760 11 Removing too much water will allow too much salt water to ideyaffecting Delta  The issue raised by the commenter addresses thetmefithe project and does not raise any issues with
farms-- the richest, most fertile farmland in the country. We are giving up rich pea the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS.
soil, which requires little water, for tainted, ruined desert lands. This makes no se
all.

2760 12 For the past 120 years, the corporate agribusinesses and Los Angeles develope Adaptive management is intended to respond to uncertainties (e.g., exfesffects associated with clima
have ruled how the water is managed in the state. Oncettheels are in, there will change or additional information gained during the monitoring. In the event that the adaptive manage
be no way to restrict the water they want to obtain, since there is no real "adaptivi would make substantive changes resulting in new adverse effects, those changes would need to und
management" process documented in the plan. It is all haasing. additional envionmental review. See Master Response 33 regarding more details on adaptive manag

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

2760 13 The cost analysis is lacking and not realistic. Please refer to Master Response 5 for additional details on the costs of project implementation.

2760 14 Building the tunnels is guaranteed to destroy Northern California farms, salmon ri The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
and communities. And it will ultimately impact the water quafityther downstream, Species Acts; as such it is intended ¢ocelnvironmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a
including the San Francisco Bay. point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing

salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory pettend allow for greater
operational flexibility. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the E
were raised.

2761 1 The Delta is a very fragile ecosystem and one of the largest and most beautiful fr As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts
water estuaries and wild life habitats in the US. Please do not think for a second tt proposed project is intended to be einonmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point of
will survive if the tunnel is put in. water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and sa

the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterdsadiow for greater operationa
flexibility.

2761 2 We all know the Delta is connected to the ocean, and without the fresh water flon The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
to keep it at bay, salt water will continue to move up into whas historically been  the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS.
fresh water. The natural vegetation will die, the trees will fall and the levies will br
The pretunnel people talk about putting in dikes and gates to keep the salt water
but that is simply ridiculous, and will make theepd of unwanted aquatic plants eve
worse.

2761 3 Bottom lineis [it's] all about money, big money. Big agribusiness bought millions ¢ The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
acres of desert for cheap along the canal and have made millions over the past 4
years. They paid little for the "desert" back then, but with an almost endless supp
cheap watey were able to make big money. It is a sorry fact, but there simply is nc
enough water to keep feeding the watéhirsty desert, and sacrificing the Delta is
simply not right. This thirst for water has killed several other big lakes [and] the m
Colomdo River, and | am appalled that people even consider this an option.

2761 4 There are billions of tons of food that go to waste in the US eveny ged don't think For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.
could ever be convinced that we "the people” will suffer if we either shut down me
of the more wasteful farms, or we end up paying a bit more for food because they
have to put in a desalinization plant and create their own watesaleization of what
is 80% already fresh water entering the canal, only when it is needed, will certain
money, but | bet the farmers, if they are paying for their water the same as every(
else, the demand will drop.
| beg you, face the reality that big agribusiness in desert has either run its course
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2761

2762

2762

2762

5

1

2

3

they need to find another solution like desalinization, moving to an area where thi
water, becoming very efficient and living with what is available in a watgplguor
something, but destroying one of our most beautiful natural wonders is just so wr
on so many levels.

I just heard big agribusiness is buying up islands and watisd to getmorewater b2 A&d&dzS&8 NBtFGSR G2 GKS | RSljdz2 08 2F G(KS Sygj

rights. Are we so consumed with lawyers and money that we are actually letting t fundamental purpose of the propodeproject is to make physical and operational improvements to the

happen? system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP ai
south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, stersi with statutory and
contractual obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operatin
criteriato improvewater volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designedhfisove native
fish migratory patérnsand allow for greater operational flexibility.

Of most concern to CDFW is the basis of comparison for conducting the CEQA a As statedinSectip n ®Hdm 2F (GKS wnamo S5NIFd 9Lwk9OL{Z ai
Ly (KS 5 Mbalfsis ofShe sorseriafofpldrased alternatives, the analyse: of any proposed project is normally the environmental setting, or existing conditions, at the time a No
for certain aquatic species impacts from operations of the proposed project descr Preparation (NOP) is issued (State CEQA Guidelife§ $e2 Y MpMHp Ol 8 0 ®¢ | 26 S¢
the modeled project impacts as compared to Existing Conditions, but ultimately dzAa SR ¢KSy (KS f SIR | 3Sy0é Oly aKz2¢ (KFG Ly St
reached determinationsn significance based on a comparison to the NEPA basel A y F2 NXY I GA 2yt @I t dzSdé

which uses the NAA_LLT [No Action Alternative Late Long Term] (i.e. 2060) conc

The rationale for this approach was that it enabled partitioning of the effects of N several |nstances in the alternatives anaIyS|s the RDEIR/SDEIS cdhdud-mpanson to the existin
implementation of the altemative from the effects of sea level rise, climate change O2 Y RA G A2y & ol aStAyS ayl y2i 2FFSNI I Of S NJ dzg
future water demands. The recirculated EIR/EIS evaluates three new alternatives SY A NB Y YSy (1 ¢  { LISOA FA OI f tez GKS bot! b2 1 OGA:z
FNB y2d LINRPLRASR a O02yadSNBF A2y LX I andaquatic resurces because the action alternative modeling does not partition the effects of
aguatic species; the ahges often reach significance conclusions based on a implementation of the alternatives from the effects of sea level rise, climate change, and future water
comparison to future conditions (NAA_ELT [Early Long Term]) rather than a demands. As a result, use of the NEPA No Action Alternative is consittethe CEQA guidelines as it
comparison to Existing Conditions. However, Alternative 4A is not asasje and  allows clear understanding of the impact of the alternative on the environment. For more information
longterm conservation focused only on consttion of water conveyance facilities  regarding environmental baselines please see Master Response 1.

and associated mitigation which will be implemented on a much shorter timefram

10-15 years (the NAA_ELT compares conditions out to 2025). We believe that the

FylrteasSa akKz2dzZ R Y2NB Ofa&dilNdnmipariRdd to Ghisking

Conditions. We also recommend that further information needs to be described a

why the comparison to the “future conditions" baseline is justified based on unust

aspects of the project or conditions.

There are outstanding CDFW comments that havefultyt been resolved from our  All comments received have since been addressed with responses and/or changes to the EIR/EIS wl
June 2015 comments to the administrative draft revised EIR/EIS. necessary.

Several of the effects analyses, results, and conclusions do not reflect current eff The commenter does not identify specific cases where the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EI¢
being undertaken through the Section 7 process and discussions of the Fish and analyses, results, and conclussodo not reflect current efforts being undertaken through the Section 7
Code section 2081(b) permit application. CDFW generally understands that as th process and discussions of the Fish and Game Code section 2081(b) permit application. As much as
methods, analyses and results are finalized they will be included in the final EIR/E the analysis in the EIR/EIS has tried to be consistent with the appro#u rermits; however, in order to
ensure clarity and consistency. be consistent with the methods to the analysis for the BDCP alternatives the EIR/EIS had to maintain
natural community level approach to the analysis and the conservation, which is required under NEP
Section 1502.14af KS / 2dzy OAt 2y 9YBANRYYSyidl+t vdzZ tAde
aS0GA2y 2F Fy 9L{xX I3SyOArASa akKlftft a5S8@20GS &adzx
including the proposed action so that reviewers may evalut&tA NJ 02 YLJ NI G4 A @S Y S

Please refer to Master Response 45 (Permitting) and Master Response 5 (Compliance with ESA) for
additional information on permits and Section 7.
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2762 4 We [CDFW] hadome difficulty in clearly distinguishing which of the HCP/NCCP  The differences between BDCP (Alternative 4) and Alternative 4A are discussed in Chapter 3 of the
elements carry over to Alternative 4A. This is particularly a concern regarding EIR/EIS. The Avoidance and Minimization Measures that are also applicable to Alternativepetifically
Avoidance and Minimization Measures, project operations criteria and other detai addressed in the analyses for the respective resources in Chapters 11 and 12 of the Final EIR/EIS.
the BDCP that were not ihled or clearly referenced in the project description.
2762 5 Several of the mitigation measures and CEQA conclusions need additional clarifi The commenter offers a general opinion and does not provide the specificity necessary to enable a
to demonstrate that they will be effective in redimg or eliminating impacts and can response.
be feasibly implemented.
2762 6 The CEQA analyses for the proposed environmental commitments do not clearly As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EIS, Section 3.6.3, Envirbi@oamtdatments, the
dem2 Yy A GUNI GS K2g SIFOK alLISOASAQ KI oAdl G Envionmental Commitments would be implemented in the same manner as described in the corresp
environmental commitment targets species that utilize the same natural commun Conservation Measures in the BDCP. For example, Conservation Measure 7 includes siting and desi
[There are] several examples of cases where species with disparate habitat considerations to meet the needs of ntiple species, including riparian brush rabbit, valley elderberry
requirements are assumed taehefit from the same mitigation acreages. Thisisanf 2y AK2NY 6SSGt S IyR {4l Ayaz2yQa KFglod /a 1 |I§
important clarification necessary for ensuring that impacts to individual species ai structural heterogeneity, early to misuccessional vegetation, and late successivagktation.
reduced to a lesthan-significant level. Furthermore, Alternative 4A also includes specific Resource Restoration and Protection Principles (s
3-7 in Chapter 3 of the EIR/EIS), which carry forward many of the biological goals and objectives for |
communities and speciedentified in the BDCP. Where necessary additional guidance is provides in s
AMMs and specific mitigation measures to address the needs of species with specific habitat require
2762 7 The document does not clearly explain how modeled physicalggsare translated The methods applied for relating physical changes into biological effects are summarized in Sections
into biological effects and subsequently how those biological effects are, or are ni(Aquatic) and 12.3.2 (Terrestrial) of the EIR/S.dlsions regarding significance of results were based o
then concluded to be significant/adverse, based on the significance thresholds  professional judgement, informed by the results of the modeling when available. The methods descri
articulated. If these determinations are based on professional expegierather than sources of information regarding species abundance, etc., as necessary; there-refa@s€ing to other
a quantitative process that translates modeled physical effects into biological effe documents (e.g., public draft BDCP) as relevant.
then those determinations and the basis for the qualitative assumptions, should t
made clear. As should the information about what species popul&stimates or
species abundance indices these modeled effects are applied to in the assessme
2762 8 Under Alternative 4A, egg mortality (according to the Reclamation egg mortality = As described throughout Chapter 11 of the Final EIR/EIS, the CEQA evaluation of alternatives includ
model) in drier water years, during which winrkem Chinook salmon would already | effects of climate change. To properly assess the effects of the alternative, andhmatecthange, the NEF
stressed due to redeed flows and increased temperatures, would be up to 18%  analysis is also utilized to develop the CEQA conclusions. As described for this and several other alte
greater (absolute difference) than egg mortality under the CEQA baseline. The e; the CEQA analysis describes the modeled differences between existing conditions, which does not ir
of spawning habitat and egg incubation conditions according to the SacEFT mod climate change éécts, and the alternative, which includes climate change effects. The alternatives are
predicted to be 21% and 9% lew respectively, on an absolute scale. Years with w responsible for mitigating the effects of climate change.
temperatures at the red level of concern and exceedances above NMFS temperz
thresholds would be substantially greater under Alternative 4A relative to the CE( Please also see Master Response 1 regarding baselines.
baseline. Therefore, these modelingsults indicate that the difference between
Existing Conditions and Alternative 4A could be significant because the alternativ
could substantially reduce suitable spawning habitat and substantially reduce the
number of winterrun as a result of egg matlity, although, due to the highly
suppressed population size of wintarn Chinook salmon relative to historical
population sizes, it is unlikely that spawning habitat is currently limiting. (Section «
4.3.7-60)
Contrary to the NEPA conclusion setlicabove, these modeling results indicate tha
the difference between Existing Conditions and Alternative 4A could be significan
because the alternative could substantially reduce juvenile migration conditions fc
winter-run Chinook salmon upstream ofafbelta. Under Alternative 4A, there woulc
be reductions in flow and increased temperatures in the Sacramento River that c«
lead to biologically meaningful reductions in juvenile migration conditions, thereby
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2762

2762

2762

2762

9

10

11

12

reducing survival relative to Existing Cdimiis. Reduced migration conditions woulc
delay or eliminate successful migration necessary to complete the winte€hinook
salmon life cycle. Winterun Chinook salmon juvenile survival through the Delta fol
Alternative 4A would be similar or slighttywver than for Existing Conditions. (Sectio
4,p.4.3.772)

Under Alternative 4A (including climatbange effects), there are flow and storage As described in Appendix 5A, Section C, modeling seisuihe Final EIR/EIS indicate that reservoir surfa
reductions, as well as temperature increases in the Sacramento River that would water elevations in Lake Oroville would be similar or higher except in June through August under the
to biologically meaningful increases in egg mortality and overall reduced habitat proposed project (Alternative 4A) as compared to the No Action Alternative. The lower reservaaesurf
conditions for spawning sprirgin and eggricubation, as compared to Existing water elevations would result in higher temperatures during the summer months in the Feather River
Conditions. Flows in the Feather River{ffow channel do not differ between

Alternative 4A and Existing Conditions. However, water temperature analyses in The surface water elevations in Lake Oroville are lower than under the Existing Conditions in all mon
Feather River lovilow channel using thresholds developectiordination with NMFS Primarily due to climate change and sea lenst assumptions under Alternative 4A as compared to Exi¢
indicate that there would be moderate to large negative effects on temperature Conditions. These changes would occur with or without implementation of the proposed project and \
conditions during springun Chinook salmon spawning and egg incubation. (Sectic result in increased water temperatures in the downstream rivers, and no mitigation ieelqui

.4.3.798
P ) Also see response to comment 2782egarding climate change inclusion in the CEQA analysis.

Under Alternative 4A, there would be small to moderate flow reductions and Specific text from the EIR/S is restated in the comment. No issiaed to the adequacy of the
temperature increases in the Feather River. SacEFT predicts improvements environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
spawning habitat availability for sprirgn Chinook salmon in the Sacramento Rivel

under Alternative 4A and SALMOD predict slightly reduced habitat conditions.

Exceedances above NMFS temperature thresholds would be higher under Altern

4A relativeto Existing Conditions. Results would be similar among model scenaric

Contrary to the NEPA conclusion set forth above, these modeling results indicate

the difference between Existing Conditions and Alternative 4A could be significan

because the a#trnative could substantially reduce rearing habitat and substantially

reduce the number of springun Chinook salmon as a result of fry and juvenile

mortality. (Section 4, p. 4.3.709)

Under Alternative 4A, there would be moderate to substantial flow reductions anc Specific text from the EIR/S is restated in the comment. No issues related to the adequacy of the
substantial increases in temperatures and temperature exceedances above tlites environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
in the Sacramento, Feather, and American Rivers, which would interfere withafall

fall-run Chinook salmon spawning and egg incubation. Biological models, includir

Reclamation egg mortality model and SacEFT, predict substantially degradedrap:

and egg incubation habitat conditions in the Sacramento, Feather, and American

Rivers. These modeling results are generally consistent for H3_ELT and H4_ELT

Contrary to the NEPA conclusion set forth above, these modeling results indicate

the difference between Existing Conditions and Alternative 4A could be significan

because the alternative could substantially reduce suitable spawning habitat and

substantially reduce the number of fdlate fall-run Chinook salmon as a result of e(

mortality. (Section 4, p. 4.3-155)

Under Alternative 4A, including climate change effects, there avbelpersistent Specific text from the EIR/S is provided. idsues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact
moderate flow reductions in the Feather, American, Stanislaus, Mokelumne, and analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

Joaquin Rivers, which would interfere with fédite fall-run Chinook salmon juvenile

rearing habitat conditions. Contrary to the NEPA conclusion set ftutlieg these

modeling results indicate that the difference between Existing Conditions and

Alternative 4A could be significant because the alternative could substantially red

suitable rearing habitat and substantially reduce the number of fati fall-run

Chinook salmon as a result of degraded juvenile rearing conditions. (Section 4, p
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43.7167)

These modeling results indicate that the difference between Existing Conditions &
Alternative 4A could be significant because the alternative could sotialiy reduce
migration conditions for falllate fall-run Chinook salmon upstream of the Delta.
Under Alternative 4A, instream flows would be lower in multiple upstream rivers
during the fallrun Chinook salmon migration period relative to Existing Qimmi,
depending on scenario (H3_ELT or H4_ELT). Degraded migration habitat conditi
would delay or eliminate successful migration necessary to complete theufall
Chinook salmon life cycle. However, the impact of Alternative 4A across the
operationalrange (Scenarios 23 H3_ELT and H4_ELT) on thBerlghmigration
conditions would be small due to generally similar juvenile survival and a minor e
on olfactory cues for adults. (Section 4, p. 4.392)

Under Alternative 4A, there are flow and cold water pool availability reductions in Specific text fromliie RDEIR/SDEIS is stated in the comment No issues related to the adequacy of the
Feather, American, and Stanislaus rivers, as well as temperatneases in the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
Feather and American rivers that would lead to biologically meaningful increases

mortality and overall reduced habitat conditions for spawning steelhead and egg

incubation, as compared to Existing Conditions. Alternative 4A wotlHave

significant effects on steelhead spawning conditions in the Sacramento River, Cle

Creek, San Joaquin River, or the Mokelumne River. Contrary to the NEPA conclu

forth above, these modeling results indicate that the difference between Egisti

Conditions and Alternative 4A could be significant because the alternative could

substantially reduce suitable spawning habitat and substantially reduce the numkt

steelhead as a result of egg mortality. (Section 4, p. £34)

Under Alternative 4A, there are flow reductions in the Feather, American, Stanisl: Specific text from the RDEIR/SDEIS is provided. No issues related to the adequacy of the environme
San Joaquin, and Mokeluma rivers and temperature increases in the Sacramento, impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

Feather, American, and Stanislaus Rivers that would lead to reductions in quantit

quality of fry and juvenile steelhead rearing habitat relative to Existing Conditions

Contrary to the NEPA conslon set forth above, these modeling results indicate th

the difference between Existing Conditions and Alternative 4A could be significan

because the alternative could substantially reduce rearing habitat and substantial

reduce the number of steelhekas a result of fry and juvenile mortality. (Section 4,

4.3.7:229)

Under Alternative 4A, there wddi be reductions in flow in the Sacramento, Feather Specific text from the RDEIR/SDEIS is included in the comment. No issues related to the adequacy ¢
American, Stanislaus, and Mokelumne rivers that would lead to biologically mear environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
reductions in juvenile and adult migration conditions, thereby reducing survival re

to Existing Conditions. Reded migration conditions would delay or eliminate

successful migration necessary to complete the steelhead life cycle. Alternative 4

would not affect migration conditions for steelhead in Clear Creek or the San Joa

River. Water temperatures under Atnative 4A would generally be similar to those

under Existing Conditions in all rivers examined. There would be minimal effects

through-Delta migration conditions because changes in juvenile survival and adul

olfactory cues would be small. Contrarytte NEPA conclusion set forth above,

modeling results indicate that the difference between Existing Conditions and

Alternative 4A could be significant because the alternative could substantially red

migration conditions for steelhead. (Section 4, [3.4253)
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Under Alternative 4A, flows would generally not differ in the Sacramento.River  Specific text from the RDEIR/SDEIS is shown in the comment No issues related to the adequacy of t|
However, flows would be lower under Alternative 4A in the Feather and San Joac environmental impacanalysis in the EIR/S were raised.

rivers and water temperature conditions would be degraded in all rivers examinec

relative to Existing Conditions. Results would generally be consistent between H:

H4. @ntrary to the NEPA conclusion set forth above, these modeling results indic

that the difference between Existing Conditions and Alternative 4A could be signi

because the alternative could substantially reduce suitable spawning habitat and

substartially reduce the number of green sturgeon as a result of elevated exceed:

above temperature thresholds. (Section 4, p. 4:394)

Under Alternative 4A, water temperatures would be similar in the Sacramento Ri\ Specific text from the RDEIR/SDEIS is stated in the comment. No issues related to the adequacy of t
although the exceedance above NMFS temperature thresholds in the Feather Ri\ environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

would be higher under Alternative 4A than thoseden the CEQA baseline, which

could increase stress, mortality, and susceptibility to disease for larval and juveni

green sturgeon. These modeling results are consistent among scenarios. Contral

the NEPA conclusion set forth above, these modelingltesudicate that the

difference between Existing Conditions and Alternative 4A could be significant be

the alternative could substantially reduce rearing habitat and substantially reduce

number of green sturgeon as a result of fry and juveniletaiity. (Section 4, p.

4.3.7-298)

Under Alternative 4A, there would be frequent smalldage reductions in flows in the Specific text from the RDEIR/SDEIS is in the comment. No issues related to the adequacy of the
Sacramento and Feather rivers upstream of the Delta that would reduce the abilit environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
all three life stages of green sturgeon to migrate successfully. Exceedance of Del

outflow thresholds would be lower under Alternative! Q& | opw9[ ¢ &0

Existing Conditions, but would be similar or greater than under Existing Condition

the H4_ELT scenario. Note that there is high uncertainty that year class strength

to Delta outflow or if both year class strengihd Delta outflows coary with another

unknown factor. Contrary to the NEPA conclusion set forth above, these modelin

results indicate that the difference between Existing Conditions and Alternative 4,

could be significant because the alternative coslibstantially reduce upstream

migration conditions for green sturgeon. (Section 4, p. 4303)

Under Alternative 4A, there would be small to moderate, persistent reductions in ' Specific text from the RDEIR/SDEIS is shown in the comment. No issues related to the adequacy of
in the Sacramento, Feather, and San Joaquin rivers that would cause biologically environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

meaningful effects to white sturgeon spawning and egg incubation habitat. Furthe

there would be increases in exceedances of NMFS temperature thresholds in the

Sacramento River that would cause a biologically meaningful effect to white sturc

spawning and egg incubation. Results would generally be consistent between HZ

and H4_ELT. Cwary to the NEPA conclusion set forth above, these modeling rest

indicate that the difference between Existing Conditions and Alternative 4A could

significant because the alternative could substantially reduce the quantity and qu

of suitable spwning and egg incubation habitat. (Section 4, p. 4325)

Under Alternative 4A, the egedance of flow thresholds in the Sacramento River Please refer to Response 19 above.
would be lower than under Existing Conditions. Exceedance of Delta outflow

GKNSaK2f Ra g2df R 06S f26SNJ dzyRSNI ! fGS

Conditions, but would be similar or greatérain under Existing Conditions for the

H4_ELT scenario, although there is high uncertainty that year class strength is dt

Delta outflow or if both year class strength and Delta outflows arearging with

another unknown factor. Juvenile migration fleun the Sacramento River at Verone
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would be up to 31% lower in six (for H3_ELT) or seven (for H4_ELT) of 12 month
relative to Existing Conditions. These reduced flows would have a substantial effe
the ability to migrate downstream, delaying or slogirates of successful migration
downstream and increasing the risk of mortality. Contrary to the NEPA conclusior
forth above, these modeling results indicate that the difference between Existing
Conditions and Alternative 4A could be significant bsedine alternative could
substantially reduce migration conditions for white sturgeon. (Section 4, p.
4.3.7-326)

Modeling results indicate that the impacts to Pacific lamprey spawning and egg Please refer to Response 19 above.

incubation conditims would be less than significant. There would be no increases
exposure to redd dewatering that would affect more than 5 percent of the populat
in all rivers. Temperature exposure in the American River at the Sacramento Rive
confluence would affect5 percent more cohorts under H3_ELT, but there would t
no other differences that would have a biologically meaningful effect to Pacific lar
in any of the other 9 locations evaluated. Therefore, the impact is less than signifi
and no mitigation isequired. (Section 4, p. 4.3336)

Under Alternative 4A, the risk of redd dewatering would increase to some degree
under some flow reductions in the Sacramento and Trinity rivers, and substantiall
the Amercan River at Nimbus Dam (increases from 34% to 238%). Flow reductio
would increase the risk of ammocoete stranding and desiccation in these rivers. ~
would be a beneficial effect from decreased occurrence of flow reduction events
(=reduced ammocoetstranding risk) in the Feather Rive8 (9% to-64% for the 85%
and 90% flow reduction categories) but this effect would not offset the more
substantial reductions in the other locations. There would be an increase in expo:
to critical water temperatues in most locations examined. Increased exposure to
higher water temperatures would increase stress and mortality of ammocoetes.
Contrary to the NEPA conclusion set forth above, these modeling results indicate
the difference between Existing Conditmand Alternative 4A could be significant
because the alternative could substantially reduce rearing habitat and substantial
reduce the number of Pacific lamprey as a result of fry and juvenile mortality. (Se
4, p. 4.3.7343)

Modeling results indicate that the effect [on lamprey] is less than significant becat
would not substantially reduce or degrade migration habitat or substantially reduc
the number of fish as a result of mortality. There wouldsbeall to moderate negative
effects of Alternative 4A on lamprey migration flows in the Sacramento River at R
Vista, no effect (under H3_ELT) or moderately large benefits (under H4_ELT) in
Feather River, and no effect in the Sacramento River at RéidaBd in the American
River. Combined, these effects would not have a population level effect on Pacific
lamprey. Therefore, the impact is less than significant and no mitigation is require
(Section 4, p. 4.3:348)

Under Alternative 4A, there would be moderate to substantial persistent increase
occurrence of flow reduction events for Alternative 4A with respect to Existing

Conditions for the Trinity River (up 17 to 49%) and the American River at Nirabus
(up to 292%) and at the confluence with the Sacramento River (up to 270%) that
increase river lamprey ammocoete stranding risk and therefore rearing success fi
these locations. There would be a beneficial effect from reduced occurrence of flc
reductions in the Feather River (up to 61% reduction) but this effect would not be

Please refer to Respea 19 above.

Please refer to Response 19 above.

Please refer to Response 19 above.
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sufficient to offset the negative effects from increased occurrence of flow reductic
the other locations. Further, stranding risk under H4_ELT in the Feather Riverlvec
higher than those under H3_ELT, such that the benefits under H3_ELT would no
under these H4_ELT. There would also be increases under Alternative 4A in
ammocoete cohort exposure to critical water temperatures in the Feather and
American rivers thiawould have effects on rearing success through ammocoete
mortality. Contrary to the NEPA conclusion set forth above, these modeling resul
indicate that the difference between Existing Conditions and Alternative 4A could
significant because the alteative could substantially reduce rearing habitat and
substantially reduce the number of river lamprey as a result of fry and juvenile
mortality. (Section 4, p. 4.3.364)

Under Alternative 4A, there would be madge and persistent flow reductions for  Please refer to Response 19 above.
substantial portions of the river lamprey macropthalmia migration period in the
American River, and less persistent and smaller magnitude flow reductions in the
Sacramento River and Feather River. These flow recdectimuld affect juvenile
migration success, increase straying, and delay access to the ocean. If in fact, la
use these cues to find natal spawning grounds, these flow reductions may also a
adult migration success, including a reduction in thdigtfor adults to sense olfactor
cues. There would be beneficial effects from increases in flow for some months a
water year types in each location. However, this effect would not be sufficient to ¢
the negative effects of flow reductions for themainder of the migration period
and/or in other water year types, particularly drier water year types when effects (
flow reductions would be more critical. Flows under H4_ELT would be less favore
than those under H3_ELT. Contrary to the NEPA cadaolast forth above, these
modeling results indicate that the difference between Existing Conditions and
Alternative 4A could be significant because the alternative could substantially red
migration conditions for river lamprey. (Section 4, p. 4367)

Collectively, flows would be lower under Alternative 4A during the adult largemou Please refer to Response 19 above.
bass residency period relative to Existing Conditions. Flows would be persistently

moderately to substantially lower iregeral rivers during substantial portions of the

period. Therefore, these modeling results indicate that the difference between Ex

Conditions and Alternative 4A could be significant because the alternative could

substantially reduce the quantity argiality of habitat for adults as a result of flow

reductions. (Section 4, p. 4.3416)

Collectively, flows would be lower under Alternative 4A during the juvenile and ac Please refer to Response 19 above.
Sacramento tule perch occurrence ptirelative to Existing Conditions. Flows wou

be persistently and moderately to substantially lower in several rivers during

substantial portions of the period. Therefore, these modeling results indicate that

difference between Existing ConditionsdbAlternative 4A could be significant becat

the alternative could substantially reduce suitable rearing habitat as a result of flo

reductions. (Section 4, p. 4.3423)

Collectively, flows would be lower undalternative 4A during the yeaound juvenile Please refer to Response 19 above.
and adult Sacrament&an Joaquin roach occurrence period relative to Existing

Conditions. Flows would be persistently and moderately to substantially lower in

several rivers during substantial portions of tiearing period. Therefore, these

modeling results indicate that the difference between Existing Conditions and

Alternative 4A could be significant because the alternative could substantially red
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suitable rearing habitat as a result of flow reductiongSection 4, p. 4.3:430)

Collectively, flows would be lower under Alternative 4A during the juvenile and ac Please refer to Response 19 above.
hardhead occurrence period relative to Existing Conditions. Flows would be

persistently and moderaly to substantially lower in several rivers during substanti

portions of the rearing period. Therefore, these modeling results indicate that the

difference between Existing Conditions and Alternative 4A could be significant be

the alternative couldsubstantially reduce habitat for juvenile and adult hardhead a:

result of flow reductions. (Section 4, p. 4:3.36)

[Page] 4.35 [Line] 12: For purposesf the EIR/EIS analyses Alternatives 4A, 2D and 5A assume operations of existing facilit
continue, but these existing facilities are not components of these proposed alternatives. ~ Operatic

The Project Description includes new construction and operatiotiseafiew for these facilities are included in the CALSI®ISM2 modeling and SWP/CVP export facilities are desc
conveyance and modified operations of existing facilities. Consistent with discuss jn Section 3.6.1.9 of this Final EIR/EIS.

in the Section 7 process and 2081(b) permit applications, there are also existing
facilities, such as Suisun Marsh facilities, fish salvage operations, aegistiag North
Bay Aqueduct facility, with ongoing operations that are a part of the overall
operations. Please add a description of existing facilities operations here for
consistency with the Section 7 process and 2081(b) permit application.

[Page] 4.116 [Line] 10: This text has been revised in the Final EIR/EIS. See Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3, Environmental Commi

Please revise to make it clear that this description is in "Section 3.4.4, CM4 Tidal
Wetland Restoration" of Appendix D.

[Page] 4.118 [Line] 16: The commenter makes a suggestion about Section nomenclature but does not raise an issue related

adequacy of the environmental alysis in the BDCP EIR/EIS or the RDEIR/SDEIS.
This section title, Collaborative Science and Adaptive Management Program (or

CSAMP), is confusing to the readettiat the text here and in the Collaborative
Science section below is suggesting a new program that builds off of an existing
program with the same name (CSAMP). We [CDFW] suggest renaming this secti
"Collaborative Science, Monitoring, and Adaptive Mamaget" and further clarifying
in the text how the new program will either continue the CSAMP/CAMT efforts or
absorb them.

[Page] 4.118 [Line] 21: AMMP is an abbreation for Adaptive Management and Monitoring Program. This has been clarified ir

Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EIS, Description of Alternatives, Section 3.2.3.3, of the Final EIR/EIS.
AMMP does not seem like the appropriate acronym [for Collaborative Science an

Adaptive Management Program]. Please revise to be consistent with the title.

[Page] 4.120 [Line] 27: Commitments to adaptive management and collaborative science will be secured through a MOA bet
] ] - DWR, Reclamation, the public water agencies, CDFW, NMFS, and USFWS. Details of the collaborat
The funding and MOA [memorandum of agremmt] section could use additional  and adaptive management process, including adaptianagement decisiemaking, an organizational

clarification regarding the assurances of funding, especially as it relates to compli strycture for adaptive management decisions, and funding for collaborative science will be developec
and effectiveness monitoring vs. adaptive management monitoring. ~ Specifically incorporated through the MOA, as needed.

"when feasible" statement is problematic, sint@rovides no commitment to this
process or clarification of how the agencies will be supported to participate in this
process.

E.g., the language above implies that monitoring and studies are needed so that
Collaborative Science program can infortake design and construction of the
screens. However, these actions should be taken as part of implementation,
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compliance, and effectiveness monitoring requirements and will most likely need
begin prior to an adaptive management program being developed

Section 4.1.2.4 states that "the proposed compliaand effectiveness monitoring  Though true that Chaptes of the 2081b permit application is not available, information on compliance
program for the CESA [California Endangered Species Act] 2081b permit is desc effectiveness monitoring is available in BDCP Chapter 3, Conservation Strategy, Section 3.4.22 and
Chapter 6 of that permit application". However, that information is not available fc EIR/EIS Appendix 11F, Substantive BDCP Revisions.

review as part of this EIR/EIS.

[Pagé 4.1-20 [Line] 3941: Comment noted. Funding for monitoring will be provided by the participating state and federal water

contractors, not CDFW. DWR understands that for CDFW to approve the PB®idbntal take permit they
The use of the phrase "the parties above” implies that CDFW will ensure availabi must find that adequate funding will be provided for monitoring. DWR will be documenting adequate
funding for monitoring associated with 2081(b) requirements. funding in their 2081(b) permit application to CDFW.

Please note that a condition of approval for an incidental take permit is thatcapyl
has ensured adequate funding to meet their commitments under a 2081 permit.

[Page] 4.137 [Line] 3234: For more information on the adequy of terrestrial mitigation please see Master Response 17 and Mas

Response 22. Please see response to comment-@7¥6Rinformation on how the EIR/EIS addresses the
This states that the environmental conitments (ECS) and resource restoration anc needs of mu|t|p|e Species from proposed natural Community conservation.

protection principles (RRPPs) are considered part of Alternative 4A, and not defir
mitigation measures (MMs). However, the analyses for many species reference F
requirements in order to meet proposed CHREPA mitigation in the absence of a
LINPLI2ZASR aad® ¢K2dzZa3K wwtta I NByQld RST
FNBE GNBFGSR a adzOK Ay GKS aLIS0ASaQ
longhorn beetle (VELB) analysis states, "The afrdparian protection and
restoration proposed would satisfy the typical mitigation requirements described i
the previous paragraph."

Another consequence of the approach is that it makes it unclear and difficult to as
whether all impacts are ensurdd be less than significant. [There is a] conflict
between the assumption that certain Ecs will address impacts to multiple species
speciesspecific habitat requirements that are not met by the related EC. This app
is left over from the BDCP, wte the reserve system provided a very large buffer
above minimum mitigation requirements. It would be much clearer if the EIR desc
the impact to a particular species and identified the appropriate level of mitigation
that impact, conditioned to reet the needs of that species, as an MM. It is possible
that one mitigation area could meet the habitat requirements of multiple species ¢
therefore satisfy multiple mitigation measures, but that may not always be true.

[Pagé 4.1-39: True, the Resource Restoration and Protectionéiples VELB1 and VELB2 do not specify an acreage ¢

riparian dedicated to VELB; however, the measures explicity commit to mitigating according to the U
Table 4.1.8- VELB1: This objective has been carried over from the BDCP and do: guidelines so there is a commitment to meet the species needs regardless. Furthermore, Enviabnm
quantify a number of acres out of 354 acres provided by ECs [environmental Commitment 7 is guided by the content in Conservation Measure 7 of the Draft BDCP, which specific
commitments] 3 and 7 that are required to mitigate for impacts to VELB [valley  states that restoration projects will incorporate elderberry shrubs in their planting schemes.  An exau
elderberry longhorn beetle]. We [CDFW] suggest updating this RRPP [resource  acreage needed to meet the USFWS guidelimest known at this time because there is no information
restoration and protection principle] to ensure mitigation needs for the species art the number, stem size class, and presence of exit holes in stems that would be impacted and the 72

met, because VELB may have unique requirements that do not overlap with othe jmpacted modeled riparian habitat is likely an over estimate of occupied habitat.
riparian species. Foxample, 100 of the 251 acres restored will be mature forest fc

WYBC [Western yellebilled cuckoo] (VFR2) that may not contain elements neces
F2NJ £9[. Qa4 dzaSd hGiKSNI NALI NRIY &LISOA
brush rabbit]) may alo not include elements necessary for VELB. Therefore, we

suggest revising VELBL to state that at least 78 acres restored by EC7 and 78 ac
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2762 39 [Page] 4.141: The resourceestoration and protection principles are intended to establish performance standards to

NBRdzOS STFSOGa 2y {s6lAyazyQa I11¢1 F2NIIAy3d KI
Table 4.1.8SHWA SH1: We suggest updating this RRPP [resource restoration an igentified. The acreages for restoration and protection armmarized in Table 2ES2A and a summary o
protection principle] to ensure that the mitigation needs for this species are met W the relevant conservation measures is presented in the analysis in Chapter 12. The exact conservati
specific acreage requirements based on anticipated impacts. acreages are not known at this time because the impacts that may result from restoration activities ai
estimates.

2762 40 [Page] 4.3.434 [Line] 2934: Please refer to Master Responses 14 regaydvater quality and mercury.

It is unclear how the evaluation can conclude that the project will not substantially
increase health risks to fish, when the analysis did not evaluate the risk. Appendi:
states that the benchmark used to duate mercury risks in fish tissue were from th:
Delta Methylmercury TMDL [total maximum daily load] (0.24 ppm [parts per millic
350 mm LMB [largemouth bass]). However, that fish tissue target was developed
the protection of human health, and néish health. The TMDL did not develop fish
tissue targets to protect the most sensitive life stages of fish to methylmercury to>
(e.g., reproductive and earlife stages). The most recent science has estimated th
less than 0.02 ppm [parts per nolti] methylmercury in reproductive tissues and

earlylife stage fish is necessary to protect from adverse effects. The current evall
should include an assessment of impacts using this benchmark or equivalent.

2762 41 [Page] 4.3.434 [Line] 3540: The modeling conducted for the SWP and CVP reservoirs using CALSIM Il was conducted on a mon
. L o . L L _ time-step. At this timestep, the modeling results do not indicate that the project alternativeould
¢KS {abasS 21 USN) . 2FNRQa { Ul US6ARS a Snecessarily change reservoir fluctuations so that there would more or less fluctuations, and thus whe
determined that the magnitude of reservoir level fluctuations has been found to b: conditions with the project alternatives would promote increased methyl mercury, relative to Existing

positively correlated to reervoir fish tissue methylmercury concentrations (SWRCE conditions or No Action Alternative cdtidns. It is noted that actions under the Statewide Mercury
2015). If the project operations result in increasing the fluctuations of upstream  Control Program for Reservoirs, as described in the June 2016 Fact Sheet are not concerned with cc
reservoirs through reperations, etc., then the project may impact reservoir fish  reservoir fluctuations; rather the focus is on managing water chemistry and fisleniegosition.
methylmercury concentrations. Theirrent environmental evaluation has not asses
this impact.
2762 42 [Page] 4.3.464: Please refer to Master Responses 14 rdgay selenium.
Both NEPA Effects and CEQA Conclusions conclude that the project will result in
adverse impacts; however, the project is estimated to increase sturgeon (green
sturgeon is EShsted) selenium concentrations to lesethat will cause injury. This
would be an exceedance of the Sacrame8tmn Joaquin River Basin Plan toxicity
narrative objective because selenium would be present in concentrations that prc
detrimental physiological responses in aquatic life. Furtiene, LinaresCasenave et
al. (2014) suggests that sturgeon in the Bajta could currently be at risk from
selenium toxicity. The project would exacerbate toxicity to organisms that feed frc
the benthic food web.

2762 43 In general, CEQA analyses of proposed ECs [environmental commitments] do nc As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3, Environmental Commitments, the Environroemtéin@ents
consider differences in the habitat requirements of species which utilize the same would be implemented in the same manner as described in the corresponding Conservation Measure
natural communities. For example, EC 7 commits to riparian habitaire&in and  BDCP. For example, Conservation Measure 7 includes siting and design considerations to meet the |
protection. EC 7 is expected to offset impacts to a wide variety of spstatals specie: multiple species, including riparianNdza K N} 6 6 A4 X @+ ff S& St RSNDSNN
AyOfdzZRAY3 tSFad . Sttt Qa O Aishibebat spediesdr NJA CM 7 also includes guidance for creating structural diversity and structural heterogeneity, early to
Although these three species use riparian habitat, their habitatiregnents are mid-successional vegetation, and late successional vegetation. Furthermore, Alterdatalso includes
RAFFSNBYG FyR y2i O02YLX AYSyidl NB® [ SI specific Resource Restoration and Protection Principles (see FakiteGhapter 3 of the EIR/EIS), which
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early successional shrubby riparian vegetation. Spstadilis bat species require carry forward many of the biological goals and objectives for natural communities and species identifi
mature riparian habitat with large, established roost trees. As a redultese the BDCP. The resaerrestoration and protection principles include VFR1, to restore, maintain, and
disparate habitat requirements, it is not appropriate to credit all of the proposed enhance riparian areas to provide a mix of eanyid, and latesuccessional riparian habitat (a benefit to
riparian habitat restoration and conservation as a benefit to all three species. tree roosting bats) with a wetleveloped understory of densestmd & o6 o6 Sy SFA LG (2
However, refining the estimated acres of riparian habitat (in this example) llectef measure to maintain a single contiguous patch of 100 acres of mature riparian forest (benefiting bats
the proportion of EC 7 that would meet the specific requirements of each species VELB1 and VELBZ2, specific guidance for replacing elderberry shrubs; argdRRB¥1 which includes
would mean that CEQA mitigation ratios proposed in the document would not be specifc guidance for restoring and protecting habitat for riparian brush rabbit including specific acreac
The analyses for each of the species discussed in the comment, do in fact refer to these specific mee
demonstrate how the effects would be offs The analyses do present the total riparian habitat to be
protected and restored but also refers to the specific guidance to achieve the needs of each species.
total riparian conservation proposed (100 acres of protection and 251 acres of restgratas not chosen
to only offset the amount of riparian natural community affected (48 acres permanent and 24 acres
temporary) but also to meet the needs of several species.
2762 44 [Page] 4.3.83 [Line] 2535: Alternative 4A has been revised and no longer includes a recreation component for conservation are.
change to the EIR/EIS is required.
We [CDFW] suggest discussing potentialanotp from recreation when describing EC
11. Although AMM37 (Recreation) is included in the discussion of Alternative 4A
offsets to impacts (page 65, line 8), potential impacts from recreation should be
discussed because vernal pool habitat is sensitiutoan intrusion.
2762 45 [Page] 4.3.865 [Line] 23: This section of the Final EIR/EIS has been modified.
AMMs [avoidance and minimization measures] listed below irtéieminimize or
avoid direct mortality. We [CDFW] suggest referencing these AMMs again in this
sentence, in addition to habitat protection.
2762 46 [Page] 4.3.85 [Line] 3442: Text has been modified to include a discussion of AMMs and operations and maintenance activities.
There is no discussiaf the AMMs [avoidance and minimization measures] that wi
offset these effects, and there is no discussion of impacts as a result of O&M
[operations and maintenance] after construction. We [CDFW] suggest discussing
AMMs and O&M here to be consistent witie CEQA conclusion.
2762 a7 [Page] 4.3.86 [Line] 27: The overall commitment i® follow the USFWS Guidelines, which means following the recommended
plantings within a 1,800 square foot area. The reference to high density cluster comes from BDCP O
"Planting shrubs in a higtiensity cluster” is too vague and inconsistent with the  VELB1.1. The intent of this objective is to increase opportunities for coliomizand dispersal.  Valley
USFWS 1999 guides. Specify, per the guidelines: The planting area will be at le: e|derberry longhorn beetle is more likely to occupy elderberry shrubs that occur in higher densities ra
1,800 square feet for each elderberry transplant, with as many as 5 additional  than isolated shrubs, and shrub density is an important factor influencing beetle occupancy (Collinge
plantings and up to 5 associated native species plantings within that same area. 2001). Thelensity would not exceed that recommended in the Guidelines.
2762 48 [Page] 4.3.%6 [Line] 32: The potection and management of riparian habitat would benefit VELB if elderberry shrubs are prese
would allow for the future establishment of elderberry shrubs and the expansion of VELB. However, t
Assuming EC 3 is the same as CM3 (BDCP public draft), there are no acreage  protection of riparian habitat is not the sole bafis making the determination that the proposed measut
commitments for protecting valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) habitat would sufficiently offset the effects but rather demonstrates a measure that would contribute to offset
specifially. As a result, EC 3 does not contribute to meeting mitigation requireme the effects.
and reducing impacts to VELB. The 103 acres of protected riparian habitat will be
designed for other riparian species requirements that are not elderberry shrub  Resource Restoration and Protection Principles VELB1 and VELB2 do noaspmuiéage of riparian
obligates. dedicated to VELB; however, the measures explicitly commit to mitigating according to the USFWS
guidelines so there is a commitment to meet the species needs regardless of the proposed riparian
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protection and restoration acreages.
2762 49 [Page] 4.3.87 [Line] 810: The commenter asks that the model be refined or the mitigation be based on the estimate provided ir
analysis. ¢ KS Y2RSt OFlyQdi 6S NBFTAYSR lye FdzaNIHKSNI |
Please either correct the habitat model, or base mitigation on the estimate provid peetle occupies is individual shrubs.  The habitat model is a conservative estimate (i.e., an overestit
the habitat model. the actual habitat and therefore the effecimalysis is not underestimating the effect on the species.
AMM15 provides for surveys for elderberry shrubs according to the USFWS protocol. Actual conserv
will be conducted according to these guidelines.
2762 50 [Page] 4.3.87 [Line] 1012: This text has been corrected for the Final EIS/
Convegance facilities are not environmental commitments. Adjust terminology to
indicate project impacts that result in these losses are water conveyance, transm
and RTM [reusable tunnel material], and EC 4.
2762 51 [Page] 4.3.87 [Line] 2, &7: The analysis is the EIR/EIS is based on the original modeled habitat used for the BDCP. The analy
done in the Bblogical Assessment is taking a different approach and is being conducted independent
Impact numbers do not agree with those presented in the draft BA [Biological ~ EIR/EIS. The impact analysis, as noted in this section, provides a conservative estimate of impacts
Assessment]. AMM15 provides for surveys for elderberry shrubs accardothe USFWS protocol. Actual conservatior
will be conducted according to these guidelines.
2762 52 [Page] 4.3.89 [Line] 110, 41: As stated in the analysis, a total of 251 acres of riparian habitat will be restored/created and 103 acre
protected. The impacts to modeled riparian habitat consist of 72 adrespact.
VELB [valley elderberry longhorn beetle] would need 78 acres of valley foothill rig
protected and 78 acres of vayléoothill riparian restored according to the Environmental Commitment 7 specifically calls for the planting of elderberry shrubs in large, contiguo
requirements outlined in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service conservation guideline clusters with a mosaic of associated natives as part of riparian restoration consistent with USFWS (1
meet proposed CEQA mitigation ratios described on page-88.8 is not clear how conservation guidelines. Elderbemiantings are built into the Environmental Commitment guidance (se
much restored and protected valleydthill riparian habitat will be available to meet Conservation Measure 7 in BDCP) and Resource Restoration and Performance Principle VELB1 spe
the specific habitat requirements of VELB and the proposed mitigation ratios. As requires mitigation to be conducted according to USFWS guidelines. The analysistikiage that the
result, we [CDFW] cannot determine how the CEQA conclusion is supported by tt USFWS guidelines require 78 acres (the new riparian impact total) of protection and 78 acres or restt
available analysis and information. Please aetails describing how proposed The USFWS guidelines provides specific guidance for conservation based on stem counts, size, and
mitigation would meet VELB requirements. number of shrubs to be traplanted, none of which are available at this time. The acreages proposed
likely sufficient to accommodate the required mitigation but even if they are not the commitment in
Resource Restoration and Performance Principle VELBL is to follow thermsidedhich means that the
mitigation would be satisfied regardless.
2762 53 [Page] 4.3.869 [Line] 4144: As part of the planning and environmental assessment process, the project proponents will incorpora
environmental commitments and best management practices (BMPs) into the aitésnatives to avoid o
The CEQA conclusion should not assume that protection and restoration of habit. minimize potential adverse effects (a NEPA term) and potential significant impacts (a CEQA term). T|
greater than proposed mitigation ratios unless this exceedangaastified in RRPP  project proponents will implement these environmental commitments as part of the project constructi
[resource restoration and protection principle] VELB1. activities. In other wordghese commitments will be satisfied even if not separately imposed by the
permitting agencies. If permitting agencies impose additional measures or modifications, those will al
adhered to as part of the permit(s). The Lead Agencies will coordiret@iply, engineering, design and
construction, operation, and maintenance phases of the alternative with the appropriate agencies. |
more information regarding Environmental Commitments please see Appendix 3B of the RDEIR/SDE
On the same referencedage that is included in the comment, the EIR/S substantiated the rationale fol
CEQA conclusion based upon following these Avoidance and Minimization Measures:
Construction Best Management Practices and Monitoring, AMM3 Stormwater Pollution Previetaign
AMM4 Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, AMMS5 Spill Prevention, Containment, and Countermeast
AMM®6 Disposal and Reuse of Spoils, Reusable Tunnel Material, and Dredged Material, and AMM15
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2762

2762

54

55

Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. AMM15 requires susviey elderberry shrubs within 100 feet of any ground
disturbing activities, the implementation of avoidance and minimize measures for any shrubs that are
identified withinthis 106F 2 2 4 6 dzZFFSNE | yR G NI yaLX | yi Ay AMMsK N.
include elements that avoid or minimize the risk of affecting habitats and species adjacent to work art
RTM storage sites.

Other factors relevant to effects on valley elderberry longhorn beetle include:

w Habitat loss is widely dispersed thighout the study area and would not be concentrated in €
one location.

[0 There would be a temporal loss of riparian habitat, which is expected to result in a minimal
on valley elderberry longhorn beetle because much of the riparian habitat iprthject area is not known
to be currently occupied by the species, because all elderberry shrubs that are suitable for transplant
would be moved to conservation areas in the project area, and because most of the affected commui
composed of smapatches of riparian scrub and herbaceous vegetation that are fragmented and distri
across the agricultural landscape of the project area and thus are likely to provide no-allemwhabitat
for the beetle.

w Temporarily disturbed areas would bestored within 1 year following completion of
construction and management activities. Under AMM10, a restoration and monitoring plan would be
developed prior to initiating any constructienelated activities associated with the environmental
commitments orother covered activities that would result in temporary effects on natural communities

[Page] 4.3.8/6 [Line] 3e43: Riparian protection and restoration, especially when implemented with channel margin enhancement
conceivably contribute to the formation of sand bars along channels in the Deltarbgsgimg the diversity

Riparian conservation and restoration is unlikely to benefit these species becaust in the channel edge through the channel margin enhancement itself, the increase in woody debris, ar

primarily designed to accommodate otheparian species requirements. Because s increase in exposed roots along channel margins, all of which contribute to natural river processes, w

bars and sand dune habitat would be incompatible with most riparian special stat include the depositiorf sand and formation of sand bars.  The analysis does not state that sand dur

aLISOASa NEdZANBYSyua o6SE® w. w @NR LI Nwould form as a result of these activities.

WYBC [western yellowilled cuckoo]), it isinlikely that proposed mitigation will

benefit anthicid beetles.

[Page] 4.3.878 [Line] 2533: The commenter notes that nothing is known about the ipdf Sacramento and Antioch Dunes anthicid

beetles to disperse and establish in vacant available habitat. The impacts to anthicid beetles represe
Nothing is known about the ability of either anthicid species to successfully dispelLj2 § Sy G A AYLI OGa YR FINB y20 yS$O0Saal NAf & lidal¢
andestablish in vacant available habitat. Additionally, the upstream abundance ai restoration under Alternative 4A are not known at this time. Records for these species are just east
distribution of the Sacramento anthicid beetle is essentially unknown. Vista, near Decker Island, and on Brannan Island.  The current areas being considered for tidal rest

. L . ) . do not include these locations smpacts to these locations are not likely.
Given the combination of uncertain (at best) benefits from the project on these sp

and the strongikelihood of project impacts on known occurrences, we [CDFW] ca The current conditions along most of the leveed channels are not conducive to the formation of sandl

determine how the CEQA conclusion of "Wfsan-significant” is supported by the  however, the channel margin enhancement and planting of riparian along the Delta river channels thi

information available. Please revise this section. creating low floodplain benches and increased vegetation and woody debris along the channel margi
create conditions that would facilitate the deposition of fines and the establishment of sandbars.

Tidal restoration activities will be subject to sep@&anvironmental review and permitting, and would
address specific effects to anthicid beetles. The less than significant determination for Alternative 4A
EIR/EIS is appropriate considering that conditions in the Delta for anthicid beetles wyilinipebve with
riparian restoration and channel margin enhancement as currently written under Alternative 4A in the
EIR/EIS.
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2762 56 [Page] 4.3.8/8 [Line] 4344: True, there is no RRPP designating grassland protection in CZ1; however, the intent here is to identil
potential impact that could occur grassland protection does take place in Delta green ground beetle
There is no RRPP [resource restoration and protection principle] committing to pr hapitat. Though there could be a long term benefit with the protection there could also be an impact
grasland in CZ1. Alt 4A protects substantially fewer acres of grassland than the t management activities are not compatible.
to mitigate for effects on other grasslastependent species, mostly in CZs 7 and 8.
example, RRPP G10 protects 647 acres of grassland near Byron Hills, and 228 &
committed to riparian brush rabbit (RBRS5), leaving less than 200 acres that may |
protected in CZ1.
Vernal pool (VP) complex protection would benefit this species more than grassle
Most of the RRPPs for VP complex are intended to be conductedgeam, and do
not include the Jepson Prairie VP Core Area (see USFWS vernal pool recovery
Figure 1H13c).
2762 57 [Page] 4.3.89 [Line] 1214: Grassland restoration will occur on cultivated lands, which was quantified as such for the analysis, ar
thus not impact the specie€onservation Measure 9 from the Draft BDCP would guide the vernal com
If grastand or VP [vernal pool] complex restoration occurs in CZ1 it could impact restoration identified in Environmental Commitment 9. As noted on pag&3.4f the Draft BDCP,
green ground beetle. Because specific locations are not stated inthe RRPPs[resg / 2 y A SN A2y %2y S wm O2y il Aya f | yRa haleksinae beers NX
restoration and protection principles] or Section 4.1.2.3, we [CDFW] suggestinch Kk A 3 Kf @ RS3INI RSRSY o6dzi oKAOK I NB adzidil 6f8 T2NJ ¢
aadditional discussion here regarding potential impacts of grassland or VP comple |ikely be areas that are highly degraded and thus not likely suitable for Delta green ground beetle.
restoration projects to the species. Restoration would not take pladn areas already suitable for vernal pool species. Because the species
been found several hundred meters away from vernal pool habitat, vernal pool restoration will be idet
as potential impact to the species and the mitigation measure modifiedclude preconstruction surveys
for this activity if it occurs within the species range.
2762 58 [Page] 4.3.&9 [Line] 3638: The analysis for effects on Delta green ground beetle does not assume that grassland projection wot
in CZ1 but rather that it is possible. Under Environmental Commitment 3, grassland protection is pc
Here the assumption is made that protection of grasslands will occur in CZ1, thot jn cz1. General guidesfor Environmental Commitments, as outlined in the discussion of Alternative
that siting commitment is not specified Alternative 4A. in Chapter 3, is provided in the original BDCP Conservation Measures, which does list Conservation
where actions may occur.
2762 59 [Page] 4.3.&9 [Line] 67: The lines identified by the commenter are a table title and it is unclear what the suggested change re
No changes have been made related to this comment.
We [CDW] suggest including EC 8 as a potential impact.
2762 60 [Page] 4.3.80 [Line] 1114, 3235: Grassland restoration will take place in cultivated lands and not areas potentially suitable for delta gre
ground beetle. Text changed to include EC 9.
Include restoration of grassland and VP [vernal pool] complex as potential impact
unless it is specified in Alt 4A that they will not occur in CZ1.
We [CDFW] suggest characterizing potential impacts as a result of ECs 3 and 11
it is specifiedn Alt 4A that protection of grassland will occur in CZ1.
2762 61 [Page] 4.3.80 [Line] 43: ¢KS 02YYSyidSNI aidl (® &ahouk Eit and the wédkside of Rir@iseDBoyigh are witt
the [Delta green ground beetle] species range according to this impact analysis and CNDDB [Califorr
Lands adjcent to Calhoun Cut and the west side of Lindsey Slough are withinthe p | § dzNJ f 5A GSNBEAGE 5FdF ol 3568 200d2NNBy O is eohclusion.¢
[Delta green ground beetle] species range according to this impact analysis and ( The discussion of the species range in the preceding discussion is in line with this statement.
[California Natural Diversity Database] occurrence data.
2762 62 [Page] 4.3.81 [Line] 20: The area of potential habitat in Potrero Hills, grassland on hill tops, was added to Figle 1Zhe
commenter is correct that there ango populations as yet identified in Potrero Hills; however, as stated
Potrero Hills is not mapped as suitable habitat in Figuré 22t is eo not included in the discussion, suitable habitat has been identified in this areas during previous studies and the inten
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢

Final EIR/EtSComments and Responses to Comments 57 ICF 00139.1



RECIRC |Cmt#
Ltr#

Comment Response

the two populations recognized by USFWS (2009) or CNDDB [California Natural inclusion is to ensure that if any as yet identified populations anad that effects can be avoided and

Diversity Database]. minimized.
2762 63 [Page] 4.3.81 [Line] 2226: Environmental Commitment 8 is guided by Conservation Measure 8 in the Draft BDCP, which states
) o ] ~ grassland restoratio will occur in nongrassland areas such as ruderal and cultivated lands.  The imp
Itis not specified in Alt 4A where grasslands will be restored. Unless specified in analysis for all of the alternatives assumes grassland restoration would result in the conversion of cul
RRPP [resource restoration and protection principle] or in Section 4.1.2.3 as no  |ands, which would be unsuitable habitat for callippe sipet.
occurring in the Cordelia Hills/western edge of the project area, we [CDFW] sugg
analyzing this restoration as a potential impact.
2762 64 [Page] 4.3.81 [Line] 3536: Environmental Commitment 8 Grassland Restoration will not occur in areas of potential callippe silve
habitat, tha restoration is planned on the fringe of the Delta not on hill tops where callippe habitat occ
We [CDFW] suggest including EC 8 as a potential unknown impact, unless othen No change will be made in response to this comment.
specified.
2762 65 [Page] 4.3.83 [Line] 323: The commenter asks that sigpecific management plans include protections fue tarval host plants and
) -~ ) nectar sources for callippe silverspot. ~ Mitigation Measure-8@oes include a measure to protect anc
Include sitespecific management plans and restoration plans thatld protect larval manage for larval host plants and nectar sources if callippe silverspot is detected on grassland resen
host plants and nectar sources. It should be clear that these plants will be protect the Cordelia Hig and/or Potrero Hills.
and avoided during grassland restoration and management activities.
2762 66 [Page] 4.3.8L07 [Line] 2728: Added EC 9, the text was there but not the reference to this EC. Only added to Alternative 4A.
Include EC 9 in the bulleted list of benefits to special status reptiles.
2762 67 [Page] 4.3.8107 [Line] &7: Riparian restoration would not take place in existing riparian habitat. For Alternative 4A, these areas '
o ] be associated with tidal restoration, which would primarily displace cultivated lands, and channel mar
California horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum frontale), later changed to enhancenent, which would be on banks currently not supporting riparian vegetation.
Lt FPAYagAtt SQa K2NY SR fAITIFNR 6t ofl A
(Jennings and Hayes 1994). We [CDFW] suggest analyzing riparian resemation
potential impact. Riparian ECs [environmental commitments] would not benefit th
species, because the structure and location of protected/restored riparian habitat
targeted to other species needs and, as a result, would not be compatible wittakp
status reptile requirements.
2762 68 [Page] 4.3.8107 [Line] 1&9: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.
td ofLAYQBAtEAA w.tFAY@AftSQa K2NYSR
with native perennial vegetation, such as Suedéidnsa and Atriplex polycarpa
(Jennings and Hayes 1994). We [CDFW] suggest also including RRPPs [resourc
restoration and protection principles] VP/AW1, VP/AW3, VP/AWS, VP/AWG, VP//
G4, G5, and G6. These would also benefit the San Joaquin coachwhip.
2762 69 [Page] 4.3.8L07 [Line] 1112: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.
Il Aa02NAO YdzaSdzy NBO2NRa aKz2g t o ofl A
could have been extirpated within the study area (Jenningstéayes 1994). This
should be mentioned here, with reference to MM BB in lines 3€B2.
2762 70 [Page] 4.3.8108 [Line] 1213: wSgAESR aSydSyOS ¥F2NJ Lttt 'fGSNYylFraGa@Sa G2 Of 1
_ _ SFFSOG INB O2yaiARSNBR (GKS &alyYS T2NJ 620K {though \
This sentence states there would be a permanent effecthe San Joaquin coachwh this would result in slightly more acres of permanent effect on the San Joaquin coachwhip resulting fi
resulting from water conveyance facilities in CZ4. However, the model for these
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢

Final EIR/EtSComments and Responses to Comments 58 ICF 00139.1



RECIRC
Ltr#

Cmt#

Comment Response

2762

2762

2762

2762

2762

2762

71

72

73

74

75

76

species (Figure 127) and the description on page 107 indicate that the Blainville ¢ G SNJ O2y @S&l yOS FIL OAtAdGASa FOGAGBAGASEA Ay [ %
horned lizard has potential habitat in CZ 4, not the San Joampachwhip. Please
revise this sentence.

[Page] 4.3.8L09, 110 [Line] 3,-21: Covered and noncovered language has been removed from the analysis for Alternative 4A.

When analyzing impacts Alt 4A, it would be appropriate to remove "noncovered"
and "covered" species terminology. This is a global comment.

[Page] 4.3.8109 [Line] 5: The species are generally unlikely to occur irséhareas after facilities are constructed; however, the

potential for their occupancy remains. The discussion currently acknowledges this and includes Mit
Explain why &M [operations and maintenance] is expected to have little to no Measure BIGB5 to avoid and minimize any impacts.

adverse effect; i.e., because these species are not expected to occur in the area
affected by O&M. Periodic effects would occur, if present.

[Page] 4.3.8109 [Line] 1317: ¢SEG I RRSR (2 SIFIOK !'fGSNYFGAGS (2 RA&Odzaa LI(
~ . . and maintenance and Mitigation Measure B86 was modified.

ThS NA &l 2F ONMzZAKAY3I td o0flAYyDJATEAAN «

lower during the active season, because the species uses crypsis to hide from

predators and would be hard to spot from a moving vehicle. Seasonal risk reducti

may bemore appropriate for the coachwhip, but the risk of crushing the horned liz

during the active season should be discussed-38@nd AMMs [avoidance and

minimization measures] would minimize vehicle strike impacts more than operatir

during the active sason. We [CDFW] also suggest noting that these reptiles woulc

be active under conditions of extreme temperatures and could be taking cover in

burrows or crevices or under structures such as rocks or logs (Morey 2000). The)

also burrow beneath th soil and be crushed by vehicles. If BBxestricts work durini

extreme cold and heat (below 67 degrees F or over 100 degrees F), this would re

the impact of being crushed by vehicles. P. blainvilli may only be active during th

early morning andeening hours in the summer (Morey 2000).

[Page] 4.3.8L09 [Line] 2&9: Comment noted.

The «isting habitat in Contra Costa County that ECs [environmental commitment
would connect to is potentially occupied by both the coachwhip and the horned li:
Adding this information would strengthen the analysis.

[Page] 4.3.81.10 [Line] 17: Added G4, 5, and 6 to bulleted list of species benefits but not to the Ca&i@@usion since we did not do
) ) this for other species and it is understood that these apply. VP/AW are included in the text already fo
Strengthen the CEQA conclusion by also referencing the RRPPs [resource restol and were not added to bulleted text. Change was made only to Alternative 4A.
and protection principles] [VP/AW1, VP/AW3, VP/AWS5, VP/AW6, VP/AW7, G4, C
G6].

[Page] 4.3.8L10 [Line] 1516: The commenter states that MM BI&5 is too operended and recommends that language be added to
Mitigation Measure BI&5 that the survey and relocation protocols will be approved by CDFW prior to

MM BIO55 is too operended in that it doesn't commit to protecting the individual(: of construction. MMBIOS55 will be modified to include capture and relocation in consultation with CDF'
found if passive relocation is infeasible. We [CDFW] suggest consulting other CE necessary.

documents, project reports, or species guidelines to determine other methods the
coud be used to avoid harm to these species.

Please explain how passive relocation would occur. If there is a guideline availab
should be referenced in the MM [mitigation measure]. Both the survey protocol at
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the relocation protocol should be appred by CDFW prior to construction.
2762 77 [Page] 4.3.8110 [Line] 22: wS3AI NRAYI GKS O02YYSyiSNRna O2yOSNYy 20SN) y2Aas:s
established by DWR, which were established based on a consensus of experts, and local resource a
We [CDFW] suggest discussing impacts from noise, night lighting, accidental rele pitigation Measure NOLa is available to reduce noise during construction. Operation of the project is
petroleum or other contaminantgnd the inadvertent discharge of sediment or expected to conform to local standards, through Mitigation Measure-8lOI
excessive dust. These species [silvery legless lizard, San Joaquin coachwhip, an
LEFAYOAEESQAa K2NYSR AT FNRSB | NB | Y2 g Thereis no suitable habitat for silvery legless lizard near where impacts will Sbevonly suitable habitat
by contaminated dirt or excessive sedimgas well as construction activities ARSYUGATASR Ay GKS lFylteara sla G GKS 1 yiaAaz2O0F
compacting the dirt and sand. Atrtificial night lighting could affect the behavior of considered as being potentially affected but there are no records of these species in the study area a
reptiles, but little is known about the effects of light and noise. A ClappYoved likelihood of being Bcountered is low. Mitigation measure BEB has been revised to include a measu
relocation plan could ensure relocated individuate out of the footprint of noise anc to relocate any of these species in consultation with CDFW if they are found in a work area.
light.
2762 78 [Page] 4.3.8136: Environmental Commitment 10, Nontidal Marsh Restoration, would result in the loss of foragiitet bab
would also specifically create roosting and foraging habitat for cranes as discussed in the bullet for
Please explain why EC 10 is described as  remaxiagiig habitat and is listed as ¢ Environmental Commitment 10.  Environmental Commitment 10 is only part of the conservation effc
benefit to greater sandhilll cranes and a driver for the “fr-significant” CEQA  offset effects as described in the analyaisl referred to in the NEPA and CEQA conclusions and is thus
conclusion on page 4.3839 line 10. the driver for the effects determination. Other measures include the protection and management of
cultivated lands specifically to provide high to very higlue foraging habitat for cranes In addition,
AMM20 specifically provides for the avoidance and minimization of effects on greater sandhill cranes
construction and operations.
2762 79 [Page] 4.341: TB1 was mdified as suggested.
RRPP [resource restoration and protection principle] TB1: We [CDFW] sugissgre
the wording of RRPP TBL1 to include the possibility of protectingnmemsh occupied
TRBL [tricolored blackbird] nesting habitat.
"TB1- Protect and manage occupied or recently occupied (within the last 15 year:
tricolored blackbird nesting habitédcated within 3 miles of highialue foraging
habitat in Conservation Zones 1, 2, 8, or 11. Freshwater marsh nesting habitat wi
managed to provide young, lush stands of bulrush/cattail emergent vegetation an
prevent vegetation senescence."
2762 80 [Page] 4.3.8178 [Line] 223: t NEGSOGAZY S6AGKAY o YAftSa Aa FRRNBaasSR 6AGK (
gShtlyR ySaliAy3d KFroAdGrG LINPGSOGSRET K2 g S aSlesk
Suggest changing this requirement to protect highvery highvalue foraging habitat Though 3miles would be preferable it could be logistically challenging to find all the 1,416 acres etdig
within three miles of occupied or recently occupied nesting habitat to be consistel very highvalue breedingoraging habitat within 3 miles of nest sites.
with the proximity reuirement in the first bullet.
2762 81 [Page] 4.3.8181 [Line] 2229: ¢KS O02YYSYyi{dSNI Aa NBALRYRAYy3 (2 GKS fly3adzZ 3as
L L blackbirdnesting colonies and associated habitat during the breeding season (generally Madcity1%L).
As currently worded this language is too vagyeRr R2 Say Qu U SOKY Avoidance measures will include relocating covered activities away from the nesting colonies and as:
avoidance of [tricolored blackbird] nesting colonies if the project proponent deem: hapitat to the maximum extent feasible. The water¢ @S&+ yOS FI OAt AdiA Sa Ol
avoidance "infeasible." subject to substantial redesign and additional environmental review and therefore would not be consi
feasible. Restoration projects do have the flexibility to time activities and select restosat#snto minimize
effects on biological resources, including listed species such as tricolored blackbird. Restoration proj¢
be subject to their own environmental review, which will identify and have measures for dealing with 1
presence of tricared nesting colonies. DWR is currently seeking a 2081 to address the potential for ti
tricolored blackbird.
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2762 82 [Page] 4.3.8271 [Line] 1617: This sentence has been removed from the Final EIR/EIS.
We [CDFW] suggest removing this sentence because it lacks an explanation of w
project activities arexpected to have little impact on the [song sparrow Modesto]
population. We suggest including the subsequent discussion of Ecs [environment
commitments] and impacts in the CEQA conclusion instead.
2762 83 [Page] 4.3.8271 [Line] 2€r9: The other RRPPs listed would benefit Modesing sparrow and though not specifically listed the relatec
protection and restoration they would guide are included in the discussion.
The song sparrow requires early successional riparian habitat with willow and a
moderately dense understory with blackberry (California Partners in Flight and th
Riparian Habitat Joint Venture 2004). VFR1 would ktageide all of the riparian
mitigation for this species. Other RRPPs [resource restoration and protection
principles] that would benefit this species and should be included are: GSC2, GS
TB1, TB4, and RBR1.
2762 84 [Page] 4.3.8272 [Line] 18: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.
WYBC [western yellowilled cuckoo] could use a young forest about 4 years old
(Deting and Seavy 2012), which could also be suitable for the song sparrow, as |
the brushy understory is present. "A period of time" could be specified as "at leas
years."
2762 85 [Page] 4.3.8272 [Line] 2528: This comment references Impact B1@2, Loss or Conversion of Habitat for and Direct Mortality of Mod
Song Sparrow in Section 4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS which fully addresses this potential effect.
Impacts that overlap with occurrences include the Intermediate Forebay (1
occurrence), access roads throughout the footprint (4 occurrences), and the CCF
[Clifton Court Forebay] pumping area and conveyer (3 occurrences).
2762 86 [Page] 4.3.8273 [Line] 30: Mitigation Measure BIE'5 would be applicable to operations and maintenance. The impact conclusi
includes the use of Mitigation Measure BY® to avoid impacts to nessty birds.
MM BIG75 should alsodapplied to O&M [operations and maintenance] activities
and added to this paragraph.
2762 87 [Page] 4.3.8274 [Line] 3940: The other RRPPs listed would benefit Modesto song sparrow and thougheuificgily listed the related
protection and restoration they would guide are included in the discussion.
We [CDFW] suggest adding RRPPs [resource restoration and protection principle
[GSC2, GSC3, TB1, TB4, and RBR1] to this section.
2762 88 [Page] 4.3.875 [Line] 811: The EIR has analyzed a potential transmission line footprint associated with eaohtaleand disclosed
the potential impacts of the construction of new and temporary transmission lines on natural commur
There is not enough discussion in this section to explain why transmission lines & and sensitive species. The final transmission line design will be determined in consultation with the w
expected to adverselgffect the [song sparrow Modesto] population. There are sev agencies and wildé agency.
occurrences of this subspecies overlapping potential transmission lines. The Moc
L2 Lddz F A2y Q&8 RAAGNAROGdziAZY A& LINR Y| NA The EIR/EIS has evaluated potential impacts to the level of detail of engineering design that is availa
tunnel alignment. Weo/ 5C2 8 adz23S8aid Ay Of dzZRAyYy 3 Ay this point.
behavior and maneuverability and focus on the effectiveness of diverters in reduc
strike hazard for passerines. For example, song sparrows have a low wingload re
(Poole 1938) but broad, higgpect wings. They are moderately vulnerable to strike
and were found under power lines in studies where diverters were not installed
(Brown and Drewien 1995, Yee 2007).
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2762 89 [Page] 4.3.8275 [Line] 2425: Construction of the project uses noise thresholds established by DWR, which were established base!
consensus of experts, and local and resource agencies. Mitigation Measufi&Mdvailable to reduce
There are numerous studies on the effects of anthropogenic noise on song sparr nojse during construction. Operation ofettproject is expected to conform to local standards, through
Song sparrows rely heavily on song to defend territories and attract mates and  Mitigation Measure NG8.The effects of noise greater than 50 dB is described and discussed under In
research indicates that construction noise greater than 50 dB [decibels]couldcal, | h mnnE | yR Al A& 7T danlEtdd Sdisk and vistiaSdRturfiakioesild disru y & (
the sparows to change their singing behavior, which may threaten breeding in the nesting and foraging behaviors, and reduce the functions of suitable habitat which could result in an ¢
vicinity of the proposed project (Wood and Yezerinac 2006). We [CDFW] sugges § ¥ ¥ 8O 2 y (KSa$S aLSOASaové ' fdK2dAK GKS 222R |
discussing this impact in more detail as a potentially significant effect without  statement, the impact is describeand mitigation measure B¥Z5 is provided to reduce the impact to
implementation of MM BD-75. lessthan-significant. Additional detail does not seem necessary to support the CEQA conclusion of L~
2762 20 [Page] 4.3.8276 [Line] 15: The commenter cites recent research suggesting reduced reproductive success relative to exposure
mercury. The Jackson et al. (2011) study reported 34% lower nest success for Carolina wrens in
Please add more discussion that is specifithéosong sparrow, which feeds on mercury-contaminated watersheds compared to references sites.  Individuals with higher blood merc
invertebrates. There are studies that indicate song sparrows are at highriskfor 32 y OSy N} A2y & RAR KIF @S 268N ySaid adz00Saao
methylmercury [MeHg] exposure, and the song sparrow was considered a bioser |eading predictor of next success for Carolina wrens iir 8tady. Jackson et al. did model reproductive
species for MeHg contamination affecting reproductive sesda the San Francisco syccess relative to blood mercury concentrations, and as the commenter notes, the authors predict ti
Bay estuary (Jackson, Condon et al. 2011). Jackson, Evers et al. (2011) found a there would be a 50% reduction in nest success (comparing probability of fledging at least 1 youpga:
reduction in Carolina wren (a similar songbird) nesting success in mercury to the probability of fledging at least 1 young at 2.5 ppm blood mercury).
contaminated sites. We [CDFW)] uggest describing mercury as a potesigalificant
impact without implementation of EC 12. The analysis in the EIR/EIS does acknowledge that implementation of tidal restoration could result in
increased exposure of Modesto song sparrow to methylmercury and that thigdvbe a significant impact
Environmental Commitment 12 was developed to minimize the potential for increased methylmercury
exposure.
2762 91 [Page] 4.3.877 [Line] 23: The commenter cites recent research suggesting reduced reproductive success relative to exposure
mercury. The Jackson et al. (2011) study reported 34% lower nest success for Carolina wrens in
There is research available which indicates the effectsetury on breeding succes mercury.contaminated watersheds copared to references sites.  Individuals with higher blood mercu
Jackson, Evers et al. (2011) state mercury concentrations above 0.4ppm [partsp 2 y OSyY G N} 1A2ya RAR KIF @S 2SN ySald &adz005aao
million] (wet weight) translate to reproductive failure, and that concentrations intrt S+ RAy 3 LINBRAOG2NI 2F ySEG & dz00S a s di modkl fepradictiva y
study exceeded 2.5ppm, a level associated with a 508ngein breeding success.  success relative to blood mercury concentrations, and as the commenter notes, the authors predict ti
there would be a 50% reduction in nest success (comparing probability of fledging at least 1 young a
to the probability d fledging at least 1 young at 2.5 ppm blood mercury).
The analysis in the EIR/EIS does acknowledge that implementation of tidal restoration could result in
increased exposure of Modesto song sparrow to methylmercury and that this would be a signifipant.i
Environmental Commitment 12 was developed to minimize the potential for increased methylmercury
exposure. The commenter does not recommend any changes to the analysis or conclusions
2762 92 [Page] 4.3.877 [Line] 113: A selenium analysis will be added for Modesto song sparrow in the Final EIR/EIS.
Include discussion of selenium and AMM27 here.
2762 93 [Page] 4.3.806 [Line] 2e22: The sentence was deleted. The effects on foraging habitat and the protection and restoration of area:
would serve asoraging habitat are discussed below this section. The NEPA and CEQA conclusions w
This sentence states foraging habitat effects from water conveyance facilities anc modified to include mention of foraging habitat losses and conservation.
were not considered adverse because they convert one foraging habitat type to
another. We [CDFW] suggest leaving effects from the water conveyance facilities
of this sentence so that effects can be stated separately from benefits. Effects fra
water conveyance facilities would be adverse without environmental commitment:
AMMs [avoidance and minimization measures] and MM-B36.
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 270¢2799 201¢

Final EIR/EtSComments and Responses to Comments 62 ICF 00139.1



RECIRC |Cmt# |Comment Response

Ltr#
2762 94 [Page] 4.3.805 [Line] 11: The commenter notes that western smédoted myotis and Yuma myotis are also designated as sensiti
BLM. This comment is acknowledged thbuor the purposes of this EIR/EIS the only designations listet
Western smatfooted myotis and Yuma myotis are also designated as Sensitive b! the text are those listed in Section 12.1.3, SpeSialus Species.
[Bureau of Land Management].
2762 95 [Page] 4.3.805 [Line] 121: Commenter states that surveys for presence/absence of spetatis bats were not sufficient to identify
the species present at bridges within the project area. Mitigation MeasurelB&addresses the
Surveys for presence/absence of spesialtus bats were not sufficient to idéfy the  requirement for preconstruction surveys at all briggaithin the vicinity of project impacts. Furthermor:
species present at bridges within the project area. As a result, impacts should be the setting and impacts analysis included the potential for all species that could be present within the
assumed in places where bridges overlap with the alignment, or bat surveys shot project footprint, not just those detected during the DWR surveys. No change needed.
conducted prior to project activities at bridges within 300 feet of projediudiz|nce.
For example, Figure 121 shows a bridge across the Banks pumping plant canal a
southwestern tip of CCF [Clifton Court Forebay], adjacent to construction impacts
South Mokelumne River bridge is about 300 feet from potential pressuvieetlation
shaft construction on northeast Staten Island. If special status bats are using eith
these bridges, they could be impacted by light, noise, vibration, and other
disturbances, which would be offset with MMs [mitigation measures].
2762 96 [Page] 4.3.806-:307 [Line] 31, 2: The commenter requests that Mitigation Measure BIEb include language spegiig the bridge sites
noted in letter 2762 comment 95. Mitigation Measure BIEb clearly states that a qualified biologist wi
We [CDFW] suggest stating clearly that MM-BBB will be implemented at these  conduct preconstruction surveys and identify all suitable roosting habitat and if present, will conduct
bridge sites as well as other roost sites in the project area. including dayime and nighttime surveys and acoustic surveys. No change needed.
2762 97 [Page] 4.3.808 [Line] 58: Text added to all Alternatives regarding adequacy of riparian acres protected and restored.
It is unlikely thagll, or even a majority, of the riparian habitat proposed for restora
and protection will provide adequate roosting habitat for spestaitus bat species.
The same habitat committed as mitigation for other riparian species (including lee
. St fe@and riparidid brush rabbit), which require low lying shrub riparian habite
unsuitable as bat roosting habitat. Additionally, the mitigation commitment for ripe
habitat is not sufficient to meet the proposed CEQA/NEPA project level mitigatior
ratios for impacts to roosting habitat (lines-3%). As a result of these discrepancies
we [CDFW] cannot determine how the CEQA conclusion oftHasssignificant" is
supported by the analysis and information available. Please revise to address the
discrepancies.
2762 98 [Page] 4.3.810 [Line] 5: Mitigation Measure BI€166 addresses the requirement for preconstruction surveys at all bridges withil
vicinity of project impacts ahincludes areas within 300 feet of habitat.
We [CDFW] suggest implementing surveys for special status bat species and M\
[mitigation measures] when direct impacto roosting habitat (for example, trees an
bridges) or impacts within 300 feet of roosting habitat are anticipated.
2762 99 [Page] 4.3.811 [Line] 4: Commenter states that protective meass should be applied to occupied structures and trees found tc
used by western red bat. The measures identified in MM B3®apply to all species of bats including
We [CDFW] suggest applying these protective measures to occupied structures ¢ western red bat. No change needed.
trees that are found to be used by the western red bat.
2762 100 [Page] 4.3.810 [Line] 35: The commenter states that survey protocols or guideline for western red batafilemented by a qualifie
biologist. MM BIEL66 states that acoustic surveys will be conducted by a DWR biologist and that th
We [CDFW] suggerequiring that survey protocols or guidelines for western red bz qualified biologists will have knowledge of the species and experience with acoustic equipment and
be implemented by a qualified biologist. For example, western red bats have a ur sampling methods. The mitijon measure is inclusive and was written to ensure inclusion of all potent
call that can be easily detected through acoustic surveys but are visible only from
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vantage poinbf looking underneath them. This is probably the only SSC [species bat species, including the western red bat. No change needed.
special concern] bat that would be found in the project footprint, so it should be
addressed specifically.
2762 101 [Page] 4.3.811 [Line] 56: Sentence was revised as follows:
We [CDFW] suggest revising the avoidance timing to March 1 through O8bb€he Disturbance of the bridgeill be avoided between March 1 thought October 31 (the maternity period) tc
Townsend's bigeared bat conservation strategy states maternity colonies begin to avoid impacts on reproductively active females and dependent young.
gather in March and nursery colonies break up in September and October (Piers¢
Wackenhut et al. 1999).
2762 102 [Page] 4.3.811 [Line] 1112: Dates were changed to March¢XOctober 31.
It is not clear why the exclusion device season is split up betwaamgsand fall, when
¢ 2 ¢y as ydardbat mateinal sites could be active between March 1 and
October 31. It would make more sense to have exclusion devices installed prior t
project activities and prior to March 1, then not removed until after propivities at
that location are completed.
2762 103 [Page] 4.3.811 [Line] 27: Text was revised to state every effort would be made to avoid the roost.
"Every effort should be made to avoid the roost."
As currently stated this section holds no promise of avoidance and minimizéitien
[CDFW] suggest revising to state that every effort [insert] will [/insert] be made to
avoid the roost.
2762 104 [Page] 4.3.812 [Line] 1723: The text was revised to clarify.
This contradicts the proposed CHREPA mitigation ratios described on page
4.3.8308. The mitigation acreages are not sufficient to meet proposed ratios for
impacts to roosting habitat.
2762 105 [Page] 4.3.812 [Line] 24: Commenter states that artificial roosts should only be designed in consultation with CDFW. MMEBI(
_ _ o atrdsSa GKIaG a/2YLSyali2NB YAGAIFGAZY TFT2N GKS
Artificial roosts should only beesigned in consultation with CDFW. consultation vith CDFW and may include the construction and installation of suitable replacement hat
onsite. Depending on the species and type of roost lost, various roost replacement habitats have mei
d2YS adz00Saa oSoads ol (i vioaddraeS, feavingipalin thatah In NAcE rathet
GKFEY GNAYYAYy3O dé b2 OKIy3IS& NBIdzA NBRO®
2762 106 [Page] 4.3.812-313 [Line] 4142: Agreed Mitigation Measure 166 will be revised to include buffers for indirect effects from construction
) o ) - _noise, vibration, and ligitg. An addition will be made requiring that noise barriers and lights be poin
We [CDFW] suggest adding a new MM [mitigation measure] with specific avoidar inward or not extending 300 feet beyond the construction site for maintenance, operations or other
BMPs [best management practices] pertainingridirect effects of lighting, noise, an gctivities in the measure.
vibration near sites where special status bat species are found. For example, we
suggest requiring that noise barriers and lights be pointed inward or not extending
feet beyond the construction site for mainmtance, operations or other activities in tf
measure. Or, effects could be avoided through buffers established under MM 16¢
2762 107 [Page] 4.3.808 [Line] 16a11: This information was given in the introduction and the acreage does not include developed lands, noi

used to reduce significant impacts, only natural communities are described in the setting.
Refeence ECs [environmental commitments] that specify what natural communiti

are included in the 15,194 acres. Although developed land may partially support
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foraging bats it should not be used for mitigation or included in the analysis for
reduced significanimpacts.
2762 108 [Page] 4.3.808 [Line] 334: The analysis incorrectly alludes to the 269 acres of roosting habitat being impacted is made of riparia
hahbitat. Only 72 acres of riparian habitat would be included in this total, the rest consists of developec
Restaing up to 251 acres and protecting up to 103 acres of valley/foothill riparian and landscaped trees, including eucalyptus, palms and orchards. The discussion has been modified.
not meet the proposed mitigation ratio identified in the text.
2762 109 [Page] 4.3.809 [Line] 14: Mitigation Measure 166 has been revised to include buffers for indirect effects from construction nois
vibration, and lighting. Texted modified requiring that noise barriers and lights be pointed inwaed or
[We [CDFWsuggest adding a new MM [mitigation measure] with specific avoidan extending 300 feet beyond the construction site for maintenance and operations or other activities.
BMPs [best management practices] pertaining to indirect effects of lighting, noise
vibration near sites where special status bat species are found. For example, we
suggest requirig that noise barriers and lights be pointed inward or not extending
feet beyond the construction site for maintenance, operations or other activities ir
measure. Or, effects could be avoided through buffers established under MM 16¢
If a new MM § included, add as part of the CEQA conclusion.
2762 110 [Page] 4.3.809 [Line] 1718: The text was modified as suggested except that ponds were left in becausddtaso provide foraging
habitat for bats and a water source. That change was made only to Alternative 4A.
[Resource restoration and protection principle] RRPP G2 creates ponds for herps
has nothing to do with bat3Ve [CDFW] suggest removing this reference. G6 woul
benefit bats by increasing insect prey. G1, G3, and G4 could also be beneficial. C
CL2 might also be worth mentioning.
2762 111 [Page] 4.3.8246 [Line] 12: The section reference has been updated in Ceaf®, Section 12.3.4.2, of the Final EIR/EIS.
This sentence should reference Section 4.3.1.2, not 4.3.4.8.
2762 112 [Page] 4.3.8342-345: A statement was added to the discussion of tule greater wiiitated goose to specify that habitat in
Suisun Marsh would not be affestt under Alternative 4A.
Tule greater whiteronted goose (TGWG) would not be affected by water conveya
construction or related activities and impacts because it is only found in Suisun M
west of Sherman Island. Unless tidal restoration is considered an impact in Suisul
Marsh (not mentioned in the waterfowl section), there would be no impacts to this
species based on current and known historic range and distribution. However, a
habitat model coulde created for the TGWG to determine if there are impacts on
potential tidal or upland habitat outside of Suisun Marsh.
2762 113 [Page] 4.3.842345: The commenter states that tule greater white fronted goose would not benefit from the creation or
restoration d tidal wetlands in the north and south Delta because they primarily occur in the vicinity of
ECs [environmental commitments] to restore or create tidal wetlands in the north Syisun Marsh. ~ Alternative 4A would not result in any impacts in the vicinity of Suisun Marsh so ther
south Delta would not benefit TGWG [tule greater wkitented goose], based on its would be no need to mitigate for effects on the species.
current and historic range. Erspecies would benefit from tidal marsh restoration a
creation or protection of grassy uplands or high marsh in the vicinity of Suisun M
2762 114 [Page] 4.3.8342-345: Nontidal marsh and managed wetlands are not specifically being created for redhead nesting habitat
however, nontidal marsh will have a range of depths that could support breedibitah during summer
Creation or protection of managed wetland for redhead would require a RRPP  months. The protection of 119 acres of nontidal wetlands and the creation of 832 acres of nontidal we
[resource restoration and protection principle] for the species: that summer water would likely provide some benefits to redhead and offset effects on 22 acres of managed wetland ani
maintained greater than 1 meter deep. Otherwise, this would lienéing factor for  acres of nontidal wetlags, which may also not meet the greater than 1 meter depth criteria for breedin
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redhead breeding in the restored or protected wetland. habitat.
2762 115 [Page] 4.3.842-345: Mitigation Measure BIE&'5 would cover any potential impacts to nesting birds, including redhead. Th
measure is not restricted to certain types of habitats and is written to consider all suitable nesting hat
Redhead nests in the Yolo Bypass, but there appear to be no receAntvrecoArds in'S for avian species.
Marsh or the Delta. Due to the vast contractioho 0 KA a aLISOAS&aQ
[CDFW] suggest developing a MM [mitigation measure] to survey for the species
modeled habitat overlapping the project footprint, with a strong breeding season
restriction measure if it is found or a revised verswrMM BIQ75.
2762 116 [Page] 4.3.849 [Line] 13: The impact of electrical transmission facilities on waterfowl was evaluated in Impadi82lO Though an
individual risk assessment was not conducted for diving ducks, the analysis assumes that the new lin
Without a specific birestrike analysis for diving ducks, such as redhead, it should 1 would increase the risk andalie an adverse effect on waterfowl. The overall risk of collision for an indi
be assumed that diverters installed will reduce this impact to less than significant pird is relatively low when considering that studies reported in APLIC 2012 found that the number of
APLIC [Avian Power Line Interaction Committee] Z2@dported different mortality  opserved collisions per number of birds flying by a line ranged bet@e#9004% and 0.07% (APLIC
rates between ducks and cranes. Additionally, ducks are slightly "poorer” fliers ar 2012:140). On page 78 of APLIC 2012, it states that sandhill cranes, Canada geese, and ducks reac
myopic in the air. Though ducks do react positively to diverters, a risk assessmer marked lines by increasing their altitude and reaction distaRtease refer to Master Response 17.
this species would be appropriate, given how raris in the area.
2762 117 [Page] 43.8-352 [Line] 3739: The language in Mitigation Measure BI® is not specific to terrestrial birds. Vegetation removal
NEAaGNROGAZ2Ya g2dA R FLIWX & G2 620K dzJ FyR | yR ¢
MM 75 is focused on land birds such as passerines nesting on terrestrial vegetati which does not imjy that only terrestrial birds will be surveyed for.
rather than flooded wetlands with emergent vegetation (Custer 1993). We [CDFW
suggest adding a MM [mitigation measure] similar to 75 which is cusaiio ducks,
including redhead.
2762 118 [Page] 4.3.8280 [Line] 3738: The language has been modified in both the NEPA and CEQA conclusions.
Instead of stating "predicted flows undéA would not be substantially greater," the
conclusion could state that the model outputs indicate no substantial difference
between 4A and Existing Conditions, if that is the case. It is important to elucidate
uncertainty of the model predictions agell as the complex variables of bank swallc
habitat suitability, which compounds the need for mitigation.
2762 119 [Page] 4.3.881 [Line] 113: The recommended changes for the bank swallow mitigation measures are noted. Though the
recommended changes are not necessarily wrong, they do not substantially clarify or change the inte
We [CDFW] suggest revising BIY toreflect the fact that bank swallow breeding  effectiveness of the mitigation. No changes were made to this measure based on this comment.
colonies move along the river from year to year and are not necessarily found in 1
locations over time. Suggested revisions shown below.
"To address the uncertainty of the impact of upstream spring flowexasting bank
swallow habitat, DWR will monitor colonies upstream of the study area [insert] alc
the Sacramento and Feather Rivers, [/insert] and collect habitat suitability data
including soil type, number of active burrows per colony, and height efcae
burrows. [insert] Using survey data [/insert] DWR will quantify the magnitude of s|
flows that would result in potential mortality of active colonies [insert] each year
[/insert]. In addition, to determine the degree to which reduced winter flaws
contributing to habitat loss, DWR will quantify the winter flows required for river
meander to create suitable habitat through lateral channel migration and bank
resurfacing. If impacts of upstream flows on bank swallow [insert] habitat or
individuals[/insert] are identified, replacement habitat will be established at a
minimum of 2:1 for the length of bank habitat affected. Replacement habitat will
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consist of removing bank revetment to create habitat for bank swallow at a locatic
subject to CDFW appval (Bank Swallow Technical Advisory Committee 2013)."

2762 120 [Page] 4.3.8237 [Line] 39: The introductory paragraph has been modified to detail the list of cultivated lands that is included in tl

model: Grain and Hay Crops, Pasture (including alfalfa), Rice, Truck, nursery, and be(iyctmiisg
Please provide a list of the selected cultivated lands tere included in the model. tomatoes and melons), beets, and Idle lands.

We [CDFW] suggest including kneight crop types used for hunting small mammal
OAaAYAL LI NI G2 { ¢ halled kite, Jeuginotsthank, and gdidaniedgle) i
this list. For example, the harrier uses alfalfa, gra@etb, tomatoes, and melons
(Davis and Niemela 2008).

2762 121 [Page] 4.3.8238 [Line] 3: Chapter 12 of th&IR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.

We [CDFW] suggest adding ECs 3, 8 and 9 to this list as benefits to northern har
(NOHA). The BSSC [Bird Species of Special Concern] account states thissgeevie
[vernal pool] complex as well as annual, perennial, and ruderal grasslands. Gras:
the most important habitat type for both species, especially the sleared owl
(SEOW).

2762 122 [Page] 4.3.8238 [Line] 22: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.

SEOW [shoreared owl] and NOHA [northern harrier] have different nesting habita
types than those specified in the parentheses in MM-BPS (marshes, grasslands,
etc.). We [CDFW] suggest removing the parenthetical in MM1BBJso that the
mitigation measure refers to all suitable habitat types for all species relying on it.

2762 123 [Page] 43.8-240 [Line] 23: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.

Both the NOHA [northern harrier] and SEOW [steated owl] are ground nesters.
This language needs to be revised. Ground disturbance impacts could be more
minor disturbance to suitable SEOW and NOHA ground nesting habitdCINeV]
suggest also adding a reference to MM BL@5, as in the bullet below this paragrap

2762 124 [Page] 4.3.8240 [Line] 5: The text has been updated in Chapter 12, Section 12.3.4.2, of the Final EIR/EIS.

There is a word missing in this sentence. The ser@eshould state that these activitit
could impact SEOW [sheeared owl] and NOHA [northern harrier] nests.

2762 125 [Page] 4.3.8240 [Line] 40: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.

NOHA [northern harrier] alseests in grasslands, including those within a vernal pc
matrix.

2762 126 [Page] 4.3.8240 [Line] 43: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.

Clarify that these species [sheetred owl and northern harrier] use the sarfoeaging
KFoAdGrd +Fa {21! o{éFrAyazyQa KIg168d

2762 127 [Page] 4.3.841 [Line] &7: The potential benefits of EC8 have been added to the impact analysis.

Including ECs 8 and 9 as well as vernal pool complex protection would contribute
the analysis thaenvironmental commitments far exceed proposed CEQA mitigatic
ratios. For example, though the CEQA analysis does not include restoration of
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2762

2762

2762

128

129

130

grassland, EC 8 would benefit the species beyond the proposed mitigation ratio.
important to point out sine the environmental commitments are not necessarily tie
to meeting compensation requirements under CEQA. We [CDFW] suggest prese
the ECs [environmental commitments] as voluntary conservation actions that ben
the species as much as, or more thprgposed CEQA mitigation ratios.

[Page] 4.3.8241 [Line] 3637:
Carry over ECs 8 and 9 to the CEQA analysis, per comment on pag4,3i8es 67.

[Page] 4.3.8242 [LineP-11: Groundbased foraging behavior this instance means that they are flying at low heights above the gro
The two species do have generally similar habitat use and foraging strategies and though they do ha

Please explain "grourdased foraging behavior" (i.e., flying at low heights near the different maneuverability and wing loading it remains that their general pattdrioraging behavior (low

ground or hunting from the ground). SEOW [sheated owl] occasionally hunts fron height above the ground) and keen eyesight puts them at a low risk for line collision. So, separate an

a perch as well, but the perches are usually short (bushes, fence posts, d&FWMS for the two species would not substantially inform the effects determination.

habitat model indicates trees are sometimes but rarely used (USFWS 2001). If th

perch is high enough, this could increase the collision risk. The two species shou

analyzed separately. NOHA [northern harrier] has long, narrowdsglect wingsvith

low wing loading and good maneuverability. Owls have lower aspect wings whick

decrease their maneuverability. Therefore, the owls may have a low to moderate

of collision, which would be reduced by the diverters.

[Page] 4.3.8245 [Line] 242: Selenium and AMM27 have been added to CEQA conclusion.
Slenium and AMM 27 are not discussed.

In general, the discussion of adverse impacts to plant species centers on impacts The commenters suggest that the discussion of adverse impacts on plant species does not adequate
occurrences, not suitable habitat. Proposed mitigation for impaxisacurrences is  address suitable habitat and that because of this they [CDFW] cannot detehminghe analysis supports
described in MM BIQ70. This approach does not acknowledge that impactsto &4 f $hara A Iy AFA Ol yiié¢ O2y Of dzaAz2y @
suitable habitat also constitute an adverse effect, even if no individuals of a speci L o i i ]
killed. Removing suitable habitat could extirpate existing seed barksvéll ultimately ¢ KS  O02Y Y2yt & | OOSLWSR RSTAYyAuUA2Yy 2F aadaAadloft
restrict the range of a species. Eliminating suitable habitat could also diminish the reproduction.  For many, if not most plant species, suitable habitat has not beeaatédred, or at best,
ability of a species to shift its distribution in response to future environmental chal has been poorly characterized. Information on the parameters and extent of suitable habitat for plant
(ex. climate change and development). species occurring in the project area is only partially available. To address this lack of information, tw
separate and independémnalyses were done to assess the project impacts on threatened and endan
According to Sectiof2.3.1.2 of the Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS an adverse impact plant species.

CEQA would result if:
First, the BDCP attempted to characterize suitable habitat for the covered species by employing habi

"-A permanent reduction in the acreage and value of known occupied habitat for modelling. The habitat models were assumed to identify tnaximum limits of potentially suitable habita
noncovered plant species for each species, so that the magnitude of potential effects on species and appropriate levels of habi
protection could be identified. However, the modeled habitat did not accurately describe the acteal
-permanent reduction in the acreage and value of modeled habifat speciabtatus  of sujtable habitat, which was not determined. The BDCP used modelling to determine the location o
species” potentially suitable habitat in the project area. This is a standard approach that creates habitat model
P P oA A P a A . . . are arelatively good approximation sifitable habitat for widespread species that disperse readily betw
't 0K2dAK U0KSé gSNbByQu Fylftel SR | a d

) . . > @ 0 different habitat types.
(occupied and unoccupied) constitute an adverse effect on sensitive plant specie

under the definition provided in the EIR/EIS. Additiondhy future viability of a However, this approach has limited utility for species that occur in metapopulations, which is charactt
species is likely to be diminished as a result of impacts to suitable habitat. Given of most rare plant species in California. Habftatplant species that occur in metapopulations is
discrepancies we [CDFW] cannot determine how *taas-significant” CEQA discontinuous, often consisting of small islands of specific microhabitat within a larger habitat type (fa
conclusions for special status plants are supported by therimdtion available. Pleas example, vernal pools within California prairie). Habitat models for rare plants in Califceniadimentary
address these discrepancies. because the microhabitat parameters for nearly all plants are poorly known, and modelling often igno
KAaG2NAOKE S@Syilda o0Sod3dr KIoAGHG O2yPdSNBAZY i

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢
Final EIR/EtSComments and Responses to Comments 68 ICF 00139.1



RECIRC |Cmt# |Comment Response
Ltr#
[Page] 4.3.819 [Line] 1213: predict the location of ptentially suitable habitat, the modeled habitat cannot be considered to be suite
habitat until the parameters that provide for the survival and reproduction of the species have been
“This could be an adverse effect, depending on whether or not the affected mode determined. Currently, the only practical way to determine whether tzatis suitable is to determine
habitat is actually occupied by the species.” See special status plant species gen whether it is occupied by the species.
comment above. Please revise to address the discrepancies identified therein.
Consequently, the habitat models for covered plants developed for the BDCP did not accurately char
suitable habitat for those species. The models vastly overestimated the arnbauitable habitat and the
magnitude of effects on populations and plants. At the same time, the models had a high potential fol
to identify occupied habitat, which meant that modelling could not be used to conclude that the projec
would avoidan impact. The impacts based on these models were hypothetical, that is, impacts on mo
habitat were assumed to be adverse whether or not the habitat was actually occupied or actually suit
habitat. To offset these hypothetical impacts, the BDGip@sed to preserve an amount of modeled habi
equal to the amount lost, which was hypothetical compensation, because the modeled impacts woulc
offset by preserving modeled habitat. The EIR/EIS disclosed and discussed the BDCP analysis base
modelling approach and concluded that the benefit of preserving large tracts of potential habitat adeq
offset the potential impacts.
Because of the limitations of the modelling approach and because models were only done for the spe
proposed for HCBoverage, the EIR/EIS analysis took a second approach to identifying actual project
on threatened and endangered plants. The second analysis was done utilizing data on known occurr:
from the CNDDB and from surveys done by DWR staff. The isndbystified and assessed whether
populations would be affected and characterized the extent of the effects. This second approach gav
more realistic characterization of the number of populations and plants that would be affected.
Nevertheless, becaughe entire project area was not surveyed, this second approach still has the limit
that impacts on threatened and endangered plants in unsurveyed areas cannot be adequately asses:
addressed unless and until those areas have been surveyed.
In sammary, project impacts on suitable habitat for threatened and endangered plants were addresse
both directly (analysis of impacts on occurrences) and indirectly (habitat models). Although some p
of the project area have not been surveyed, and fileextent of suitable habitat has therefore not been
determined, the lead agencies do not agree that a CEQA conclusion cannot be reached. The lack of
survey coverage is addressed in MM BIM, which requires that areas that may be impacted byguij
activities shall be surveyed, and that impacts either be avoided or mitigated to-th&ssignificant level.
2762 131 [Page] 4.3.820 [Line] 3143 This section does reference AMM11 and the 250 foot buffer.
We [CDFW] suggest referencing the Z6®uffer here and in AMM11 to ensure that
avoidance of speal status plant species is achieved as intended.
2762 132 [Page] 4.3.821 [Line] 2eR2: The vegetation mapping done for the analysis did not separate alkali seasonal wetlands from velnal |
O2YLX SEx a2 G(KS lyzdzyd 2F Ft11tA &aSlFazylft 6S(
This statement is too vague to be evaluated in the context of a CEQA conclusion | y 2 dzy ¢ A& GKS Y2ad 1 O0O0dNI S | SFAflotS RSaONT
Please quantify expectethpacts to suitable habitat and all proposed mitigation of paragraph.
alkali seasonal wetlands and special status plant species which occur in this natu
community.
2762 133 [Page] 4.3.823 [Line] 1 AMM 11 addresses impaaté occurrences of speciatatus plants. However, for redundancy, reference
mitigation measure BIQ70 has been added to the discussion of mitigation for impacts on grassland a
Please add references to mitigation measure-B70 when discussing mitigation for tidal wetland speciastatus plant species.
impacts to grassland specisthatus plant species to ensure consistency in the apprc
to all speciaktatus plant species in the project area. The following statement wibe added to the discussion of impacts on grassland species on pag8243.¢
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[Page] 4.3.8330 [Line]1-12: line 4:
Please add references to mitigation measure-BRO when referencing mitigationford L YLX SYSy i+ G A2y 2 F-1Z0AAVddIMinimize, ¢r CanfpénsatizfaSimpadtston
impacts to tidal wetland speciatatus plant species to ensure consistency in the  SpecialStatus Plant Species, would address effects on undiscovered fioputay & @ é
approach to all speciatatus plant species in the project area.
The following statement will be added to the discussion of impacts on tidal wetland species on page
[Page] 4.3.830[Line] 2936: 4.3.8329, line 12:
Please revise to include a reference to the mitigation requirement establishedin ¢ L YLIX SYSy i+ G A2y 2 F-120AA¥cdIMinimize, gr CanthénsatizfaSimpadtston
BIG170 to provide a clear statement of mitigation commitments associated with SpecialStatus Plant Species, wolR | f 82 I RRNBaa (KS&asS STF¥S004a ¢
impacts to occurrences of speckthtus plant species.
2762 134 [Page] 4.3.830 [Line] 3A1: AMM11 in Appendix 3K addresses impacts and mitigation for impacts offi@idering skullcap.
Please add a reference to the mitigation requirement established inlBOf an
occurrence of sidélowering skullcap is impacted. Without this mitigation guarantes
the impact on &le flowering skullcap is more likely to be adverse as a result of imj
to suitable habitat combined with potential impacts to occurrences.
2762 135 [Page] 43.8-303 [Line] 3437: The proposed projet would affect 1% of modeled habitat for the species in the study area. The model
) ] ) _ habitat itself is likely an overestimate of truly suitable habitat in the study area. The proposed consen
San Joaquin pocket mouse typically uses sparse, dry grasslands without dense il of grasslands includes 1,070 acres of grassland restoratidri, 060 acres of grassland protection, which
grass thatch. Itis likely that a large part of the 1,060 acres of grassland committe includes protecting 647 acres in the Byron Hills area.  The discussion of typical mitigation ratios stal
11 will not be suitable for San Joaquin pocket mousesbse it will be immediately  protection, which would mean 1,372 acres protected.  The proposal would result in the conserio
adjacent to aquatic habitat and intended as giant garter snake upland habitat.  total 2,130 acres. Though true that not all of this would be ideal habitat for pocket mice it is also tru
Additionally, the committed grassland acres do not achieve the 2:1 ratio propose( the areas impacted are not likely ideal habitat for the species either, which includes strips of grass alc
mitigate impacts to San Joaquin pocket mouse under CEQA. levees and agricultural ass and areas adjacent to the existing Clifton Court Forebay. These areas all
. . . adjacent to aquatic habitat, which would be similar to a large portion of the grasslands protected and
As a result of these discrepancies, we [CDFW] cannot determine how the CEQA et for giant garter snake. Furthermore, the 647 acres to be predsin Byron Hill would likely be
conclusion of Iefs_ihar_l-&gnlflcant effgct is supported by tht_a eX|st|ng‘effects analy highly suitable for the species.
and proposed mitigation. Please revise to address these discrepancies.
2762 136 [Page] 4.3.802 [Line] 14: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.
Please revise this sentence. It is misleading to state that all "effects to the specie:
would be avoided" as a result of implementation of AMM39. phimary intention of
AMM39 is to avoid the possibility of take of whitgled kite as a result of project
activities.
2762 137 [Page] 4.3.805 [Line] 40: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.
EC 7 is listed as both an impact to wHadled kite (removal of foraging habitat) and
benefit (creation of nesting habitat). Please include an additional sentence justifyi
"lessthan-significant" conclusion based on the fact that nesting habitatrisore
limiting resource for whiteailed kite in the Delta than foraging habitat to explain th
apparent discrepancy.
2762 138 ¢KSaS aLISOASE o/ 22 LIS NI dendughdnitheil rgiirerdedts. These species are included in same category because their habitat within the Delta is fairly similar (i.
to warrant separate impact analyses for each. riparian and mature trees are along the Sacramento River) fotwbespecies. Also, habitat impacts are
considered to be a conservative estimate for both species. No change is necessary to support the les
significant impact conclusion.
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢

Final EIR/EtSComments and Responses to Comments 70 ICF 00139.1



RECIRC
Ltr#

Cmt#

Comment Response
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2762

2762

2762

2762

2762

139

140

141

142

143

144

[Page] 4.3.8217 [Line] 3637: The change does not seem necessary to support the less than significant impact conclusion. The hal
] restoration guided by AMM19 willalst&S I § S ySaidAy3a KIoAlGEFG F2NJ / 2

As currently written AMM18 pertaild y'f € U2 {21! w{ gl Aya:

Cooper's hawk and osprey. We [CDFW] suggest adding a similar MM [mitigation

YSI &adz2NBE6 F2NJ/ 22LISNRa KFgl FyR 2aLINB

If planting mature trees will mitigate impacts on these species to less thanicimjf
it should be specified in a RRPP [resource restoration and protection principle] (e
appended to VFR1).

[Page] 4.3.218 [Line] 3&5: VFR1 is likely to be implemented adjacent to water and therefore some of the riparian habitat createc
be expected to benefit osprey. More detail has been added to the impact analysis itwedutv CL1 and

RRPP VFR1 may not benefit osprey. Osprey need tall trees with open space for ( vFR2 will benefit osprey.

FOO0Saa 2@SNI 2N ySINI g SN ¢KS aLISOA

y2i ySOSaalNrAfe& FTNRY (GKS ySSRa 27F [.

and small mammals that the objective is intended to benefit. VFR1 could benefit

/ 22LISNNE Kl gl K2SOSNE &2 NI GKSNI (K

(isolkted trees) and VFR2 (mature trees) as benefits for osprey.

[Page] 4.3.8218 [Line] 6: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.

First sentence: "Maintain a single contiguous patch of 100 acres of mature riparia
forest. . . " was likely meant to be a bullet point to add to the paragraph above an
would benefit osprey. Please clarify that this commitment is stated in an RRPP
[resource restoration and protection principle].

[Page] 4.3.8218 [Line] 19: The species habitat models are not exactly the same but there is overlap and the impact acres are
. conservatively estimated. These species are not limited by foraging habitat. Egwestoration and

Add areference to Figerli2zo o ® ¢ K$S (g2 &alLISOASaQ @/ 2 protection of suitable foraging habitat will occur under other species and natural community impacts

reqwrements are not exactly the same. Ensure the model includes elements nee1 grassland, cultivated lands, open water associated).

020K aLlSoOASa 6Soaws St SySyida 2F {211

rationale as to why the natel and impacts analysis do not include foraging habitat

these species.

[Page] 4.3.219 [Line] 7: ¢KS DL{ lyrfeaira RAR y20i ARSYGATFe AYLI OlGa (2
overstory) from geotech activities or ventilations shafts.

Ventilation shafts and geotechnicalgaration are also impacts to riparian habitat n

mentioned here.

[Page] 4.3.8219 [Line] 13L5: The Final EIR/EIS does rely on prior records of species observations located in the CNDDB (records

throughout Chapter 12 of the Final EIR/EIS) andédhmbservations collected by DWR during various sur
Occurrence data in CNDDB [California Natural Diversity Database] were likely  (DHCCP in and around the conveyance alignment , see Appendix 12C of the EIR/EIS). Maps of reco
submitted only up to the point each species was no longer SSC [species of speci species observations are presented in figures at the end of Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS. Occursgnce d.
O02yOSNye6o LF GKS REGF aSd dza SR T &b U whichincluded CNDDB, DHCCP data, and records from species experts were used to supplement tr
would be an incomplete and outdated data set and should not be used for analys development of the models; however, this information was not the sole basis for defining the species
impacts. modeled habitat within the Plan Area.

Regarding impact® species, the occurrence data was only used to note where prior occupied habitat
been documented and not a basis for stating that there would not be an impact on a species. The pa
text referred to in the comment states that though there are occurrences for these species within the
construction footprint, Mitigation Measure B{zZb: Conduct Preconstruction Nesting Bird Surveys and A
Disturbance of Nesting Birds, will be available to minimize effects on these species while nesting.
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2762 145 [Page] 4.3.219 [Line] 2830: Potential nesting habitat for Osprey andhJSNRa Kl ¢1 O2dzZ R 6S F F¥SOi
o . R . R . nest trees would be prohibited and effects of any habitat loss would be expected to be minimal and w
bSau UNBSa aKzdZ R YySOSNI 6S NBY2USR | peavoided and minimized by the AMMs including AMM18 (as stated in the same paragre#436) and
G/ 22LISNDa KF el FyR 2alLINBeé T2NI 3AYy 3 pyMigation Measure BIJ5, Conduct Preconstruction Nesting Bird Surveys and Avoid Disturbance ¢
impact analysis. Nesting Birds (page 220, line-idp 0 ® C2NJ} IAYy3I KFoA GG F2NJ haLINB¢
land cover types) is not limited the study area and therefore effects on foraging habitat is not expecte
substantially affect either species at the individual or population level. Moreover, effects on these lan
types are included in the impact analysis for natural communitiesfar other wildlife species habitat (e.g
{ 61 Ay a2y Qa-tailed kite] golded Eaglé) Snd any effects are compensated for under these img
2762 146 [Page] 4.3.8220 [Line] 33: This change has been made in Chapter 12, Section 12.3.4.2, of the Final EIR/EIS.
Replace reference to whitiiled kite with the species being digsed in this section
w/ 22LISNDRA KFgl FyR 2aLINBeed
2762 147 [Page] 4.3.8221 [Line] &5: ' AINBSR G(KFG 2aLINBe F2NIr3IS 2y FA&K FyR [/ 22LISNI
o R o on the more limited resourcé.e. nesting habitat). EC7 would be expected to create potential nesting
C2NY 3Ay3 KFoAdlrd FT2NJ 0KSasS aLISOASA «habitat for both species as riparian restoration will be focused adjacent to water and will create poten
thisl ylrtearao /FNNEAY3I 20SNJ 9/ 1 FNEBY y&S3(GAy3 FyR F2NI3IAYy3I KFIoAGEd F2NI/ 22LI5NDRE K¢
ikKSasS aLISOASad halINBe F2NIF3IS F2N FAa
primarily small birds and mammals, generally in forests with open or edge habitat
shrublands and grasslands. One study indicated agricultural fields were avoided t
/ 22 LISNDRa KlIg|l o0{iGSLKSya FyR ! yRSNEZ2Y
2762 148 [Page] 4.3.821 [Line] 3631: The finding is only less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measur&BI®he other ECs
and RRPPs are part of the project description.
The CEQA conclusion should rely on MM-B8@nd any additional MM [mitigation
measure] or RRPP [resource restoration and protection principle] for the planting
mature trees that compensate for impacts on these species [Cooper's hawk an
ospreyl].
2762 149 [Page] 4.3.8222 [Line] 1: ¢KS O02YYSyYyidSNI adlrisSa GKS RAFTFSNByOSa o0SiieSSy
their differences in maneuverability. The analysis in Appendix 5J, though only done for covered speci
Some hawks have lower aspect (wider wings) than the fiyers on the scale, generally applicable to other species. The vulnerability analysis considered several factors including -
increasing susceptibility to collision (APLIC [Avian Power Line Interaction Commi maneuverability of the species, flight height, foragjbehavior, the tendency of the species to flock, visic
2012). Osprey have long and slender kégipect wings compared to other hawks, all vy R YA AN} A2y ® / 22 LISNR& Kl g1a dzadatfe Fte Ofz
this could attribute to good maneuverability and avoidancegvretas Cooper's hawks approaching and departing their nests, and therefore the risk of colliding with powerlinearénaypically
have short, rounded wings with lower aspect, increasing susceptibility (Bildstein Z ahove the tree canopy is relatively low. Soaring does occur during breeding but does not involve divit
Cornell Lab of Ornithology 2015). behaviors that would increase risk of collision.
2762 150 [Page] 4.3.8222 [Line] 45: The analysis in the EIR/EIS doesdigniss the risks to both species nor does it say there is no potentia
injury or mortality, but does characterize the risk as low.
Brown and Drewien (1995) did not show dramaticreases in collision across all
species, but they did imply that markers contributed to a lower observed rate of b
mortality. Buteo species (low wing aspect hawks) were found dead under powerli
both studies.
2762 151 [Page] 4.3.8222 [Line] 19: TheflB Ki o0SKF@A2NI 2F / 22LSNRaE KIFgla R2Sa NBRdzOS
below the tree canopy when hunting or approaching and departing their nests, and therefore the risk
"General” maneuverability does not clearly justify this CEQA conclusion. Instead, colliding with powerlines that are typically abotie tree canopy is relatively low. Soaring does occur du
@/ 5C28 adzaA3sSalt GKFG GKS O2yOf dzAA2Y & preeding but does not involve diving behaviors that would increase risk of collision. The flight behavic
S$eSaAIKG O2yGNROdzIS G2 | YAYAYIldspe@FINBRIZOS G(KAA NR&] F2NJ / 22LI8NDA K 61 dioanclid&itightb 9 t
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wings could increase susceptibility, but low wing loading and good eyesight help ' behavior.
decrease susceptibility. Also, hawks do not tend to fly in flocks.

LT RSaAONRGSR Ay (GKAA gle&zx GKS /9v! C
moderate level of susceptibility, but AMM20 would reduce this to a less than
significant impact.
2762 152 [Page] 4.3.8222 [Line] 44: No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in &R raised.
Ospreys would be more susceptible to methylmercury exposure than Cooper's h¢
because they prey on fish.
2762 153 [Page] 4.3.824 [Line] 810: The mitigation measures are intended to be applicable to operations and maintenance activities as w
stated in impact BIG8 NEPA and CEQA conclusions. Howeveral@ i clear the introductory sentence 1
BIGT5 refers to surveys and buffers prior to construction. It does not specifically ' Mitigation Measure BIEFS will be modified as follows.
address operations and maintenance [O&M] activities after construction. To rely ¢
MM BIG75 for this indirect effet, BIG75 would need to be updated to include To reduce impacts on nesting birds, DWR will implement the measures listed below prior to construc
provisions addressing O&M activities. and operations and maintenance activities.

2762 154 We [CDFW] suggest separating ferruginous hawk analyses (FEHA) from golden ¢ Habitat types are similar enough for the two species based ongbelution of the natural community date
(GOEA) analyses. GOEA is a fully protected species and there appear to be diffe used for habitat classification. Fully protected species status of golden eagle is called out separately
in habitat requirements. the impact analysis.

2762 155 [Page] 4.3.8224 [Line] 3637: Habitat models for norcovered species are not the resolution to specifically depict cultivated lands the

are surrounded by grasslands. Impacts are @stimated using current approach to allow for this scale ¢
FEHA [ferruginous hawk] distribution agse to be correlated with lagomorph analysis and thus the effects are not being underestimated.
populations, so croplands may not provide letegm viability unless mixed into a
grassland matrix (Hunting 2000). In contrast, GOEA [golden eagle] is known to hi Comment regarding Figure B2 is correct. Habitat model was added to the figure.
rabbits or other small mammals in most open areBise habitat model for FEHA
should focus more on the grassland complexes and only include agricultural land
with grassland or wetlands. Note that Figure3£2 does not include the habitat mode
layer.
2762 156 [Page] 4.3.825 [Line] 4: Cultivated lands included in the GOEA/FEHA model consist of idle, recently fallowed lands, grain anc
) ) ] ) ~ crops, and pasture in addition to grassland, akedisonal wetland, and vernal pool complex. All of these
Protecting cultivated lands may not benefit FEHA [ferruginous hawk]. Changes in provide some foraging value for both species (Shuford et al. 2008). Added EC 8 and EC9 to impact ¢
distribution of FEHA could have resulted from conversion of grassland to agecul for Alt 4A.
G KSNE adzOK O2y@SNEAZ2Y RAR y20 yS3arida
2000, Wiggins, Schnell et al. 2014). ECs 8 and 9, which would restore grassland An emphasis on the benefit of grassland and VPC/ASW protection and restevasadded to the impact
complexes that have higher concentrations of rabbits, and protection of VP/ASW discussion. Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.
[vernal pod/artificial seasonal wetland] complexes in EC 3 would benefit FEHA as
as GOEA [golden eagle].

2762 157 [Page] 4.3.8225 [Line] 23: Temporary impacts from EC9 added here and also to the section describing benefit from EC9.
Include EC 9.

2762 158 [Page] 4.3.825 [Line] 29, [Page] 4.386 [Line] 22: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the reconet@hénges.

These impacts could eliminate both GOEA [golden eagle] and FEHA [ferruginous
habitat; the sentence just refers to GOEA habitat.
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2762 159 [Page] 4.3.8226 [Line] 1213: Any suitable habitat for FEHA would be considered for possibiepce. The EIR/EIS analysis does not |
on avian occurrence data for significance conclusions. No change is recommended.
As with other watch list species, CNDDB [Callifornia Natural Diversity Database] r
have fewer entries for FEHA [ferruginous hawk] after the species was taken off tr
BSSC [Bird Species of Special Cohtist. FEHA was observed in Stone Lakes NW}
[National Wildlife Refuge] (Appendix C, Stone Lakes NWR Conservation Plan);
therefore, it could be within the vicinity of the intake structures.
2762 160 [Page] 4.3.8226 [Line] 28: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.
wSY2@3S NBTFSNByOS (G2 {21! w{glAyazyQa
eagle]/FEHAf¢érruginous hawk].
2762 161 [Page] 4.3.8226 [Line] 40: This was a formatting erro€hange made as suggested.
We [CDFW] suggest discussing O&M [operations and maintenance] in its own
paragraph/bullet point.
2762 162 [Page] 4.3.8227 [Line] 16: The commenter states that cultivated lands mitigation may not be sufficient to meet the mitigation rati
) ) _ ferruginous hawk. The commenter also states that ferruginous hawk are more dependent on giaisisén
Protecting 11,870 acres of cultivated lands may not meet the proposed mitigation cultivated lands and that individuals are rarely found in the delta. The habitat model used in the EIR/E
for FEHA [ferruginous hawk], depending on how they use that agricultural landsc: overly conservative and also includes some cultivated lands that could be used by both ferruginous F
Many of these acres guild include crop types that benefit species other than FEH/ and golden eagle. If the specissprimarily dependent on grassland, the combined protection (1,060 ac
C2N} 3Ay3 ONBLBA F2N) {21! &{6kAyaz2yQa andrestoration (1,070 acres) of 2,130 acres of grassland would more than offset the losses of 686 a«
uses agricultural land less than SWHA and is more negatively affected than SWF |oss of grassland from the project, and any benefit that did occur frdtivated lands protection would
grassland conversion to agultural fields. Intensive agriculture, as in most of the  provide additional habitat for the species. Furthermore, a large portion of the impacted grasslands co
Delta, does not benefit FEHA. This may be a reason FEHA is rarely found in the | of narrow strips along levees that provide minimal foraging habitat.
We [CDFW] suggest conducting additional literature review and consulting exper
determine whether FEHA shiobhave its own habitat model and impact analysis.
2762 163 [Page] 4.3.8229 [Line] 1718: Because noftoveredspecies are analyzed at the natural community level, including all wetland types |
) ) ] ) _addition to riparian grossly overestimated impacts on rookeries. Selected riparian natural community
Pleag explain why wetland and aquatic habitats were not modeled and included i represent vegetation with structure that is primarily used for rooks. MM-BIO 75 and rookery avoidance
this analysis. mitigation would require preconstruction surveys to minimize any effects on other wetland habitat.
All taxa in this section nest in tidal and nontidal marshes (freshwater or saltwater) Changing the model is not suggested due to overestimated impacts.
Cormorants nest on the ground and on the edges of aquatic habitats (Coatedif
Ornithology 2015). Cormorant nests were found on Wheeler Island in Suisun Bay
Venice Cut (Schwarzbach and Adelsbach 2003). Great blue heron nests were fot
Wheeler and Van Sickle Islands, Suisun Bay. Great egret nests have been found
Grizzly Island and Montezuma Slough (Schwarzbach and Adelsbach 2003). Tidal
nontidal marshes and open water (margins of lakes, rivers, ponds, and shallow
water/mudflats) are also foraging habitat and should be included in the model.
2762 164 [Page] 4.3.8229 [Line] 245: AMM18 is the measure included that requires the planting of mature trees. The impact analysaiaiso
on MM BIG75 and MM BO 117 to minimize impacts on active nests/rookeries.
We [CDFW3uggest removing references to AMM18 throughout the impact analys
relying instead on MM BIO 75 and other measures that require planting of mature
trees].
2762 165 [Page] 4.3.8229 [Line] 2828: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.
We [CDFW] suggest including EC 3 (protection of 119 acres of nontidal marsh),
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and EC 10 in the bulleted list as offsets foratis to marsh nesting habitat. Channe
margin enhancement would also benefit these species [douldated cormorants,
herons, and egrets].
2762 166 [Page] 4.3.8230-233: Because nortovered species are analyzed at the natural community level, including all wetland types
addition to riparian grossly overestimated impacts on rookeries. Selected riparian natural community
Impacts shwn in Table 121A-44 and described in the text below will change if impi represent vegetatin with structure that is primarily used for rookeries. MBIO 75 and rookery avoidance
to marsh habitat are added: mitigation would require preconstruction surveys to minimize any effects on other wetland habitat.
[All taxa in this section nest in tidal and nontidal marshes (freshwater or saltwater Changing the model is not suggested due to overestimated impacts.
Cormorants nest on the ground and on the edges of aquaticd&taliCornell Lab of
Ornithology 2015). Cormorant nests were found on Wheeler Island in Suisun Bay
Venice Cut (Schwarzbach and Adelsbach 2003). Great blue heron nests were fot
Wheeler and Van Sickle Islands, Suisun Bay. Great egret nestsleavi®bnd in
Grizzly Island and Montezuma Slough (Schwarzbach and Adelsbach 2003). Tida
nontidal marshes and open water (margins of lakes, rivers, ponds, and shallow
water/mudflats) are also foraging habitat and should be included in the model.]
Will need to revise accordingly.
2762 167 [Page] 4.3.8233 [Line] 40: Mitigation Measure BI€L17 in combination with Mitigation Measure BI® already requires surveys,
buffers, and monitoring, which the analysis considers. As stated in Mitigation Measu#BUSFWS and
Please add detail describing how all direct and indirect impacts on rookeries will t CDFW will be consulted when establishing buffers.
avoided to MM [mitigation measure] BIOL7. The MM should require surveys,
buffers, and monitoring rookeries for disturbance in cdteion with expert
biologists, similar to MM BI@5. MM BIG117 should not be restricted to avoiding
rookeries in riparian habitat, but include other habitat types where rookeries may
occur (e.g., tidal or nontidal marshes, along the margins of aquattaries, etc.).
Colonial nesters can be very sensitive to human disturbance. If one nesting bird i
startled, the whole colony could abandon nests, resulting in many failed nests.
2762 168 [Page] 4.3.831 [Line] 46: Note that occurrence data for avian species does not drive impact analysis conclusions. Citation add:
DHCCCP survey data.
We [CDFW] suggest adding a descriptiogitation of the occurrence data sources
referenced here. It is likely that few cormorant occurrences were submitted to CN
[California Natural Diversity Database] after the species was removed from the B
[Bird Species of Special Concern] list. Beeagrets and herons are not special stat
species it is unlikely that many records have been submitted to CNDDB.
2762 169 [Page] 4.3.8231 [Line] 6: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.
MM [mitigation measure] BIQ17 should also be mentioned here.
2762 170 [Page] 4.3.831 [Line] 227: Section referenced refers to potential habitat not active nests. Added the following language to the
relevant section a few paragphs down: Injury and Direct Mortality: If birds were to nest in the construc
Localized ground disturbing activities could have moeta minor effect if they area, constructiorrelated activities, including equipment operation, noise and visual disturbances coul
disturb cormorants nesting on the ground. Cormorants tend to nest on the grounc affect nests including any nests that are built on the ground @ogmorant nests that have been built on
after their nest trees fall over and die from stress and guano produced by a rooke the ground after nest trees fall over or die from stress and guano produced by a rookery) or lead to tt
(Cornell Lab of Ornithology). This impact to ground nesting cants should be abandonment, potentially resulting in mortality of eggs and nestlings. Mitigation Measur@®B40d
discussed, along with [mitigation measures] MMs-BBand BI€L17 which would  Mitigation Measure BI€L17 would be available to address these effects on cormorants, herons, and e
offset any potential impacts.
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2762 171 [Page] 4.3.8232 [Line] 6: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recodedehanges.
[Mitigation measure] MM BI€117 should also be mentioned here.
2762 172 [Page] 4.3.8232-233 [Line] 3#43: The restoration ad protection of riparian habitat and protection and restoration of both tidal and nontic
wetlands are included in the list of measures that would benefit these species.
We [CDFW] suggest adding a discussion of benefits to cormorants, herons and €
from commitments to protect riparian habitat. Impacts to marsh habitat, and bene
associated with restorationral protection of marsh habitat, should also be discuss:
here. Taken together, it is likely that benefits of riparian and marsh ECs [environn
commitments] to cormorants, herons and egrets will exceed proposed CEQA
mitigation ratios.
2762 173 [Page] 4.3.8232 [Line] 29: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended change.
Remove reference to whiteiled kite and replae with cormorants, herons, and
egrets.
2762 174 [Page] 4.3.8233 [Lines] 32 and 34: Chaper 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended change.
wSY23S NBFSNBYyOS (2 /22LNRa Klgl +y
and egrets.
2762 175 [Page] 4.3.8234 [Line] 46: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended change.
Remove sentence referring to least bittern and wkieed ibis.
2762 176 [Pagd 4.3.8234 [Line] 8: Language was revised to state that fligiterters were shown to reduce the incidence of bird mortality.
Global change: Brown and Drewien (1995) did not show dramatic decreases in ¢
across all species, but they did imply that markers contributed to a lower observe
of bird mortality.
2762 177 [Page] 4.3.8234 [Line] 34: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.
[Mitigation measure] MM BI€117 should also be mentioned here.
2762 178 [Page}4.3.8235 [Line] 2: The comment and recommendation is acknowledged. Though embryotoxicity may betlwgénspecies
there is still potential for an overall impairment of adults and reduced survivorship of young and thus
Please note that these species [cormorants, egrets, and herons] are especially  conclusion of a potential for impact from methylmercury remains.
susceptible to methylmercury because they consume fish. However, Schwarzbac
Adelsbach (2003) could be cited to state that cormorants, egrets, and Séndduisun
Marsh and the Delta had low enough levels to avoid embryotoxicity. This would
supplement the discussion of lowered impact based on BDCP fish studies and E¢
2762 179 [Page] 4.3.835 [Line] 16: A correction has been implemented throughout Chapter 11, Fish and Aquatic Resources, of the Fina
Global change: replace "tropig/ith "trophic."
2762 180 [Page] 4.3.835 [Line] 3744: The comment and recommendation is acknowledged. The analysis, though general, does address th
- ) ) ] potential for effect associated witthe proposed project and is believed to be adequate for a programm
In addition to studies discussed in the general eppgte language, we [CDFW] sug¢ level review. Each individual restoration project will have its own environmental review and will con
disaussing results presented in Schwarzbach and Adelsbach (2003) in this sectiol
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2762

2762

2762

2762

2762

2762

181

182

183

184

185

186

187

found the highest selenium concentrations in great egrets, snowy egrets, and effects from selenium exposure in a greater level of detail.
blackcrowned night herons in San Francisco Bay. The cormorants had slightly lo

levels. Howesr, selenium levels were below known embryotoxic thresholds and w

weakly correlated with mercury concentrations.

[Pagel4.3.8342 [Line] 341: The analysis below the section cited includes a discussion of the potempiatt on nesting shorebirds anc

waterfowl, which is likely the only potential for injury or mortality of these birds from construction activ
We [CDFW] suggest adding a discussion of the potential for direct mortality of  Adults and juveniles would be able to, and would likely, flush from an area when construction actieitie
shorebirds and waterfowl as a result of construction activities in Clifton Court Fortjnitiated on a given day (e.g., pedestrian activity, starting up equipment, general construction noise,
Waterfowl and shorebird experts indicate that several speoist on the southern  equipment movement). Chicks and eggs would be vulnerable during construction that takes place du
edge of the forebay, where dredging and forebay expansion are proposed. We st nesting season, which is why the discussimiuides using Mitigation Measure BW® to avoid and minimiz:
revising BIEL78 to include this potential impact and associated mitigation. this from happening.

[Page] 4.3.842 [Line] 17: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the reeaded changes.

We [CDFW] suggest including nontidal freshwater emergent wetland (marsh) nat
community, which is separated from managed wetlandassglands, and VP/ASW
[vernal pools/artificial seasonal wetlands]. These natural communities are also us
waterfowl and/or shorebirds (Shuford, Humphrey et al. 2004, Petrik, Petrie et al.
2012).

[Page] 4.3.842 [Line] 2431: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised. Addegi&fd EC 9 for Alt 4A, RRPPs are really specific to othe

species and are encompassed by these larger acreages.
RRPPs [resource restoration and protection principles] that could also benefit

waterfowl and shorebirds include GGS3, GGS5, WPT1 and sandhill crane RRPP
waterfowl and shorebirds benefit fromae, managed wetlands, and natural wetlanc
Other waterfowl (greater whitdronted geese and tundra swan) use chopped corn
fields (CFR and TNC In prep). EC 8, EC 9 and RRPPs G2 and G3 could also be

[Page] 4.3.842 [Line] 3439: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.

We [CDFW] suggest adding a discussion of impacts to 506 acres of grassland he
(Table 124A-10 on @age 4.3.864) and impacts to VP/ASW [vernal pools/artificial
seasonal wetlands] which could adversely affect shorebirds and waterfowl.

[Page] 4.3.843 [Line] 45: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.

In some caes restored and protected acres would only provide suitable foraging
habitat. For example, ducks forage in winter wheat and most of the shorebird spe
would be migrating, not nesting in the project area.

We [CDFW] suggest adding restored grasslantpaotected/restored VP/ASW [vern.
pools/artificial seasonal wetlands] complex to this discussion.

[Page] 4.3.8344 [Line] 246: The text was corrected and reference to CBR1 was removed.

[Resource restoration and protection pript#] RRPP CBR1 does not guide the
protection of cultivated lands. RRPPs [GGS3, GGS5, WPT1, sandhill crane, G2,
would be beneficial to offset these impacts.

[Page] 4.3.8344 [Line]31-38: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revigaged on the recommended changes.

Waterfowl also breed in grasslands (Shuford, Humphrey et al. 2004). We [CDFW
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suggest including a discussion of impacts to grasslands and protection and restol
of grasslands (ECs 3 and 8) in ImpactHQ
2762 188 [Page] 4.3.843 [Line] 3435: Implementation of Environmental Commitme®twas intended to be located in areas classified as degr
) ) ) vernal pool grasslands that still had remnant soils and topography. It is unlikely that EC 9 would remc
EC 9 could also remove cultivated lands. We [CDFW] suggest discussing these | cultivated lands. While this is not explicit within the draft BDCP's description of @i iBitent is
impacts, or explaining why they are not included. demonstrated in the fact that there were no impacts from CM 9 (or EC 9) on other natural communitie
cultivated lands because it would not result in a loss or conversion of habitat. It would in actuality pro'
even more suitable habitdbr waterfowl.
2762 189 [Page] 4.3.843 [Line] 3435: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.
It is not clear why loss of managed wetlands, grasslands, and tidal/nontidal wetla
not included in this discussion. If ECs [environmental commitments] would not rel
these habitat types, ishould be stated here.
2762 190 [Page] 4.3.844 [Line] 3738: Impacts are analyzed at the natural community level and therefore are an overestimate of potential
] ] ) ) ) breeding waterfowl habitat. Habitat will not be mareyspecifically for breeding waterfowl. However,
Please describe the proportion of grassland, nontidal and tidal wetland habitat  many of the management actions for other species will create similarly suitable habitat for breeding
(commensurate with the proposed mitigah ratio) [that] will be managed for waterfowl.
breeding waterfowl while also meeting the needs of other species.
2762 191 [Page] 4.3.845 [Line] 13: Environmental Commitment 9 would restore a portion of degraded vernal pool or alkali seasonal wetl
complex, or potentially some grassland habitat, but is not expected to result in the loss of cultivated I¢
EC 9 could also remove cultivated lands. We [CDFWegstdigcussing these potenti.
impacts, or explaining why they are not included. Additional natural commuty impacts have been added to the impact discussion.
It is not clear why loss of managed wetlands, grasslands, and tidal/nontidal wetla Impacts are analyzed at the natural community level and therefore are an overestimate of potential
not included in this discussion. If Ecs [environmental commitments] would not rer breeding waterfowl habitat. Habitat will not be managed specifically for breeding waterfowl. However,
these habitat types, it should be stated here. many of the management actions for other species will create similarly suitable habitat for breeding
waterfowl.
Please describe the proportion of grassland, nontidal and tidal wetland habitat
(commensurate with the proposed mitigation ratio) [that] will be managed for
breeding waterfowl while also meeting the needsotier species.
2762 192 [Page] 4.3.845 [Line] €16: Added reference to VPC and ASW complex use by American avocets to the Final EIR/EIS.
Vernal pool complex and alkali seasonal wetland also provide nesting habitat for
American avocet (Shufd, Humphrey et al. 2004).
2762 193 [Page] 4.3.845 [Line] 10: Killdeer has been atkd to the analysis.
Killdeer also nests in rice in the Sacramento Valley (Shuford, Humphrey et al. 20(
2762 194 [Page] 4.3.845 [Line] 2827: See response to comment 27821.
[EC 9 could also remove cultivated lands. We [CDFW] suggest discussing these
potential impacts, or explaining why they are not included.
It is not clear why loss of managed wetlands, grasslaaus tidal/nontidal wetlands is
not included in this discussion. If Ecs [environmental commitments] would not rer
these habitat types, it should be stated here.]
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2762 195 [Page] 4.3.845 [Line] 2&27: The implementation of the Environmental Commitments would reisuloss of 2,207 acres of cultivated
lands, which would have varying degrees of habitat suitability for shorebirds. The Environmental
Not all 832 aas of restored nontidal marsh will be managed wetland. Natural non commitments result in the protection and management of 11,870 of cultivated lands and 119 acres o
wetland will also be restored as part of this commitment, as described on page  nontidal wetlands (E€3 and 11) and the restoration of 295 acres tidal wetlands (EC4) and 832 acres
4.3.8346, to benefit other species such as tricolored blackbird. All managed wetl hontidal wetlands (EC10), which would also have varying degrees of habitat suitability for shorebirds.
may not meet the secifications for shorebirds. This analysis states the majority of discussed under Impact BIUB1, Environmental Commitment 11 inclidgeveral management actions to
shorebird species require water depths of approximatels200cm for foraging. benefit shorebirds in managed wetlands and nontidal wetlands. Compared to current conditions in thi
However, diving ducks require deeper water for foraging and yeleaded blackbird: cyltivated lands that would be lost, where there is no management specifically for shorebirds, and
require relatively deep wr (up to 1.5 m) for nesting (Jaramillo 2008). On the othe considering the 13,116 aes that would be managed specifically for spestatus species, as well as
hand, Ivey, Herziger et al (2014) recommend 16l&em for crane roosting habitat, shorebirds, it can reasonably be assumed that there would be a net increase in habitat value for shor
which about 500 acres of managed wetlands will be created. It is also possible th |t can be assumed that the 415 acres of nontidal marsh that woulttdmted for sandhill cranes would als
some giant garter snakaquatic habitat would be suitable. We [CDFW] suggest rev pe suitable for certain shorebird species.
this analysis to more accurately quantify the number of mitigation acres that will k
managed in a manner suitable for shorebirds.
2762 196 [Page] 4.3.845 [Line] 31: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.
Please remove references to sandhill crane in this analysis.
2762 197 [Page] 4.3.845 [Line] 3742: Agreed, but the impact analysis is conducted at the natural community level. Impacts are overestima
using this approach.
Not all of the cultivated lands impacted will be crops used by the shorebirds, as
specified in the paragraph above. American avocets, biacked stilts, and killdeer
mostly use rice, which is rare in the Delta exdepghe northern Yolo Bypass.
2762 198 [Page] 4.3.846 [Line] 1a12: See response to Comment 27691.
[EC 9 could also remove cultivated lands. We [CDFW] suggesssing these
potential impacts, or explaining why they are not included.
It is not clear why loss of managed wetlands, grasslands, and tidal/nontidal wetla
not included in this discussion. If ECs [environmental commitments] would not rel
thesehabitat types, it should be stated here.]
2762 199 [Page] 4.3.846-347 [Lines] 2311, 15: No tidal marsh, nontidal marsh, or managed wetlands would be directly affected by the restoration ac
(Impact BIO 181) and water conveyance facilities would impact 86 acres of tidal marsh, nontidal mar:
The managed wetland analysis on page 4318 assumes that 832 acres of created managed wetlands (Impa@G178). Of the 832 acres of nontidal marsh created, 415 acres of would
nontidal wetlands would benefit shorebirds thase managed wetlands. Only 500  created for sandhill cranes (95 acres within 2 miles of existing crane roost sites and an additional 32¢
acres of this habitat is required to be managed at depths suitable for sandhill crar within the greater sandhill crane winter use area), which woulduigable for most shorebirds species. Al
shorebirds. The remaining 332 acres of nontidal wetlands may not be managed ¢ some degree of the 119 acres of nontidal wetlands to be protected would be suitable for shorebirds.
appropriate depth for shorebirds. However, evethié 119 acres of protected nontid: addition, 11,870 acres of cultivated lands would be protected and managed for wildlife some of whict
wetlands from EC 3 are included in the analysis, it is unlikely that 832 acres of we gl benefit shorebirds (only 1,375 acres of cultivated lands not currently managed for shorebirds wot
will be managed to benefit shorebirds. affected by the Environmental Commitments).  As discussed in Impacts7Bl&nd BI€L81, the loss of
) . ) potential shorebird habitat would be offset bydtproposed Environmental Commitments.
Please acknowledge and discuss potential conflicts between management for
shorebirds anather nontidal marsh species in more detail. For example, managir There is no conflict between management for spestatus species and shorebirds.  The analysis does
water depths for shorebirds conflicts with yelldveaded blackbird nesting and divini demonstrate that effects on shorebirds would be minimal and that there would be net improvement in
duck foraging requirements. Please also revise the effects analysis and CEQA  hapitat value irthe study area.
conclusion to address tise discrepancies.
2762 200 [Page] 4.3.847 [Line] 637: The EIR/EIS includes Resource Restoration and Protection Principles (seelRabl€Bapter 3 of the
EIR/EIS), which provide specific guidance for the protection and restoratfabitét for species such as
We [CDFW] suggest adding a discussion of potential conflicts between managen
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201

202

203

204

205

for shorebirds and other species which rely on cultivated lands. For example, ren giant garter snake and California black rail. Details on the management of specific protection restor
stubble after harvest conflictwith waterfowl foraging needs; minimal vegetation  sites will be developed for each conservation area and will be subject to agency review and approval
adjacent to shallow water or on islands could conflict with GGS [giant garter snak compatibilityof the management of those lands for shorebirds and waterfowl will be addressed in thos
CBRA [California black rail] needs for vegetated banks; flooding harvested potatc individual management plans.

conflicts with sandhill crane faging but is compatible with geese (CFR and TNC It

prep); different flooding regimes may be needed for the crane, geese, and/or SW

w{slAyazyQa KI¢16 F2NI}IAyYy3I {KLl-gpecificcO2

mitigation could be separated geographigathat would help resolve conflicts, but

could be difficult to manage.

[Page] 4.3.8348 [Line] 14: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended change.

Also include killdeer.

[Page] 4.3.8848 [Line] 29: ¢KS /9v! O2yOfdzarzy R2Sa&a YSyilazy GKIFEG GKS 02y
would be alossfai 2 YS & LISOASE o6dzi ¢2dz2 R 0S5 I-befed plofer, dyhlini

We [CDFW] suggest adding a discussion of nontidal wetland to this CEQA conclt least sandpiper, marbled godwit, semipalmated plover, stuféed dowitcher, western sandpiper, and

There are no impacts to this natural community anticipated, and some wetlandsvg A f f S ® ¢

protected, restored, and managed for the benefit oétkhorebirds. This could offset

some of the loss of cultivated lands for those shorebird species that use both (sut

killdeer).

[Page] 4.3.8348 [Line] 3238: The EIR has analyzed a potential transmission line footprint associated with each alternative and dist
] ] ) ) S the potential impacts of the construction of new and temporary transmission lines on natural commur
We [CDFW] sugst adding a more detailed discussion of transmission line impact and sensitive sgcies. The final transmission line design will be determined in consultation with the wilt

Shorebirds and waterfowl are particularly vulnerable to power line strikes due to v agencies and wildlife agengapproved, qualified biologist familiar with crane biology.
loading and flocking behavior (Brown and Drewien 1995, Yee 2007, APLIC [Avial

Line Interadon Commission] 2012). Brown and Drewien (1995) found that waterf
constituted approximately 50% of transmission line strike mortality of all birds stut
We suggest discussing results of studies that show avian markers decreased mo
of waterfowland shorebirds, and studies that found that American coots were still
vulnerable to power line strike mortality after marker installation (Yee 2007, VWS
[Ventana Wildlife Society 2015). To reduce risks to nocturnal flyers, such as coot:
diverters shoulde illuminated (VWS 2015).

[Page] 4.3.849 [Line] 4144: Larger, piscivorous resident fish, in general, pie\a good record of fish tissue mercury as a baseline
) ) ~condition for the Delta. Largemouth bass were chosen because they are popular sport fish, top predz
Please explain why largemouth bass was used as a surrogate species. Why itis jive for several years, and tend to stay in the same area (exhibit high site fidelity). Cortbechey are

considered more conservative than shorebirds and waterfowl, or otherefiing excellent indicators of lonterm average mercury exposure, risk, and spatial pattern for ecological and
species such as diving ducks and terns?  Ackerman, Eagléset al. (2014) indicat hyman health.

that fishHg [mercury] concentrations did not adequately predict avian risk to
exposure, and that egg monitoring more accurately reflects the impacts of Hg on
They found MeHg [methylmercury] concentrations in many adults and eggs in the
Francisco Bay esiny exceeded levels of toxicity. We [CDFW] suggest discussing
results of this study and adding an adaptive management strategy that includes
monitoring mercury levels in shorebird and waterfowl eggs.

[Page] 4.3.850 [Line] 4: The analysis does note that bioaccumulation of mercury varies by species.

The risk of mercury expostvaries among shorebird species and locations. Shore
that forage on fish and in managed wetlands in Yolo Bypass or Suisun Marsh are
higher risk than other shorebirds. Ackerman, Ea§esth et al. (2014) provide an
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example of elevated concentianhs of methylmercury in blaekecked stilts due to
foraging in managed wetlands and on fish.
2762 206 [Page] 4.3.851 [Line] 1617: This has been revised in the Final EIR/EIS.
There is no EC 5 described in Section 4.1P2e&se revise to clarify this sentence ar
add a reference to nontidal restoration, EC 10.
2762 207 [Page] 4.3.852 [Line] 17: The main source of selenium exposure would be from water coming from the San Joaquin River. N
wetlands that would be restored would rely on existing networks of irrigation ditches in Conservation
We [CDFW] suggest adding tidal habitat, nontidal habitat, and floodplain restorati 1, 2, 4, and/or 5, which wodlinot be relying on the San Joaquin River as a source of water. Floodpla
this sentence as agents of increased selenium exposure. Waterfowl that consum restoration would not occur under Alternative 4A. AMM27 is included in the discussion of impacts on
sessile bivalve clams and other benthic filter feeders would be exposed to additio yaterfowl and shorebirds.
and potentially toxic, levels of selenium. Without AMM27 this would constitute a
significant impact.
2762 208 [Page] 4.3.28 [Line] 38: The Final EIR/EIS does analyze and disclose how the action alternati@eg affd KS t f |y | N.
adaptability to expected climate change. The analysis presented in the RDEIR/SDEIS refers the reac
Because Sectiof.3.25 does not generally rise to the level of analysis, the use of tl praft EIR/EIS for more detail and in depth analysis.
phrase "analyze and disclose" is not appropriate.  Consider substituting the phr:
"discuss conceptually."
2762 209 [Page] 4.3.28 [Line] 19: The following sentence was added to the discussion: Diversiong artiposed NDDs [north Delta
diversions] would be allowed if Sacramento River inflows are adequate to protect downstream specie
The sentence beginningre seems to turn the operating concept for the California hapitat and water quality conditions.
WaterFix on its head. In reality, diversions at the proposed NDDs [north Delta
diversions] will only be allowed if Sacramento River inflows are adequate to prote
downstream species habitat and tea quality conditions. This is an important conce
to ensure that the water operations “flexibility" afforded by the proposed NDDs is
used to the detriment of Delta aguatic species.
2762 210 [Page] 4.3.28 [Line] 28: ¢KS O02YYSYidSNI Aa O2NNBOG Ay &adNNA&AY3I GKIEG GF
T2y8Q s61a WSYGNIAYyYSyld 12ySQs SaaSyidarttes ¢
Here the document makes confusing use of the termttapment zone." Biologists  facilities. The comments regarding habitat and X2 are acknowledged; analyses in the EIR/EIS asses:
3SYSNIrtte dzasS UKAA USNY U2 RSAONAOS effects of flow on X2elated habitat (e.g., fall abiotic habitat for delta smelt based on the method of Fe!
the purposes of this comment it is assumed that the author is referring to someth et al. 2011).
like the "zone of entrainment.” It is important to notete that the purpose
positioning X2 further downstream goes beyond reducing entrainment. For speci¢ For more information regardg the impacts to Delta Smelt please see Master Response 17.
such as Delta smelt, longfin smelt, and Crangon franciscorum downstream positit
of X2 increases the quantity and quality of habitat, and improves pango that
habitat. The relative ease of using inflows to move saltwater downstream from the
proposed NDDs [north Delta diversions] would probably result in a constriction of
habitat for some species, in particular Delta smelt rearing in the importantrdo
Sacramento River reach (below Rio Vista).
2762 211 [Page] 4.3.29) [Line] 37: The commenter states that the California Water Fix, compared to the BDCP, does not result in a net
habitat quantity or quality. Alternative 4A (California WaterFix) is aeptayith environmental
The ECs [environmental commitments] remaining in the California WaterFix are  commitments to minimize and offset effects of the project and the BDCP is an HCP/NCCP, which dot
generally designed to mitigate for project related impacts.  As such, and tinike  jarger amount of restoration and protection because the BDCP is 50 year plan with a goal of contribu
.5/ tX UKSe R2yQu NBadzZ 4 Ay I ySu 3 Atherecovery of coved species. Much of the restoration that is part of the BDCP would now be compl
under the separate California EcoRestore. Under EcoRestore, the state will pursue restoration of moi
30,000 acres of fish and wildlife habitat by 2020. These hatgisadration actions will be implemented
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faster and more reliably by separating them from the water conveyance facility implementation.
2762 212 [Page] 4.3.28 [Line] 4245: DWR and Reclamation are pursuing the Section 7 and 2081 permits for Alternative 4A. These permit
processes, along with others such as CWA 404 andMiD8Jtimately govern the total amount of
Because Alternative 4A seeks authorization for take of state and federalty diséeies restoration required for the CWF.
through a 2081(b) permit and Section 7 Biological Opinion, the project proponent
required under section 2081(b) to ensure impacts of the authorized taking are  The EIR/EIS discusses the effects of the project and determines whether the proposed mitigation is <
minimized and fully mitigated. A mitigation standard differs substantially froen th to mitigate effects to less than significant under CEQA. Thererisquirement to facilitate a species
standard underlying Alternative 4, and established by the Natural Community resiliency to climate change. See response to comment-2482for more information on the restoration
Conservation Planning Act [NCCPA], to conserve and manage covered species \ being undertaken under EcoRestore.
GKS tftly FINBIF® ! fiK2dzAK GKS b/ /t! Q&
resiliency b climate change, habitat restoration and preservation proposed in
Alternative 4A is not sufficient.
2762 213 [Page] 4.3.28.0 [Line] 311: This paragraph has been edited in Chapter 29, Climate Change, in the FEIR/FEIS.
We [CDFW] suggest removing this paragrapcause it is based on general
conclusions that are unsupported by current ecological and evolutionary theory. I
environmental factors (abiotic and biotic) limit the distribution and abundance of
native species. The assumption that ameliorating orecje stressor on a listed
species in the Delta will result in increased population sizes is speculative and
unfounded. Additionally, although population size can be an important factor in
determining species resiliency in response to environmental chahgecapacity of a
species to express adaptive phenotypic plasticity and the level of genetic variatiol
within and among populations are more important determinants of species
persistence over the short and long term. Increasing genetic variation witltin a
among populations of threatened and endangered species would require, at a
minimum, sustained longerm increases in population sizes across many generatic
2762 214 [Page] 4.3.2510 [Line] 8: The text has been reséd to focus on the benefit provided by reduced south Delta exports.
Predator control at the NDDs [north Delta diversions] is intended as mitigation, nc
enhancement, to offset the predation problems otherwise created by the presenc
the NDDs. Also, the benefit of predator control at CCF [ClZmurt Forebay] is
easily overstated, because the south Delta export facilities will often not be opera
winter-spring entrainment season, and the period of preferential southern diversic
generally after the entrainment season.
2762 215 [Page] 4.3.28.0 [Line] 9: This sentene has since been removed from the Climate Change chapter (Chapter 29) of the Final EIF
The use of the term "will" here is too optimistic. At this point the net benefits of
NPB [norphysical barrier] are still uncertain.
2762 216 [Page] 4.3.24.0 [Line] 17: The text in this section iferring to existing interties in the Delta.  Alternative 4A does not include ne
interties though other alternatives and operational scenarios do.
Are the 'interties' referenced part of the project? If not, their suggested use is
speculative.
2762 217 [Page] 4.3.8150 [Line] 1719: ¢KS AYAGALFf NBaLRyaS (2 /5C2Qa 02YYSyld 2y (K¢
stated in the species description, lesser sandhill cranes do forage in slightly different areas #tan gre
Comment on administrative draft: Refer to the habitat model devetb Chapter 12 sandhill crane, as discussed in Section 12.1.3, the foraging habitat types are consistent with greater ¢
crane but the assigned values of those crops and the distances traveled by the subspecies does diffe
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Alternative 4, for lesser sandhill crane foraging habitat and use area. the two subspecies use the samoosting habitat but lesser sandhill crane has a larger wintering range.
which is reflected in Figure 122. No specific changes were requested in this comment and no change
[Characterization of ICF Response]: Not addressed. ICF stated the model is the < made to the text.
both subspecies. The BDCP model for GSCR [greater sandhill crane] (ApAgiedix
not the same as the LSCR [lesser sandhill crane] model (Figd®).Tthe LSCR mod
shows foraging habitat as far south as CCF [Clifton Court Forebay], while the GS
model cuts foraging habitat to north of Discovery Bay. Neither model depictstingo
and foraging" separate from "foraging."
2762 218 [Page] 4.3.8151 [Line] 27: The extent of the lesser sandhill crane model was informed by the use areas provided by Gary Ivey. .
shown in the analysis, the impacts to lesser sandhill crane are slightty them they are for greater
Comment on admintsative draft: Be sure foraging habitat impacts are analyzed  sandhill crane.  The discussion of lesser sandhill crane in Section 12.1.3 and the comparison of Figi
against the lesser crane model and not the greater crane model. There should be 12-21 and 1222 does state and show, respectively, that lesser sandhill cranes cover a larger area in t
different number here based on the additional foraging habitat south of the GSCF pelta.
[greater sandhill crane] foraginhabitat and winter use area, as far south as Clifton
Court Forebay.
[Characterization of ICF Response]: Partially addressed. ICF stated that the impe
analysis uses the LSCR [lesser sandhill crane] model, limited to the crane use ar
thatthe imLJF OG +yl teara F20dzasSa 2y GKS | NJ
"crane use area" is depicted as the GSCR winter use area in BDCP Appendix 3A
clear where the LSCR crane use area is, as delineated by G. lvey, and if it match
foraginghabitat model in Figure 122. Please explain if this analysis is based on th
LSCR winter use area. Impacts to foraging habitat for both subspecies are not the
same, due to LSCR foraging a greater distance from roosting sites than GSCR. 1
numbers reflet higher impacts for LSCR foraging habitat, but this is not well exple
2762 219 [Page] 4.3.8152153 [Line] 346, 113: Both subspecies models are restricted to the sandhill crane winter use area which supports the majo
the cranes in the Delta (Ivey pers comm). This boundary was originally referred to as the greater san
Comment on administrative draft: Impacts described appear to be confined to the crane winter use area lause greater sandhill crane is a covered species in the draft BDCP. Therefor
greater sandhill crane use area and do not include impacts south of the area in tF greater sandhill crane use area is referred to for conservation measures and environmental commitm
modeled foraging habitat for lesser sandhill ceakive [CDFW] suggest updating this within the sandhill crane use area. The roosting and foraging modeldthh@bost sites which also
analysis to include impacts south of Venice Island. provide foraging value) is identical for both species. Within the sandhill crane winter use area, the gre
o . sandhill crane foraging habitat model consists of suitable foraging habitat within 2 miles of roosting si
[Charactenza_tlon of ICF Responst_a]: Eartlally gd_dressed. ICF response: "iImpacts 1 jeger sandhill crane foraging habitat model consists of suitable foraging habitat within 4 miles of
lesser sandhill crane use area which is very similar to GSHC [greater saadjll c roosting sites.
boundary but there is more foraging habitat impacted by the conveyance facility
because of the increased foraging distance from roost sites.” Details were added to the sandhill crane winter use area and modeled habitat for the subspecies in tt
. . introductory paragraph.
Follow up comment: We suggest adding a reference to the LSCR [lesser sandhill
use area and clarifynhow "roosting and foraging” habitat differs from "foraging” ir Added additbnal detail to footprint impacts on lesser and greater sandhill crane modeled habitat.
the LSCR model (e.g., if "roosting and foraging" is restricted to the GSCR [greate
sandhill crane] use area or if it contains only mapped roost sites). This section (
not describe impact from roads, access shafts, transmission lines, or geotech on
Mandeville and Bacon Islands, which overlap modeled foraging habitat in both
subspecies models, but not roosting habitat. This analysis is still incomplete withc
clear description of whasibeing analyzed.
2762 220 [Page] 4.3.8153154 [Line] 185, 110: Please see response to comment 2782.
Comment on administrative draft: Table-#2-31. Update these numbers based les!
sandhill crane [LSCR] foraging Itatynodel, not greater sandhill crane [GSCR or G.
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2762

2762

221

222

model.

[Characterization of ICF Response: Partially addressed. ICF stated that the impa
analysis uses the LSCR model, limited to the crane use area, and that the impaci
analysis focuses on the argaK SNBE ONJ yS& | NB LINBaSy -
depicted as the GSCR winter use area in BDCP Appendix 3A. It is not clear wher
LSCR crane use area is, as delineated by G. Ivey, and if it matches the foraging |
model in Figure 1:22. Péase explain if this analysis is based on the LSCR winter t
area. Impacts to foraging habitat for both subspecies are not the same, due to LS
foraging a greater distance from roosting sites than GSCR. The numbers reflect |
impacts for LSCR foragihabitat, but this is not well explained. "Impacts are for les
sandhill crane use area which is very similar to GSHC boundary but there is more
foraging habitat impacted by the conveyance facility because of the increased for
distance from roostites."

Follow up comment: We suggest adding a reference to the LSCR use area and c
how "roosting and foraging" habitat differs from "foraging" in the LSCR model (e.(
"roosting and foraging" is restricted to the GSCR use area or if it asrialy mapped
roost sites).  This section does not describe impacts from roads, access shafts,
transmission lines, or geotech on Mandeville and Bacon Islands, which overlap
modeled foraging habitat in both subspecies models, but not roosting habitat. Thi
analysis is still incomplete without a clear description of what is being analyzed.]

[Page] 4.3.8154-155 [Line] 443, 12:

Comment on administrative draft: Table-42-31. Update these numbers baseddes
sandhill crane [LSCR] foraging habitat model, not greater sandhill crane [GSCR ¢
model.

[Characterization of ICF Response: Partially addressed. ICF stated that the impa:
analysis uses the LSCR model, limited to the crane use area, andeliaipact
Fylrteara ¥20dzaSa 2y G(KS FNBIF 6KSNB C
depicted as the GSCR winter use area in BDCP Appendix 3A. It is not clear wher
LSCR crane use area is, as delineated by G. Ivey, and if it matcheagdiegfoabitat
model in Figure 1:22. Please explain if this analysis is based on the LSCR winter
area. Impacts to foraging habitat for both subspecies are not the same, due to LS
foraging a greater distance from roosting sites than GSCR. The nureftecs higher
impacts for LSCR foraging habitat, but this is not well explained. "Impacts are for
sandhill crane use area which is very similar to GSHC boundary but there is more
foraging habitat impacted by the conveyance facility because ofitreased foraginc
distance from roost sites."”

Follow up comment: We suggest adding a reference to the LSCR use area and c
how "roosting and foraging" habitat differs from "foraging" in the LSCR model (e.(
"roosting and foraging" is restrietl to the GSCR use area or if it contains only map
roost sites).  This section does not describe impacts from roads, access shafts,
transmission lines, or geotech on Mandeville and Bacon Islands, which overlap
modeled foraging habitat in both subspeciesdels, but not roosting habitat. This
analysis is still incomplete without a clear description of what is being analyzed.]

[Page] 4.3.8155 [Line] 7:

Please see response to comment 27820.

GSC1 was modifidd say that at foraging habitat will be protected at a minimum of 1:1 yet be based ol
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Comment on administrative draft: This number wouldinge if impacted foraging  total impacts to lesser sandhill crane impacts so as to cover both species.
acres are adjusted. Need to ensure restoration/protection still meets or exceeds t
1:1 mitigation requirement for foraging habitat.
[Characterization of ICF Response]: If 4811 acres of foraging habitat will be prote
for both subspecies [lesser sandhill crane and greater sandhill crane] based on in
to LSCR [lesser sandhill crane] foraging habitat, this would meet the proposed 1:
mitigation for LSCR.
[Partially addressed. Page 146, line 38 was not updated to 4815f0R or for GSCk
[greater sandhill crane] on page 132, line 34. Restoration and Performance Princ
GSC1 does not specify acreage. If 4811 acres of foraging habitat will be protecte
change needs to be cascaded to these sections.]
2762 223 [Page] 4.3.8L55 [Line] 39: Numbers were updated based on revisions m&@&SC1, which now requires protection to occur at 1:1
Comment on administrative draft: This number need$eé consistent with the
number in the greater sandhill crane section [GSCRY]; the greater section probabl;
needs to be updated.
[Characterization of ICF Response]: Partially addressed. Page 146, line 38 was r
updated to 4811 for LSCR [lesser sandhalhef or for GSCR on page 132, line 34.
Restoration and Performance Principle GSC1 does not specify acreage. If 4811 ¢
foraging habitat will be protected, the change needs to be cascaded to these sec
2762 224 [Page] 4.3.8157 [Line] 3: The commenter requests that AMM30 Transmission Line Design and Alignment Guidelines is referre
o ] o ) ~under Impact BI&¥3 Effects on Lesser Sandhill Crane Associated with EleTmacaimission Line Facilities
Comment on administrative draft: Include "and AMM30 Transmission Line Desigr Aithough AMM30 includes text which restricts the placement of transmission lines in sensitive habitat
Alignment Guidelines.” where feasible and minimizing effects on greater sandhill crane habitat, AMM20 provides more speci
o ) u . language and more 8hgent restrictions regarding placement of transmission lines to reduce impacts ¢
[Characterization of ICF Response]: th addresse_d. $pbee: "Included AMMS0." o5 | cranes, including consultation with wildlife agencies on final transmission line design.
Reference to AMM30 does not appear in this section.
2762 225 [Page] 4.3.8157 [Line] 19: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended change.
Comment on administrative draft: Rewe the word "dramatically.”
[Characterization of ICF Response]: Not addressed; global comment.
2762 226 [Page] 4.3.8158 [Line] 3940: Added AMMB30 to impact discussion and CEQA conclusion in the Final EIR/EIS.
Comment on administrative draft: Also discusséfits of implementing AMM 30
here.
[Characterization of ICF Response]: Not addressed. ICF response: "added AMM:!
AMMB30 is not referenced in the CEQA conclusion.
2762 227 [Pagé 4.3.8163: We have carried forward the same impact headings across all alternatives in order to kerprthering
consistent.  For the action alternatives, where there are impacts from periodic inundation, we only
Comment on administrative draft: There should be an inundation section forthis A RSy GA FASR G(KA& AYLI OG AF GKSNB GNHZ & g1l a Ly
species [lesser sandhill crane] even though there are no impacts, for consistency have these identified for specissich as the cranes.
other species.
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Final EIR/EtSComments and Responses to Comments 85 ICF 00139.1



RECIRC
Ltr#

Cmt#

Comment Response

2762

2762

2762

228

229

230

[Characterization of ICF Response]: Partially addressedugtout the document
inundation impact headers are not included where there are no impacts anticipate
Those sections need to be removed to provide consistency.

[Page] 4.3.8L65 [Line] 35: The comment raises issue with the location of the descriptions of AMMSs.

Comment on administrative draft: AMMs [avoidance and minimization measures]
not described below; they are listed below. They are described in Appendix 3.C c
draft BDCP and in Appendix D.

[Characterization of ICF Response]: Not addressed. It is still not clear in this sect
which AMMs are being referred to for O&M [operations and maintenance].

[Page] 4.3.8165 [Line] 3638: Though the analysis says that reestablishment of breeding pairs is unlikely, it diceskstwledge the
LRGSYGALE F2NJ Ly AYLIOG G2 ySaday3a esStt2g6 411

Comment on administrative draft: There should be a discussion here about yellov mitigation Measure BIE'5 would be available to avoid and minimize effects on nesting. No change \

warbler nesting in the study area as well. The BSSC [Bird Species of Special Cor made in response to this comment.

account (Heath 2008) states the spediekargely extirpated as a breeder in the Delt

however, nests were found in the SIRNWR [San Joaquin River National Wildlife

in 2002 and 2003. Therefore, reestablishment of a breeding population of yellow

warbler is also possible.

[Characterizatin of ICF Response]: Partially addressed. ICF response: "Possible
unlikely over the new permit term. Added text to clarify." Text was changed to cla
However, we [CDFW] suggest acknowledging the possibility of at least one breec
pair of either pecies [yellow warbler or least Bell's vireo] occurring during the proj
term, rather than assuming such presence is unlikely. Many sources imply riparia
restoration could bring in one or more breeding pair(s) of either species (USFWS
Heath2008)¢ KS [ . +L wf SFad . StfQa GANBL26 |
males, and the CALFED program considered these detections a result of succes:
restoration.

[Page] 4.3.8168 [Line] 912: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended change.

/ 2YYSyid 2y FRYAYAAGNI GAGS RNI}IFGY 9@S
breeds, fragmentation of habitat can cause edge effects such as exposure to cow
parasitism, a major threat to both specie$id'should be discussed here. It is not cl¢
why fragmentation would have a minimal effect if there are only a small number c
individuals. If there is one breeding pair and fragmentation causes that nest to fai
is not a minimal effect on a specitgt is considered extirpated from the Delta and
starting to return. This conclusion could be made if AMM 20 and/or MM7S@dds a
measure that nests will be monitored post construction where fragmentation has
occurred, and appropriate actions wikk ltlaken to minimize resulting edge effect
(e.g., cowbird control).

[Characterization of ICF Response]: Partially addressed. The cowbird problem wi
addressed and language suggested [by CDFW] was added. We still suggest to d
the sentence that assumessmall number of occurrences would qualify the
fragmentation impact as a low effect on the species for the reasons described in
comment (i.e., impacting reestablished breeding in the Delta could prevent the
ALISOASEAQ NI y3aS SE Ik iyigiementation df AMMs [sUbideRad &
minimization measures], B¥b and adaptive management described thereafter wc
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minimize the impacts.
2762 231 [Page] 4.3.8168 [Line] 3238: AMM20 in its etirety appears in Appendix 3B of the EIR/EIS and is applicable to all alternatives consi
in the EIR/EIS, including Alternatives 4 and 4A. AMM20 has been updated and allows for a number ¢
Comment on administrative draft: According to the valley/foothill riparian natural  minimization and mitigation measures to meet the performanansard of no take of greater sandhill
community impact analysis, Valley/foothill riparian will be restored primarily in CZ crane associated with new transmission lines. The performance standard will be accomplished by on
and CZ 7 in the Cqsu_mne_s/MokeIun_me and South Delta ROAs _[restoratlon 0ppPO! combination of the following:
areas]. The transmission lines to be installed along the tunnel alignment south of
Lambert Road and from the Intermediate Forebay to RTM [reusable tunnel mater w Design the transmission line alignment tonimize risk. When locating powerlines, choose
area] overlap the Cosumnes/Mokelumne ROA, and birds attracted by this restora specific site locations that are in low risk zones or outside of the Greater Sandhill Crane Winter Use /
could be affeatd. The reasons discussed here do not make collision with transmis
fAYySa KAIKEE dzytA1Sftéed ¢KS 60ANR &0GNAW Remove, relocate or underground existing lines. Reduce the number of existing lines in risl
discussed instead and inferred for yellow warbler, as well as the effectiveness of to offset placement of new lines in risk zones. Prioritize elimination or reduction of existing lines and
diverters insalled for greater sandhill crane. avoidance of new lines in the highest risk zones.
[Characterization of ICF Response]: Partially addressed. Language was updated @ Underground new lines in higtisk zones of the greater sandhill crane winter use area.
comment, but states lack of occurrences as one of the reasons strikes are unlikel . L o )
recent LBVI occurrence data imply LBVI coelgesent in the Delta but undetected. © ' Use natual gas gen'erators in lieu of transmlss_lon lines innigki zones of the gre_qtgr sandhill
28 ¢/ 5C28 4dA35ad0 2YAGGAY3I (KA&a NBLA crane winter use area to provide power for the construction of the water conveyance facilities.
.Of habltat, behavior, and diverters. It shquld als_o be noted that at least one study w Install bird strike diverters on existing lines in hitgk zonesBird diverters will be required on &
md'cat?d yellow warbler and Ot.her Species ms were foun::l de_ad under .. new linesThe length of existing line to be fitted with bird strike diverters will be equal to the length of |
powerh[les (AEPRI 20032, S0 strlkesAare not highly unlikely. Stflkes may bevmlnln ission li tructed as a result of the proiect. in an area with the same or higher aeemtiill
58 GKS OANRAQ O0SKEBAZNES | yR 6ddsayR o oomissionlinesconst . project, in an : Igner g
. L . crane strike risk to provide a net benefit to the species. Bird diverters will also be required on all new
provide a buffer from the riparian habitat. For optimum results, the recommended spacing distance for bird flight diverters is 15 to 16.5 feet (4.t
meters) (Avian Power lerinteraction Committee 1994).  Bird strike diverters will be installed on proje
and existing transmission lines in a configuration that research indicates will reduce bird strike risk by
least 60% or more. Bird strike diverters placed on new andimexines will be periodically inspected and
replaced as needed until or unless the project or existing line is removed, or are otherwise no longer
risk for greater sandhill cranes. The most effective and appropriate diverter for minimizires stitk
greater sandhill crane on the market according to best available science will be selected.
W Manage habitat to shift cultivated land roost site locations away from risk zones created by
transmission linesThis can be accomplished by not flagglipast or current roosting sites located in the
BAOAYAGE 2F GKS ySg (GNlyaviaarzy fAyS:E GKSNEB¢
establishing new roost site equal or greater in size at new location in a lower risk zone liiatiwiile of
the affected site. The relocated cultivated land roost site will be established prior to commencement
wintering season that occurs prior to construction of new transmission lines. The existing cultivated le
roost site will be floodedluring the wintering season prior to construction; it will not be flooded during t
wintering season that occurs during the year construction begins. A wildlife aggmyved, qualified
biologist familiar with crane biology will design the new root and direct implementation of the roost
site establishment.
W Final transmission line design will be determined in coordination with the wildlife agencies i
wildlife agencgapproved, qualified biologist familiar with crane biologry achieve the perfionance
standard and ensure the measures described herein are incorporated.
All new transmission lines will be fit with bird diverters and other methods such as undergrounding
transmission lines, using natural gas generators, and designing the final afigniti be evaluated
throughout the project area, not only within the vicinity of Staten Island.
A bird-strike analysis was conducted for multiple species as part of the BDCP which concluded that b
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potential was not significant for other spesi¢éhat were covered under the BDCP. The EIR/EIS address
impact of birdstrike for all avian species, analyzing factors such as flocking behavior, flight, wing shay
movement patterns. The implementation of the measures proposed in AMM20 is edperteduce the
risk of birdstrike on avian species to a lsan-significant impact.
2762 232 [Page] 4.3.8169 [Line] 37: Chapter 12 of the EIR/El%swevised based on the recommended change.
Comment on administrative draft: [Also discuss benefits of implementing AMM 3(wSY2 SR 1 O1 2F 200dzZNNByO0Sa FNBY NIdGA2ylfSd v
here.] AMMS30 avoiding sensitive terrestrial habitats.
[Characterization of ICF Response]: Partially addressed. [Language was updatec
this comment, but states lack of occurrences as one of the reasons strikes are ur
¢KS NBOSyid [.+L wfSrad .Stfqa OANBERS
Delta but undetected. We [CDFW] suggest omitting this reasoning and instead fo
2y SIFOK aLS0OASaQ dzasS 2F KFEoAdGlrdx 068K
least one study indicated yellow warbler and other species of vireos werelfdead
under powerlines (EPRI 2003), so strikes are not "highly unlikely." Strikes may be
YAYAYAT SR 08 GKS 0ANRAQ O0SKIBAZ2ZNEZ |
right-of-ways provide a buffer from the riparian habitat.]
2762 233 [Page] 4.3.895 [Line] 25: Page 4.3.295, Line 25 is the impact heading for SuiStmew. It is unclear exactly what this comment is
Comment on adnmistrative draft: Since the BDCP conservation strategy isn't part
Alternative 4A, this sentence should point to the corresponding EC(s) [environme
commitments].
[Characterization of ICF Response]: Not addressed. ECs and RRPPs [resource
restorationand protection principles] are described in this chapter. This section sk
not reference Chapter 3 of the draft BDCP. The ECs and RRPPs need to ensure
same goals of the conservation strategy.
2762 234 [Page] 4.3.8296, 297 [Lines] 386, 18 ¢KS R20dzySyd adlrdSa GKIG a!tGSNYFGABS n! g2 d
associated Resource Restoration and &enfance Principles to benefit the San Joaquin kit fox which wa
Comment on administrative draft: In this paragraph, badgers need to be included a|so benefit American badger which uses similar habitat (see Chapter 3, Conservation Strategy, of th
the discussion. Passive recreation could result in disturbancenad@auin kitfoxes . 5/t g ¢ {2 y2 FRRAGAZ2Y I f -poperdATzZ IS Aa ySOSaal?
and American badgers at their den sites, particularly natal sites (Kirks 2015), and
contact with an aggressive badger could be a threat to human safety. Though dis AMM 37includes:
from domestic dogs may not be an issue, we [CDFW] suggestingpddMM37
Recreation so that trails are buffered from active San Joaquin kit fox and badger San Joaquin kit fox. New trails will be prohibited within 250 feet of active kit fox dens. Trails will be clc
(BDCP Appendix 3.C, page 83, lin8} tb minimize disturbance and human within 250 feet of active natal/pupping dens until young have vacated, and within 50 feet of other acti
encounters. We also suggest prohibiting rodent control when either species is pre dens. No dogs will be all@d on properties with active kit fox populations. Rodent control will be prohik
Restrictions need to be discussed for both species to state that recreation effects €ven on grazed or equestrieatcess areas with kit fox populations.
be minimal for both species. . . L .
Please note that the BDCP is no longer the preferred alternative. The preferred alternative is eroatie
[Characterization of ICF Response]: Partially addressed. Though the language h¢ 4A and no longer includes an HCP. Alternative 4A has been developed in response to public and age
L / s@@ponse indicate a modification to AMM37, the modification does not show input. The EIR/EIS analyzes all alternatives, including Alternative 4A.
in Appendix D to include badger dens.
2762 235 [Page] 4.3.8297 [Line] 1518: Mitigation measure Blmc v K & 06SSy dzLJRI G SR (i 262ashpplicablata allA 3 |
ANRdzy R RA&AGdINDBAY3 | OGABAGASE NBtFGESR G2 O2yal
Comment on administrative dfa AMMs 10 and 24 and MM Bi062 are specific to
construction activities and do not explicitly include measures for-posstruction
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2762

2762

2762

236

237

238

activities such as ongoing maintenance and operations. These need to be update
not relied upon for minimization becae the kit fox or the badger could appear afte
construction is completed, particularly if attracted by restoration of habitat.

[Characterization of ICF Response]: Partially addressed. ICF response: "The AM
[avoidance and minimization measures] apphatbcovered activities which includes
construction, maintenance and operations, and restoration and recreation. No ¢
needed." This is described in BDCP public draft Appendix 3.C.1. Section 4.1.23 <
AMMs under Alternative 4A are consistent wittetapproach described in Appendix
3.C. We [CDFW] suggest updating-B62 to refer to all project activities. This may t
a global comment for all MMs [mitigation measures].

[Page] 4.3.8297 [Line] 226: See response to comment 27@35.

I 2YYSYyld 2y FRYAYAAGNI GABS RNITFOGY /5
4.3.8297, lines 18 and page 4.3:297, lines 15] should be considered for Substant
BDCP revisions in Appendix D to update AMMs 37, 10 and 24 and for an update
BIO162 before these can be relied upon as measures that minimize mortality.

[Characterization of ICF Remse: Partially addressed. Though the language here ¢
L/ CQa NBaALRYyaS AYyRAOFGS I Y2RAFAOKGA
in Appendix D to include badger dens. ICF response: "The AMMS [avoidance an:
minimization measures] apply to all @red activities which includes construction,
maintenance and operations, and restoration and recreation. No edits needed.’
is described in BDCP public draft Appendix 3.C.1. Section 4.1.23 states AMMs ui
Alternative 4A are consistent with the apmch described in Appendix 3.C. We sugt
updating BIGL62 to refer to all project activities. This may be a global comment fo
MMs [mitigation measures].]

[Page] 4.3.8298 [Line] 1221: The commenter requests that the American badger be included in discussions along with the San Jo.
fox. The impact analysis for fox and badger haanbmodified for the Final EIR/EIS and now states sever

Comment on administtéve draft: American badger needs to be included in these  times that the two species occur in the same habitat and locations within the plan area and that the a
discussions as well. The modeled San Joaquin kit fox [SIKF] habitat is also likely jncludes both species.

represent suitable habitat for the badger. LinesIiBéshould not refer to an SIKF
satellite population becausthere is no confirmed population in this area. This shot
be changed to existing suitable habitat in Contra Costa County. The mitigation in
19-21 would also benefit the badger.

[Characterization of ICF Response]: Not addressed. ICF responseetitsmeade;
there is a population in Contra Costa County, and it would be considered a satelli

[Page] 4.3.8298, 299 [Lines] 444, 14: Mitigation Measure Blamc v gl a | YSYRSR (2 Ay Of dzRS | & (016289
applicable to all ground disturbing activities related to construction, restoration, and operations and

Comment on adrimistrative draft: This CEQA conclusion can only be made forbot y' | A y i Sy I y OS dé

species [San Joaquin kit fox and American badger] if suggested changes in [CDF

comments [for page 4.3-:897, lines 18 and page 4.3-297, lines 15] are made.

[Characterization of ICFeBponse: Partially addressed. Though the language here
L/ CQa NBalLlRyaS AyRAOFGS | Y2RAFAOI GA
in Appendix D to include badger dens. ICF response: "The AMMS [avoidance an
minimization measures] apply to albwered activities which includes construction,

maintenance and operations, and restoration and recreation. No edits needed.’
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2762

2762

2762

2762

239

240

241

242

is described in BDCP public draft Appendix 3.C.1. Section 4.1.23 states AMMs ui
Alternative 4A are consistent with the amach described in Appendix 3.C. We sugt
updating BIGL62 to refer to all project activities. This may be a global comment fo
MMs [mitigation measures].]

[Page] 4.3.899 [Line] 512: Mitigation measure BIQ62 includes avoidance of dens and the establishment of buffers as determine

qualified biologist, the collapsing of dens determined to be vacated, and other measures to avoidg(ffe
Comment on administrative draft: A description of peststruction monitoring,  the species.

relocaion, and avoidance needs to be included. Avoiding an active [badger] den :
be achieved with a buffer, as in AMM 24.

[Characterization of ICF Response]: Partially addressed. Addressed by stating st
will be concurrent with SIKF [San Joaquin kit &md BUOW [burrowing owl] surveys
However, the size of the buffer was not specified. AMM24 provides a buffer for kr
SJKF dens of 100 feet. We suggest using the same buffer for American badger a
Joaquin kit fox, or allowing badger buffer distarto be determined by a qualified
biologist.

[Page] 4.3.8299 [Line] 122: Commenter stated that ground squirrelmmol would degrade the value of kit fox and badger habitat.

Ground squirrel control will not occur in areas where there are fox and badger populations.
Comment on administrative draft: Ground squirrel control would degrade the valu

SJKF [San Joaquin kit fox] and badger habitat by reducing prey and burrows. Thi
should be discussed here.

[Charaterization of ICF Response]: Partially addressed. Should be contingent ¢
presence of individual SIKF or badger, rather than the presence of populations. (
squirrels would help a population become established.

[Page] 4.3.8299 [Line] 3441: Mitigation Measure Blanc v gl & | YSYRSR (2 Ay Of dzRS | & 16239
applicable to all ground disturbiragtivities related to construction, restoration, and operations and

Comment on administrative draft: [This CEQA conclu’sion cgrbermade forboth v | Ay G Syl yOS o¢

aLSOASa of{ly W2IlljdzAy (A0 F2E FYyR !'YS

comments [for page 4.3-:897, lines 18 and page 4.3-297, lines 15] are made.]

[Characterization of ICF Response: Partially addressed. Though thedartwere and

L/ CQa NBaLRyYyaS AyRAOFGS I Y2RAFAOKGA
in Appendix D to include badger dens. ICF response: "The AMMS [avoidance an
minimization measures] apply to all covered activities which includes constructior
maintenance and operations, and restoration and recreation. No edits needed.’
is described in BDCP public draft Appendix 3.C.1. Section 4.1.23 states AMMs ui
Alternative 4A are consistent with the approach described in Appendix 3.C. We s
updating BIGL62 to refer to all project activities. This may be a global comment fo
MMs [mitigation measures].]

[Page] 4.3.800: There will be no restoration activs in habitat for San Joaquin kit fox or American badger that would r¢
in methylmercury exposure to these species. Any indirect exposure through the food chain from birds

Comment on administrative draft: There are no discussions on methylmercury  possible but would be remote.

exposure (badgers prey on birds as well as small mammals), fragnoentaiti

inundation. Even if these are not impacts, they should be discussed for consisten

GAGK 20KSNJ a1LJ1SO0OASa0Q AYLIOGa IyltealSa

[Characterization of ICF Response]: Partially addressed. ICF response: "there ar:
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Ltr#
effects on badger or fox from methylmemd® &b ! f 6 K2dzAK L/ CQ.
there is no impact, no discussion of potential impacts is included. Leaving
methylmercury out of the indirect effects impact for these species is reasonable.
However, several analyses of other species with n@guated impacts from
methylmercury are included. For example, the "Periodic Effects of Inundation” se
conclude that there will be no effect from methylmercury. We [CDFW] are sugges
consistency in this regard.
2762 243 [Page] 4.3.895, [Line] 43; [Page] 4.3, [Lines] 21, 34: AMM 13 is sufficient to address avoidance and minimization needs with the level of detail available fc
water conveyance facilities and restoratiantivities. Measures that will be developed under future
Comment on administrative draft: AMM 13 from the BDCP Appendix 3C will neec permits and individual restoration projects, which will have their own review, will likely have more spe
updated to be consistent with language agreed upon by the TTT [acronym unkno details, but the level of commitment currently presented in AMM13 is considered taffieient for this
o . . _level of analysis.
[Characterization of ICF Respond€JF response: "Information not available at this
time." Please update as possible for the final draft.
2762 244 [Page] 4.3.87 [Line] 3832 See response to comment 27323.
Comment on administrative draft: There will need to be an updated version of AN
13 as well, based on what was agreed upon in TTT [acronym unknown].
[Characterization of ICF Resse]: ICF response: "Information not available at this
time." Please update as possible for the final draft.
2762 245 [Page] 4.3.898 [Line] 9: The applicant is not seeking coverage under the USFWS 2014 Programmatic Biological Opinion for i
on California tiger salamander in Bay Area counties. That document does include a measure for
Comment on administrative draft: The USFWS Bay Area programmatic requires construction site manag Y Sy & LN} OG A OS& NBIF NRAYy3I tAITKGAYy3IS
minimization of indirect effects from light, within a 1,080buffer, which couldresult 9 Sy GA NR Yy YSy G+ f aSyaArdA @S I NBFay aK2dA R 08 | Oz
in increased likelihood of injury of mortality due to desiccation and predation. This
needs to be discussed in more detail here and the minimization buffer needstob! aamo KIF & 6SSy | YSYyRSR (2 al& GKFi{ Ay | NBlIa :
added to AMM13. activities will cease no lesisan 30 minutes before sunset and will not begin again until no less than 30
minutes after sunrise. Except when necessary for driver or pedestrian safety, artificial lighting at a wc
[Characterization of ICF Response]: ICF response: No permanent night lighting, 1 will be prohibited during the hours of darkness. Where lightingeisessary, lighting will be directed inwar
if any impact. towards the construction footprint and will not be cast on California tiger salamander habitat outside ¢
L o 02y &aiGNHzOGA2Y | NBI dé
We [CDFW] suggest restricting the use of all night lighting, permanent or tempore
which would illuminate adjacent suitable CTS ifGalia tiger salamander] habitat.
2762 246 [Page] 4.3.8834 [Line] 10: !l RRSR NBO2YYSYyRSR fly3adzZ 3as (2 &aSyiSyO0S RSadoew
habitat is overestimated as it does not differentiate between lands with or without associated nesting
Comment on administrative draft: Breedisfrikes have the status of species of #SIASGFGAz2zy 2N ySatay3a FyR LISNDKAYy3I @S3sSal GAazy
special concern. Breeding shrikes also need shrubs and tall trees for perching an
nest placement, and are generally associated with riparian edge grasslands (Hun Added low value habitat category in response to a 2013 agency request.
2008) or grasslands/cultivated lands with treseed shrubs present. Impacts to this
habitat are the most important to analyze over foraging habitat without the shrub
tree component.
@/ KFNFOGSNRTFGARY 2F L/ C wSalRyamsmsy
model but text was revised in eordance with this comment. It now states
"Loggerhead shrike modeled habitat is overestimated as it does not differentiate
between lands with or without associated nesting vegetation."
We [CDFW] suggest adding "nesting and perching vegetation and s&s'tto this
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢
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2762

2762

2762

247

248

249

sentence. Other structures (fences, poles) can be used for perching. Though the
does not differentiate high quality from low quality as containing these componen
adding this language shows that the impacts and compensation analgsissisrvative
because the model includes higjuality foraging habitat with and without perching

structures. Lowg I £ dz8 KF oA dGlF G R2SaANBRGl ¥ RILE K Xz
considered when analyzing impacts. Row/truck crops and vineyard conversion is
considered a threat to the species (Humple 2008). Therefore, compensation of th
impacts with highquality grassland and riparian is also a conservative approach.

[Page4.3.8265 [Line] 12: Riparian habitat sited near open areas is a requirement of AMM18 which is desciithédimpact analysis
and would also benefitwhité  Af SR {AGS YR {éFAyazyQa KIglo

Comment on administrative draft: Table-#2-50: Ensure impact analysis on included under EC3. Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recommended changes.

high-value habitat includes riparian and riparian edge habitat. The analysis shoulc

GNBIFGSR aAYAfI NI & (2 -takfkig 6@ AyazyQa

[Chat OGSNAT FGAazy 2F L/ C wSaLkRyasSey t I n
riparian edge habitat associated with grasslands, but the model is conservative a
status of comment on page 4.3384, line 10. ICF also responded that the text wou
suggesriparian habitat sited near open areas would provide nesting opportunities
but this revision does not appear in the text.

Another suggestion is to include RRPP RBRS5, which would protect 227 acres of
grasslands on landward sides of levees adjacent¢stored floodplain as foraging

habitat for RBR [riparian brush rabbit]. This would also benefit the shrike; howeve
w/ 5C28 K2LIS GKS aKNA{1S& 62yQi LINBe 2

[Page] 4.3.8264-267 [Lines] 381, 2829, 4145: Chapter 12 of the EIR/EIS was revised based on the recodedehanges.

Comment on administrative draft: Temporary impacts on grasslands with trees ar
shrubs available for nesting and on riparian habitat should also be restored after
construction. Thus AMM10 should be included for this species.

[Characterizabn of ICF Response]: Partially addressed. A reference to AMM10 st
needs to be added on page 4.285, line 12, and described on page 4-268, line 1,
for habitat other than cultivated lands.

[Page] 4.3.8267 [Line] 3eB1: The information available for the analysis does not have the resolution to determine the number of st

trees and shrubs that would be affected. The impamalysis already includes the benefit of some portior
Comment on administrative draft: Potential nesting shrubs and trees would also 1 the 1,060 acres of grassland protection, 1,070 acres of grassland restoration, and the 11,870 acres ¢
to be mitigated at 2:1 if impacted, so the protected/restored habitat should contail cyltivated lands protection. It also cites the acres of riparian restoration and protectiotharebmmitment
equivalent or higher numberfehrubs or trees impacted. Riparian restorationand 2 1 aamy 6KSNB (NBSa s2dd R 0S5 LIFYGSR Ay Of 2:
protection could be included here as mitigation if adjacent to fighlity foraging  would also benefit shrike). RBR5 (protect 227 acres of grasslands adjacent to restored floodplain) t
KFoAGrGe® ¢NBS 2NJ aKNHzo NBLIE I OSwuiegkie T areadybeen added to Alt 4A in resyse to a different CDFW comment, this too would also help offset
could also apply to loggerhead dtei[LOSH]. effects. These measures together with Mitigation Measure 75 reduce the level of impact on loggert

’ A o . AL A shrike to less than significant.
@/ KI N O SNRARIT daAaz2y 2F L/ C wSalLlzyasSsey

that impact for this draft. But have included riparian commitment and AMM18
commitment for trees to be adjacent to SWHA foraging habitat which would bene
LOS%."

These benefits, as well as CL1, VFR1, and others that could be added (ECs 8 an
VP/ASW [vernal pool/artificial seasonal wetland] protection, RRPPs G8 and RBR
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2762

2762

2762

250

251

252

not meet the 2:1 mitigation for higlquality foraging habitat containing, or adjacent
trees or shrubs. As a result, we [CDFW] recommend developing a mitigation mee
for LOSH (which would also benefit other species) requiring that the 9,364 [acres
protected/restored grassland and suitable cultivated lands will be sited to haes tr
or shrubs present. SWHA habitat and RBR5 would cover about 7,032 acres of th
requirement.

[Page] 4.3.8268 [Line] 16: Commentonadmy A a G NI G A JS RNI FdYl aamy A
[about the need for trees and shrubs, and concern over impacts to riparian edge ¥ S| (i dzZNB & & dz
grasslands] for a stronger CEQA conclusion for nesting shrikes.

| engfirfehaize bfampodtant hiabita | F

Qv !
YR &AKNXzaé¢ (2 9/ o0d

[Characterization of ICF Response]: Partially addressed. There sntiomof the
importance of trees and shrubs in the CEQA conclusion. If the mitigation measur:
suggested for comment 48 [sic] is adopted, the CEQA conclusion would also refe
that measure.

[Page] 4.3.8247 [Line] 18: Environmental Commitment 11 is guided by Conservation Measure 11 in the Draft BDCP which inclu
measures focovered species such as western burrowing owl and tricolored blackbird (i.e. grazing

Comment on administrative draft: All protected cultivated lands or even grasslands, high invertebrate productivity). These measures will be implemented to manage protecte

protected/restored grasslands wouldn't necessarily benefit the maimplover for species impacts. Added text for clarification.

(change to "could" benefit mountain plover). Grasslands need to be managed to

maintain a short vegetation height, and agricultural lands provide less suitable ha

than natural lands. Both would need good insect production with small amaints

vegetation so that plovers can seek invertebrates in cracks and crevices in the sc

Some cultivated lanet including alfalfa, hay, and grainwould not be used if the

plovers cannot access the soil (Hunting and Edson 2008). For the restoration anc

protection to be relied upon for a less than significant CEQA conclusion, the

restored/protected lands would need to be managed to be suitable.

[Characterization of ICF Response]: Partially addressed. Addressed on page 247
page 249. EC 11 does rspecifically manage habitat for ground foraging insectivor
(heavily grazed or mowed, high invertebrate productivity), as stated in the analysi

[Page] 4.3.249 [Line] 1611: The discussion has been revised to note that only 686 acres of grassland would be impacted when ¢
to the protection of 1,060 acres amdstoration of another 1,070 acres of grassland would exceed the ty
Comment on administrative draft: This is where the suitability of habitat impacted NEPA and CEQA mitigation ratio of 2:1 protection. The remainder of the impacted habitat would co
needs to be mitigated with equally suitable habitat (managed pasture or grasslan 2 acres of alkali seasonal wetland complex and 47 acres of vernal pool ®omflee protection of 150
managed fallow agricultural land, or suitable agricultucejneet the 2:1 requirement. acres and restoration 48 acres of vernal pool and alkali seasonal wetland complex would offset this I¢
Environmental Commitment [EC] 11 could accomplish part of this; however, it sht The remaining impacts are to alfalfa, grain and hay, pasture, and idle, which total 4,207 acres. The
be stated that the acres of grassland and cultivated lands protected or restored fc protection and managment of 11,870 acres of cultivated lands for other wildlife would also provide sol
mitigation will be selected and/or managed to meet suitipitequirements for benefit to mountain plovers.  This acreage would include 4,484 acres of cultivated lands managed fi
wintering mountain plover. foraging habitat for cranes, which would include corn, rice, wheat,raadaged wetlands. Approximately
cZTtny ONB&a 2F F2NIIAYI KFIoAGIG F2NI {glAyazy(
’ o alfalfa and remainder irrigated pasture, other hay crops, and other irrigated fields. Most of these
grassland and protection of ASW/VP [artificial seasonal wetland/vernal pool] com ¢ ivated lands wuld be idle (i.e., being prepared for planting), planted in a winter crop, such as winte
could also contribute to Ecs meeting pd2 a SR YA UAIF GA2Y NI {yneq or consist of low stature vegetation (e.g., pasture) during the winter months when mountain pl
enough}sgltgb}le 9qr|cu|ture for this species. Relying on agricultural land assumes would be within the study area. These cultivated landsrdpthe winter would mostly provide the bare

LINE 0 5O0SR KUt O_A uld . F2ZNI {21! o{olA 3/ azy low-stature vegetation the species prefers. Alfalfa is dormant during the winter and if not rotated out v
mammal foragers are also suitable for insewaers. However, SWHA foraging o 4in short during the fall and winter and be ready for harvest around May.
habitat could have higher vegetation cover than requirements of insect foragers.

Mountain plover relies more on managed grassland, pastures, and harvested/fall
fields than the majority of agricultural lands proposed footection (Hunting and

[Characterization of ICF Response]: Partially addressed by EC 11. Restoration
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2762

2762

2762

253

254

255

256

Edson 2008). This could be short of the proposed mitigation requirement for this
species.

[Page] 4.38-251 [Line] 45: Emergent marsh was added to the model for the Final EIR.

Comment on administrative draft: Black terns also nest in marshes or marsh com
on emergent, floating, or aquatic vegetation (Shuford 2008). Central Valley black
mostly breed in rice fields, but a few breed in emergent wetlarimpacts to emerger
wetlands should also be analyzed.

@/ KFENF OQGSNATFGAz2y 2F L/ C wSalLkyasSey
model for Recirculated Draft. Could add for the final EIR/EIS."

This comment was addressed except for updatirgmodel and analyzing potential
impact to emergent wetland (marsh).

[Page] 4.3.8251 [Line] 16a18: See response to comment 27@83.

Comment on administrative draft: Ensure emergent wetlands are included in the
impact analysis.

@/ KFENF OQGSNAT FiGAz2y 2F L/ C wSalLkyasSey
model for Recirculated Draft. Could add for the final EIR/EIS." This comment was
addressed except for updating the model and analyzing potential impact to emier
wetland (marsh).]

[Page] 4.3.8251 [Lines] 148, 2025: The EIR states correctly that black terns are extirpated from the SacrarSamdoaquin Delta (Shuford
2008). Considering the existing conditions within the study area, there weufw impact on black tern

Comment on administrative draft: The BSSC [Bird Species of Special Concern] a and thus no mitigation is required.

The preconstruction nesting bird surveys in Mitigation Meastirg [

infers that breeding black terns are extirpated from the Deltas iy be a strong  require surveys within 250 feet of project footprint where suitable nesting habitat occurs, which would
analysis for a lack of direct and indirect effects on individual birds, but not necess include rice, floodd agricultural fields, or nontidal marsh wetlands since those habitats could be utilize
on habitat. Furthermore, discussions on potential impacts should be warranted if nesting by other species. ~Furthermore, restoration projects will require subsequent environmental r
restoration of tidal or nontidal marsh attracts black terwsrecolonize the Delta, sinc and if conditions where to have changed at that timetstitat black terns were occupying areas near the

they regularly occur in the Sacramento Valley just north of the Yolo Bypass. The activities, then those effects and any necessary mitigation would be addressed at that time.

tern may also occur occasionally in the Delta during migration or after breeding.

[Characterization of ICF Response]: Noted but not adeesThis comment should b
addressed after the model is revised to assess impacts on emergent wetland. We
[CDFW] suggest discussing potential impacts to migrating birds. Impacts to other
migratory bird species assume individuals would evade disturbarngacit® that could
cause mortality.

We suggest requiring surveys of any rice, flooded agricultural fields, or nontidal i
wetlands within 200 feet of the footprint in case black terns start recolonizing the
Delta during the project term. This requirenterould be added along with a referenc
to MM BIG75 to Impact BIO 129.

[Page] 4.3.8252 [Line] 8: Alfalfa is included in the model.
Comment on administrative draft: Cultivated lands modeled should alsededlfalfa.

[Characterization of ICF Response]: Not addressed. ICF response: "Comment nc
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I1yQld OKFy3aS Y2RSt F2NJ wSOANDdz I G SR

[Page] 4.3.852 [Line] 1415:

[California horned lark and grasshopper sparrow] if the grasslands are moderatel for species impacts.

open and managed to maintain low to medium vegetation height (Unitt 2008). Ho
larks requireshort, sparse vegetation and may favor bare, dry ground. Both specie
mostly ground foragers. Only a portion of protected cultivated lands will benefit th
species.

[Characterization of ICF Response]: Partially addressed. See comment status for
mourtain plover: [Addressed on page 247 and on page 249. EC 11 does not spe«
manage habitat for ground foraging insectivores (heavily grazed or mowed, high
invertebrate productivity), as stated in the analysis.

Restoration of grassland and protectiohASW/VP [artificial seasonal wetland/verni
pool] complex could also contribute to Ecs meeting proposed mitigation ratios, in
GKSNB AayQi Sy2dak &adaadlrotsS | 3INROdA
assumes the protected habitatforS ! w{ 6l AyazyQa KI ¢18
small mammal foragers are also suitable for insect foragers. However, SWHA for
habitat could have higher vegetation cover than requirements of insect foragers.
Mountain plover relies more on managed gstéand, pastures, and harvested/fallowe
fields than the majority of agricultural lands proposed for protection (Hunting and
Edson 2008). This could be short of the proposed mitigation requirement for this
species.]

[Page] 4.3.854 [Line] 3&43:

Comment on administrative draft: Suitability of habitat impacted needs to be mitic
with equally suitable habitat (managed pasture or grassland, managed fallow
agricultural land, or suitable agriculture) to meet the 2:1 requirement. Environmer
Commitment 11 could accomplish part of this; however, it should be stated that tt
acres of grassland and cultivated lands protected or restored for mitigation will be
sdected and/or managed to meet suitability requirements for the species.

@/ KFENF OGSNATIdGA2y 2F L/ C wSaLrRyasSsey
comments [for] page 4.3-847, lines 18 and page 4.3-252, lines 1415. ICF stated
that a mitigation neasure cannot be developed to ensure the management of lanc
restored/protected through ECs [environmental commitments] will meet proposec
CEQA mitigation ratios for these grassland species.

Horned larks have similar foraging requirements as mountainepgovGrasshopper
sparrows are also ground foragers that prefer dry, sparsely vegetated sites with ¢
or bare ground for feeding, but also use medium height grasses and alfalfa. All of
birds are declining grassland species that may not have adagstectll to agriculture
Fa {6l Ayaz2yQa KlIgld ¢KSNEF2NE>Z NBf &A
mitigation would not benefit the species as much as mitigating with heavily mana
grassland.

[Page] 4.3.8259 [Line] 28; [Page] 260 [Line] 8:

Environmental Commitment 11 is guided ®gnservation Measure 11 in the Draft BDCP which includes
o ) ) ] measures for covered species such as western burrowing owl and tricolored blackbird (i.e. grazing
Commenton administrative draft: Protection of grasslands could benefit these spe grasslands, high invertebrate productivity). These measures will be implemented to manage prétade

Alternative 4A no longer includes recreational development within conservation areas.

Added text to clarify.

Added text to describe the conservative naturerapiact analysis (i.e. including agricultural lands becau
some are suitable for the species) and management needs.
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2762

2762

260

261

262

Comment on administrative draft: Include AMM 37 here and in the CEQA conclus

[Characterization of ICF Response]: Partially addressed. Not addressed on page
lines 1923.

[Page] 56, Table 5.2.41: ¢KS LINBOSRAY3 LI NIHEMatdrdfatives {Aleinatiae¥ 4Ad 2DKasd 5¥K)avguld not hav
same kind of concurrent project effects as described for the o#fiernatives because the interim

The Lindsey Slough project has beempleted. The table name and accompanying restoration implementation actions are not part of the RbtCP alternatives but instead would be

y20S aubaS U0KFd 0KSasS LINReSoua Yhe Ixvrid SYSydSR aSLI NI GSte dzyRSNI GKS /FEAT2NYAL 2

Environmental Commitments, but many of these are described in preceding text

being a part of California EcoRestore, suggestieg tvould not be means to meet Al For the Final EIR/EIS,andt¢ & | RRSR (2 GKA& GFotS GKIG &dl

n! Qa 9y GANRBYYSyGlft /2YYAGYSydGad tf S| projects that may be implemented under California EcoRestore; therefore, would not be included witt
OYBANRYYSyYy (Gt /2YYAGYSyidia ARSYGAFASR F2NIJ ! ¢

[Page] 56 [Line] 16: The California Action Plan, California EcoRestore and other programs listed in the section are include
cumulative impact analysis because they are reasgnfaeseeable future projects that if combined with

The text states that concurrent project effects will not occur under the-H@P the effects of the California WaterFix could have a compounded effect on resources.  The discussio

alternatives because these new alternatives do not contain the CMs [conservatiol concurrent effects for Alternatives 4A, 2D and 5A indicates that the project listed in Table B@rbi

measures]. However, the preceding text and following tableiifie projects that may apply to these alternatives because these actions do not include early restoration implementation act

occur under California EcoRestore during the construction period for the conveya that are described for the HCP alternatives.

Modeling assumes that in the near term 25,000 acres of tidal restoration will occt

well as Yolo improvements. Please clarify or confirm Hmse projects are

considered as potential cumulative projects for the A8GP alternatives.

[Page] 5129 [Line] 816: As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3, Environmental Commisintiee Environmental Commitments
would be implemented in the same manner as described in the corresponding Conservation Measure
CDFW staff made substantial comments on Section 4.3.8 (ATtetrgstrial Biological BDCP. For example, Conservation Measure 7 includes siting and design considerations to meet the |
Resources) regarding the adequacy of proposed mitigation measures in offsettint multiple sped $a4 = Ay Of dzZRAY 3 NA LI NA I Y ONHZEK NI o6oAlGE O
impacts to speciadtatus species as a result of water conveyance facility construct cm 7 also includes guidance for creating structural diversity and structural heterogeneity, early to
In some cases the proposed mitigation acreages do not meettiited CEQA mid-successional vegetation, and late successional vegetdfiorthermore, Alternative 4A also includes
mitigation ratios commonly used to offset impacts to individual species. In other ¢ specific Resource Restoration and Protection Principles (see FaliteGhapter 3 of the EIR/EIS), which
the same mitigation action (for example, riparian habitat restoration) is proposed carry forward many of the biological goals and objectives for natural communities and species idemtif
mitigation measure for multiple species with a wide range of sjzelsébitat the BDCP. The resource restoration and protection principles include VFR1, to restore, maintain, a
requirements. These species requirements are, in some cases, so disparate that enhance riparian areas to provide a mix of eanfyic-, and latesuccessional riparian habitat (a benefit to
project or mitigation commitment cannot be tailored to both species (for example, tree roosting bats) with a wetlevelopeddzy RS NE (i 2 NBE 2F RSyas aKNHzma ¢
tSrad . Stf Qastalisibb®2 | YR &LISOAL ¢ measure to maintain a single contiguous patch of 100 acres of mature riparian forest (benefiting bats
VELB1 and VELB2, specific guidance for replacing elderberry shrubs; armd=®#8R Which includes

CDFW staff reiterates these corents again in the context of Section 5, Cumulative goqific guidance for restoring and protecting habitat for riparian brush rabbit including specific acrea

Impacts. When taken together, across all cumulative impacts to special status sp

in the Delta, even a slight difference between standard mitigation acreage The analysis for each of the species discussed in the comment do in fact refer to these specific meas

requirements under CEQA and those proposedtiis project, or partial inadequacy demonstrate how tle effects would be offset. The analysis does present the total riparian habitat to be

the ability of proposed mitigation to meet specispecific requirements, are likely to protected and restored but also refers to these specific guidance to achieve the needs of each specie

result in adverse impacts under the preferred alternative 4A. total riparian conservation proposed (100 acres of protectiod 251 acres of restoration) was not chose
to only offset the amount of riparian natural community affected (48 acres permanent and 24 acres
temporary) but also to meet the needs of a diversity of species.

Alternative 4A is presented in the same manasrthe BDCP alternatives, in that the approach to
conservation is done at the natural community level and guided by Biological Goals and Objectives fc
BDCP alternatives and Resource Restoration and Protection Principles for tB®dhalternativeshich
provides the species specific guidance for conservation. Furthermore, additional details for species
guidance are found in the AMMs in Appendix 3B of the EIR/EIS and in the BDCP Conservation Meas
which are still be relied upon to providiee guidance for the implementation of the Environmental
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Commitments. Ratios were applied to natural communities as a check to determine whether the prop
conservation would be sufficient to offset the effects. This was done to be consistent in tretadicress all
alternatives. Because the BDCP alternatives were part of an NCCP, the approach for which is based
conservation at the natural community level as opposed to species level conservation, all of the typic
checks were done at the natureommunity level.
2762 263 [Page] &3 [Line] 28: The recently adopted WDRs for selenifandischarges Mud Slough are acknowledged. Because WD
selenium are intended to control selenium loading and improve water quality conditions, this does no
2015 WDR [waste discharge requirements] for discharges to Mud Slough have r¢ the selenium assessment presented in the RDEIR/SDEIS or Final EIR/EIS.
been adopted (CVRWQCB [Central Valley Regional Water Quality Contrl Board]
2762 264 [Page] 8-34 [Line] 13, 37: No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
White sturgeon selenium tissue data have been collected and reported from the ¢
Francisco Bay and Delta recently (LingCasanave, Linville et al. 2014). The fish
selenium concentrations are at levels that have been shown to caseductive
toxicity.
2762 265 [Page] 854: The modeling conducted to support the mercury assessment in Chapter 8, Water Quality, applittiion
average concentrations to each of the source waters.  Such an approagiropagte for this assessmen
Total mercury concentrations in many Central Valley water bodies and Delta outfl given that the modeled changes in river flows from CALSIM Il are monthly average flows and the ass
have been to found to haveatistically significant positive relationships with flow. If eyaluates longerm changes in concentrations for a-§6ar period. David et al. 2009 notes that higher
the project alternatives have the ability to adjust flow rates into or out of the Delta mercury concentations are associated with infrequent flood events; the alternatives would not affect fl
then the analyses should include this type of relationship to estimate mercury  flows. Further, mercury is of concern due to bioaccumulation in the food chain andelongexposure
concentrations (and otheranstituents with flowdependent concentrations) to through consumption of contaminated aquatic life.  Finalhg, assessment is done in a comparative
calculate masbalances. The assumption that concentrations are conservative ant manner to assess the direction and degree of kemn changes in mercury concentrations.  The appro
independent of flow rates may not present the true magnitude of impacts caused of using longterm average concentrations for Delta source waters allows for making such determinati
alternatives that adjust flow magnitudedie, Foe et al. 2008, David, McKee et al. pleasealso see Master Response 14.
2009, Wood, Morris et al. 2010).
2762 266 [Page] 858 [Line] 33: Please refer to Master Responses 14 regarding mercury.
Research in the last 10 years has shown that fish are more sensitive to mercury t
than previously thought (Beckvar, Dillon et al. 2005, Dillon, Beckvar et al. 2010,
Sandheinrich, Bhavsat al. 2011). It is estimated that fish tissue methylmercury
concentrations need to be 0.2 mg/kg (whole body) to be protective of fish health.
addition, the most sensitive endpoint of mercury toxicity is likely to eggs andléarly
stages of fish though maternal transfer (<0.02 mg/kg). Current water quality
objectives and criteria were only developed to protect humans and other wildlife
consumers of fish (e.g., Delta Methylmercury TMDL [total maximum daily load], £
Francisco Bay Mercury TMDL, aridRGCalifornia Toxic Rules]). The current analys:
should include an evaluation of the impacts of alternatives on mercury toxicity to
using 0.2 mg/kg (0.02 mg/kg for ELS [early life stages]) or equivalent as a benchi
As well, the "Existing Surfa@éater Quality" section should include mercury toxicity
and risks to fish.
2762 267 [Page] 887 [Line] 1112: The journal publiation cited in the comment, David et al. 2009, is the same paper in the text as the m¢
reliable calculation of mercury exported from the Delta. No change to this text is necessary.
The text states: "The later estimation is recognized as the most reliable calculatio
mercury exported from the Delta to date (SFBRWQCB 2006)."
However, the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRW
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢
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recognizes David, McKee et al. (2009) as the most reliable calculation. Please re
citation.
2762 268 [Page] 887 [Line] 2123: {C.w2v/. wuwnnc aidkiaSa GKFIG GKS /SyidNrt =x=FffSe
No change is necessary.
The text states: "The Central ValMjater Board has targeted the 110 kg/year total
mercury load reduction in its planned implementation of the Delta Methylmercury
TMDL [total maximum daily load] (SFBRWQCB [San Francisco Bay Regional We
Quality Control Board] 2006)."
Wrong reference. Irtead cite CVRWQCB [Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board] (2010).
2762 269 [Page] 898 [Line] 10: This error has been corrected.
"Low Toxiciy Thresholds" is not one of the 3 categories of exceedance threshold
categories said to be evaluated earlier in the paragraph.
2762 270 [Page] 898 [Line] 18: LyadlyOSa 2F a¢2EAOAGE [ S@St 9EOSSRIyOSé KI @¢
consistency in terminology.
The category described previously was "Toxicity Threshold Exveetaot "Toxicity
Level Exceedance."
2762 271 [Page] 898 [Line] 1923: This error has been corrected. The authors appreciate the comment.
None of the figures display the Toxicity Threshold Eatarce Quotients. Figure@b is
monthly average flow.
2762 272 [Page] 8105 [Line] 4244: Reference to there being only one year of data was removed from the discussion of methylmercury Ic
estimates from the Delta to the San Francisco Bay from all San Frangysicopaat assessments (Impact
Delta methylmercury export load estimates were developed from monitoring that \wQ-34).
conducted fromapproximately 2002006, not only one year of data (Louie, Foe et
2008).
2762 273 [Page] 8247 [Line] 431: Please see response to Comment 242
¢KS {dFrdS 21 GSNI . 2FNRQa { Gl GSé6ARS a$
determined that the magnitude of reservoir level fluctuations has been found to b
positively correlatedd reservoir fish tissue methylmercury concentrations (SWRCI
2015). If the project operations result in increasing the fluctuations of upstream
reservoirs through reperations, etc., then the project may impact reservoir fish
methylmercury concentrations'he current environmental evaluation has not asses
this impact.
2762 274 [Page] 8248 [Line] 29: Please refer to Master Responses 14 regarding mercury.
Exceedance quotients comparisons should include an evaluation of fish protectio
benchmarks for mercury (e.g., 0iy/kg adults and 0.02 mg/kg ELS [early life stage
The evaluation should include assessments for sensitive fish species.
2762 275 [Page] 8249 [Line] 22: As described in Chapter 8 and Appendix 81 of the EIR/EIS, the regional model used to analyze poten
o ) . changes in mercury concentrations is a regional model that does assume that mercury is a conservai
Many major rivers in the Sacramer&an Jaquin River Delta watersheds have element.The model is used only in a comparative manner to understand the differences in conditions
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 2702799 201¢
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2762

2762

2762

276

277

278

significant relationships between flow and total mercury concentrations. an action alternative as compared to the Existing Conditions and No Action Alternative simulations. T

and CVP facilities are not operated under the@ttlternatives in the EIR/EIS in a manner to adjust Del
[Total mercury concentrations in many Central Valley water bodies and Delta out! inflow or Delta outflow to change mercury concentrations.

have been to found to have statistically significant positelationships with flow. If
the project alternatives have the ability to adjust flow rates into or out of the Delta
then the analyses should include this type of relationship to estimate mercury
concentrations (and other constituents with fledependent cacentrations) to
calculate mas#alances. The assumption that concentrations are conservative an
independent of flow rates may not present the true magnitude of impacts caused
alternatives that adjust flow magnitude (Louie, Foe et al. 2008, David, éviet<a.
2009, Wood, Morris et al. 2010).]

[Page] 8283 [Line] 29: For sturgeon, the assessment considered two benchmarks, and found that there would be low potent
overall effects to sturgeon based on the dgas in exceedance of the two benchmarks.  While the low
Sturgeon are biological. The project is predicted to cause harm to green sturgeor threshold would potentially be exceeded, the upper threshold would not be, indicating low potential fc
ESAlisted speciesAdditionally, since sturgeon are indicator species, this analysis adverse effects. Further, water concentrations and concentrations in other biota assessietl wo
indicates that there may be other organisms that feed from the benthic food web essentially be the same as Existing Conditions. Hence, the conclusion that Alternative 4A, the prefe

splittail) which might be at high risk. If it is predicted that sturgeon selenium alternative, would have a less than significant impact on water quality due to selenium.
concentrations magxceed benchmarks and thresholds, then it is possible that the

other benthic feeders may be at risk too. Selenium tends to accumulate to a muc
greater extend in sensitive tissues (e.g., liver, gonads, kidneys) than in muscle, a
selenium toxicity hasden shown to increase ndimearly. Increasing selenium
concentrations from below benchmark thresholds to above thresholds is significa
Furthermore, increasing wholeody concentrations would result in multipfeld
increases in other sensitive tissuag)ich may have significant effects to the organis
or offspring.

It is incorrect to conclude that there are no predicted exceedances of biological e
if Alternatives 4 and 4A would cause an EQ [exceedance quotient] of 1.1 for sturg
and exceed th lower benchmark. This comment also applies to Alternative 4A wa
quality analyses and CEQA conclusions.

[Page] 8309 [Line] 41: This text has been modified in the Final EIR/EIS.

Delta export loads werestimated from data collected between 20@006, [not only
one year of data] (Louie, Foe et al. 2008).

The process between modeling or other analysis and NEPA Effects/CEQA Concl Please note that the BDCP is no longer the preferred alternative. The preferred alternative is now Alte
determinations needs to be described more clearly. Generally the analysis shows 4A and no longer includes an H@¥ernative 4A has been developed in response to public and agency
differences between NAA [No Action Alternative])/Existing Conditions and Propos: input. The EIR/EIS analyzes all alternativesyding Alternative 4A.

Project for habitat/physical values such as flow or temperature based on 2010
modeling for scenarios H3 dH4. These values are also frequently presented in m The comment questions the connection between modeling and impact conclusions. The lead agenci¢

or average values over |ong periods of time. believe that the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS and 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS are complete in their evaluation of |mpa
the best available scienced modeling. For additional information regarding the approach to the effect

What is not clear is how these modeled physical changes are translated into biolc analysis see Section 11.3 of the Final EIR/EIS, for more information on modeling, please see Master

effects and subsequently how these biological effects are deembe t Response 30 and Master Response 14.

significant/adverse or not in the NEPA Effects/CEQA Conclusions.

It should be made clear that these determinations are often based on professione
experience rather than a rigorous quantitative process that translates modeled

physical effects into biogical effects. This was acknowledged in the BOR [Bureau
wSOf FYFiA2YyB8Qa NBOSY I -Te@nlOperadofshaf tiekK S/
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2762

2762

2762

279

280

281

CVP/SWP. In order to clarify how these decisions are made, more effort could be
placed into describing the rationale biad the decision.

It is also not clear what species population estimates or species abundance inde;
these modeled effects are applied to in assessing biological effects and NEPA
Effects/CEQA Conclusions. Species population indices and abundanceesstireat
trending down both long term, under current conditions, and are likely to continue
trend down into the future due to climate change, increased demand, and sea lev
rise.

Please note that there are numerous instances where the NEPA effecsi(rtse
impact) are utilized over CEQA conclusions (which show significant impact) beca
NAA separates neproject impacts (climate change, sea level rise, increased dem
from project impacts. Fish populations in the wild, however, are not are sutgjec
NEPA/CEQA distinctions. Rather, they are subject to the conditions and stressor:
they experience and populations will respond accordingly between Existing Cond
and NAA.

The question is then whether the translation between modeled physitatts,
biologically meaningful effects, and subsequently NEPA/CEQA determinations is
based on knowledge of current fish populations, or are these decisions made bas
the effect project operations may have on future populations at the NAA basielin
light of degrading environmental conditions? This is an important distinction beca
smaller magnitudes of change in physical habitat attributes may have a greater e
on aquatic species with critically low population abundances in the future.

[Page] 37 [Line] 2932: Alternatives 4A and 4 differ only in their operations, so it is appropriate to refer the reader to the

construdion effects discussion for Alternative 4 when disclosing Alternative 4A effects. A full analysis
"Referto Section 4.3.7, Fish and Aquatic Resources, Impacts AQAMBAUAL9, Alternative 4A is presented in the Final EIR.

AQUA37, AQUAS5, AQUAT3, AQUAS1, AQUALO9, AQUAL27, AQUAL4S5,
AQUA163, AQUAL81, and AQUA99 for the analysis of Alternative 4A. These
constructionrelated impacts would be ideital for Alternative 4 because the
proposed physical water conveyance facilities are the same for both alternatives.

The text written here creates a circular path the reader must follow. AQQAfor
example, refers the reader back to Alternative 4 (praably of the Public Draft
EIR/EIS?) for a description of impacts. This creates confusion and does not seen
align with the text written here.

[Page] 4.21 [Line] 1618: The text referred to in this comment refers to ELT period actually being completed in 2030. The CAL!

model assumptions for the No Action Alternative have been developed by DWR using popgiatith
This sentence states that the NAA_ELT [No Action Alternative Earlff&xmpperiod projections for 2030 based upon information from the urban water management plans that include
assumes a time period of approximately 15 years following project approval, but { projections for that same time period. The No Action Alternative also includes climate change and se
footnote on this page suggests that the ELT is modeled at 2025, which willbe  rise assumptions that are estimated to oceuithin the 2025 to 2030 time horizon. The RDEIR/SDEIS
significantly shorter than 15 years. Please update the language for consistehcy a assumed that the project would be approved in 2015, and therefore, the ELT time horizon would exte
provide an explanation in the text for this discrepancy. approximately 15 years following project approval.

[Page] 4.251 [Line] 3136: Text has been modified and reference to RPA Action 1.7 removed.
RPA [Reasatble and Prudent Alternative] Action 1.7 will provide improved

connectivity and passage for SRC [sprimgChinook salmon], as well as other salm
runs. This information should be updated as appropriate to this discussion. Howe
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is unclear why spéfic reference to RPA 1.7 is called out here when many of the R
are aimed at increasing abundances of listed fishes. If the intent is to make a
connection between adult passage resulting in increased success of spawning ar
population abundance, whicloald then lead to increased entrainment, the discuss
could use additional clarification.
2762 282 [Page] 4.254 [Line] 1214: Although tte extent of the rearing benefits to steelhead and sturgeon of RPA 1.6.1 is uncertain, it is
reasonable to expect that more floodplain habitat would provide benefits. The objective of RPA Actiol
This CEQA conclusion overstates the number of species thékelif have rearing | 4 LINRPLI2Z3SR 6& bacC{ ¢ a hadtat DriuMsbite igtewdd, sPringtud, RidiCY
benefits from RPA [Reasonable and Prudent Alternative] Action 1.6.1. Theextenly § §8f KSIF R A Yy GKS t26SNI{+ONIYSyiG2 .LaAyés AyF
which RPA Action 1.6.1 will have rearing benefits for steelhead is unclear and rez penefits to green and white sturgeon are uncertain, but evidence from the Columbia River basin sugg
benefits to green and white sturgeon are even more uncertaiadition, splittail  that they may be important (Coutant 2004). As regards splittail, there is no doubt that rearing benefits
may have some rearing benefits, but the benefits of RPA Action 1.6.1 to splittail ¢ well as spawning benefits) of floodplain habitat are critical, although they primarily affect rearing of lai
predominantly in regards to spawning habitat, and should therefore be included it and early juveniles.
Water Ops Effects on Spawning in the above section.
Coutant, CC. 2004. A riparian habitat hypothesis for successful reproduction of white sturgeon. Revie
Fisheries Science 12:-23.
For more information regarding Environmental Commitments, including former CMs like tidal restorat
and channel margin enhancemt please see Appendix 3B of the FEIR/EIS.
2762 283 [Page] 4.254 [Line] 3943: This sectin is regarding the CEQA conclusions for the No Action Alternatives pertaining to all migratic
effects. These RPA actions are still in the planning phase and the extent of the benefit to migrating fit
Itis unclear whether this section is discussing impacts on migration habitat for  not been quantified.
juveniles or for adults- we assume it is referring to juvenile migration. While RPA
[Reasmable and Prudent Alternative] Action 1.7 will likely have benefits for
out-migrating juveniles, the RPA is targeting adult passage. Therefore, if this sect
about juvenile migration habitat (which makes the most sense), then it may not bt
appropriateto discuss the potential indirect benefits from RPA Action 1.7 with any
certainty. It would be more appropriate to call out RPA Action 1.6.1 benefits here,
since that RPA targets juveniles, and discuss the benefits of the Yolo Bypass as
migratory pathwg as compared to the Sacramento River.
In addition, the extent in which there are migration habitat benefits to splittail frorr
this RPA are uncertain; the benefits from floodplain for this species are largely
spawning and some level of rearing.
2762 284 [Page] 4.257 [Lire] 15: The term Important Farmland is defined by the California Department of Conservation as including pt
farmland, farmland of statewide importance, unique farmland, and fand of local importance. See
The term "Important Farmland" should be defined and reference or footnoted.  Chapter 14, Section 14.1.1.5 of the Final EIR/EIS for a discussion of Important Farmland.
2762 285 [Page] 4.257 [Line] 23: The EIR/S described the assumptions used to define the No Action scenario as well as those actions
would be evaluated in the cumulative analysis. Assumptions associated with the effect from these ele
Are "existing plans and programs" also referring to implementation of the BiOp  havebeen quantified to the extent practicable. Some of the RPAs are not established at this time ar
[Biological OpinionRPAs [Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives]? It would be use effects analysis must be addressed in a programmatic level due to the uncertainties associated with
include a little more detail on some examples of which RPAs will be converting ultimate design and operation. Section 3.5.1lvé 2013 EIR/S stated:
agricultural lands, including, e.g., RPA 1.6.1, upon which this CEQA conclusion ig
drawn, especially gén that it is a "significant" conclusion. G¢KS b2 ! OGA2y ! ftGSNYFGADBS aadzyLliAzya Ay Ot dzf
assumptions related to the SWP and CVP, ongoing programs and policies by governmental and non|
entities, projections related to ichate change, and assumptions related to annual actions that vary eve
year. Among the ongoing programs by governmental entities which are included in the No Action Alte
are many of the actions required by the 2008 and 2009 USFWS and NMFS BeGpidowWing summarizes
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which actions are reflected in the No Action Alternative.

The anticipated effects of actions required by the 2008 and 2009 BiOps that have already occurred o
expected to be implemented prior to BDCP approval are assumed inati#etibn Alternative. The
anticipated effects of actions required by the 2008 and 2009 BiOps that change water operations in tl
Area or upstream were assumed in the No Action Alternative if they were reasonably certain to occur
enough was knownlsout the effects of the action in early 2010 (when the No Action Alternative for
hydrodynamic modeling was established) to define modeling assumptions for the change in water
operations. The anticipated effects of some actions required by the 2008 and&0@8 in the Plan Area
are also included in the BDCP conservation strategy. In some cases, these actions are included in th
Action Alternative and in 1 other case they are not. A key reason for these assumptions is that the 2C
2009 USFWS and NBIBiOps will be superseded by the BDCP and associated BiOps. As described it
1, Introduction, the current operation of the CVP/SWP is governed by requirements that include the 2
and 2009 BiOps. The requirements of these BiOps may be modifiesbionse to a court ordered remand
process, depending on the schedule approved by the court. The new operation of BDCP will occur o1
new north Delta intakes are constructed. Once the new intakes are operational, the BDCP and any
corresponding BiOpsilireplace the thercurrent BiOps for longerm operation of the CVP/SWP

Examples of effects assumed in the No Action Alternative, but that are also associated with BDCP
conservation measures, include the effects of operations of the Delta-CiwassnelGates (NMFS Action
IV.12) and those related to measures to reduce entrainment at the south Delta export facilities (NMF
Action 1V.3). An example of the effects of actions that are attributable to the BDCP and not assumed
No Action Alternative inclle Yolo Bypass improvements and tidal marsh restoration (NMFS Actions .
1.6.2, and I.7; USFWS Action Reasonable and Prudent Alternative Component 4). More discussion o
assumptions is provided below.

In some cases, RPA actions also include@@mBwere modified to take into account new scientific
information available since the BiOps were issued, or additional planning done for BDCP beyond wh:
developed for the BiOps. Examples of this include CM16pXgsical Fish Barriers, which is simi@ but
much more defined and specific than, NMFS Action IV.1.3. Requirements of the 2008 and 2009 BiOg
call for conducting planning or feasibility studies with undefined outcomes were not assumed in the N
Action Alternative. By themselves, thgslanning or feasibility studies would have no effect on
environmental conditions. Their outcomes are unknown at this time and therefore too speculative to i
in the No Action Alternative. Further environmental compliance, permitting, and ESA amairalif
Endangered Species Act (CESA) compliance would be needed to implement any recommendations «
future studies. Examples include fish passage over SWP/CVP terminal dams such as Shasta (NMFS
NF4.4 and LF2).

Requirements of the 2008 and 20®iOps that involve reporting, monitoring, or research actions are nc
assumed in the No Action Alternative because they are not expected to affect the environment or cov
species (monitoring and research actions required by the BiOps are discussstion 3.6, Adaptive

alyl38SYSyid IyR az2yAd2NAYy3I tNRANIY Ay [/ KILIGSNI

Comment does not indicate that there is a disagreement with the conclusions in the EIR/S regarding
agriculture.

2762 286 [Page] 4.3.24 [Line] 2730: Please see Master Response 30 regarding modeling of Alternative 4A that was updated for the Final

The language hergeems to suggest that modeled electrical conductivity [EC] for £
4A is based on results using assumptions from Alt 4. This is particularly concernii
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Alt 4 has a substantial amount of tidal restoration and a compliance point at Thre:
Slough, whiclis further upstream than the compliance point for Alt 4A (Emmaton).
this is the case, then the conclusions for EC under Alt 4A are likely muted and ref
conditions which are substantially different than what is likely to occur within the f
Area.A discussion of the difference, or reasons to why there is no difference, sho
included.

2762 287 [Page] 4.3.430 [Line] 1619: The impacts identified for EC as significant under Alternative 4A, ImpacdM&e based on the modeled

) ] o ) o ~_ changes in EC at Emmaton and Prisoners Point. deling included a set of assumptions regarding
“The implementabn of mitigation actions shall be focused on avoiding or minimizi project operations and diversion criteria that are fixed for the entire simulation.  The models do not ¢
those incremental effects attributable to implementation of Alternative 4A operatic for incorporating reatime decision making that would actually occur in certain year types irorespto
only. Mitigation actions to avoid or minimize the incremental EC [electrical Delta hydrologic and water quality conditions for compliance.  The significant EC impacts identified
conductivity] effects atibutable to climate change/sea level rise are not required ~ for Alternative 4A were due, in part, to the fixed modeling assumptions regarding diversions at the no
because these changed conditions would occur with or without implementation of south intakes and operationd the Head of Old River Barrier. ~ Mitigation Measures-14@ and WQL1f
Alternative 4A." in the Final EIR/EIS (identified as Mitigation MeasuresM#&Rand 11b in Section 4.3.4 of the RDEIR/SD
. ) ) ) ) . . are additional operationselated actions beyond that reflected in the moitg that would mitigate the

Operations of the SW,P and CVP (including _north Delta Diversions) \,N'" continue t;4eniified impacts, based on sensitivity analyses conducted and presented in Appendix 8H, Electrical
to meet B1641 compliance standards even in the face of sea level rise. Conductivity, Attachment 1 1 and updated modeling conducted as part of the Final EIR/EIS.
We [CDFW] have understood that operations will continue to manage-k§42 Please see Master Response 22 fésimation on the adequacy of mitigation measures. For further
compliance standards by adjusting diversions and reservoir releases as part of I j,¢ormation on climate change, please see Master Response 19.
operations. Thus it is un@e how this mitigation measure would be implemented s¢ '
the impacts would be lesthan-significant.

2762 288 [Page] 4.3.430 [Line] 2436: Please see response to comment 2787
CALSIM I, as described in 8.3.1.1, places EC [electrical conductivity] compliance Additional evaluations and modeling under W@a along with W€L1b will show whether there is sufficie
Emmatam at the highest priority, and either achieves the objective, or decides that flexibility to prevent or offset EC increases is feasible under Alternative 4A.  This further modeling ct
there is no feasible way to meet it. Please provide additional information on [how] reduce or eliminated water quality degradation in current models.
mitigation measure such as WIla will be able to have a meaningful effect at
avoiding and rmimizing impacts beyond what CALSIM Il predicts, as the model st
already incorporate management of diversions into its Artificial Neural Network.

2762 289 [Page] 4.3.733 [Line] 18: The correction has been made in Chapter 11, Fish and Aquatic Resources, of the Final EIR/EIS.
"AQUalb" should be "AQUAD".

2762 290 [Page] 4.3.733 [Line] 33: The text has been revised per the comment.
Here and on Line 37, the text appears to mistakenly refer to Delta smelt, rather tr
longfin snelt.

2762 291 [Page] 4.3.734 [Line] 4: The text has been revised per the comment.
Here and at Line 8 there appear to be mistaken references to Delta smelt, rather
longfin smelt.

2762 292 [Page] 4.3.735 [Line] 19: The text has been revised per the comment.
The meaning of [the] sentence here would be clearer if the word "losses" was del
after the word "entrainment.”
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2762

2762

2762

2762

2762

2762

293

294

295

296

297

298

[Page] 4.3.736 [Line] 29: It is unclear how the sentence the commenter points to would be properly concluded with the sugges

language. No change was made in response to this comment.
For added clarity consider finishing the sentehege with the phrase ". . .Incidental

Take Permit issued by DFW."
[Page] 4.3.736 [Lhe] 29: The text has been revised per the comment.

The sentence beginning here with "However," in combination with subsequent
sentences, reads awkwardly and contains some redundancy. Consider revising t|
section of text to read something like: "However, at this time, the best predictor of
Longfn Smelt abundance is the statistical relationship between January through !
X2 and Fall recruitment developed by Kimmerer et al. (2009), indicating that lowe
(farther downstream) X2 is associated with greater abundance. For the purposes
this impactassessment, the Kimmerer et al. (2009) relationship was used to deter
how projectrelated changes in wintespring X2 position might influence Longfin Sn
Fall recruitment. Consistent with the adaptive management and monitoring progr:
described in &ction 4.1, Alternative 4A would implement investigations to improve
understanding of factors affecting Longfin Smelt abundance and better inform fut
project operations."

[Page] 4.3.738 [Line] 12: The correction has been made in Chapter 11, Fish and Aquatic Resources, of the Final EIR/EIS.
It appears"has" should instead be "have."

[Page] 4.3.739, Table 14AS8: YAYYSNBNI St ftd 6nunnpd A& dzaSR & F O2YLI NI G
current status of longfin smelt incorporated into the cumulative discussion.

Footnote "1" in the table hints at something important relative to project aois on

longfin smelt. This species has declined severely and it is likely that CVP/SWP

attenuation of winterspring flows has contributed to this trend, and that the specie

Ol yQi &adzadrAy AGASETFT dzy RSNI SEA & (dofribe

assessed using the X2/abundance relationship developed by Kimmerer et al. (20

and such an assessment should be incorporated into cumulative effects discussic

The sustainability risk posed by existing operations argue strongly for avoidance

even small negative effects associated with the proposed project, like those asso

with Alternative 4A (H3).

[Page] 4.3.744 [Line] 16: The comment does not raise any specific environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/812E1813
DEIR/EIS.
General Comment Winter-Run Chinook Salmon

CDFW will continue to participate in California WaterFix development of water
operations criteria and analysis for wintein effects. This is currently happening
under the development of the Section 7 BA [Biological Assessment], with an
expectation that the Final EIR/EIS will be consistent with the results and
determinations of those efforts.  Should the results of those effortiicate that
YAGAILFGARZ2Y YSIadaNBa I NBE ySOSaal NB dzy
measures identified will be incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS.

[Page] 4.3.%50 [Line] 24 and 36: This phrase is included in the referenced text in the Fish and Aquatic Resources section to indicate tt
consutation with regulatory agencies during drought conditions will continue in a manner the same as
Suggest deleting "as is currently being done" here and in the next paragraph. occurs currently.  No change to this text has been made.
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2762

2762

2762

2762

2762

299

300

301

302

303

[Page] 4.3.760 [Line] 44: The Existing Conditions ana Kction Alternative scenarios include the RPAs; therefore, there would bt
significant impacts under existing conditions. However, when climate change is added to existing cor
Itis unclear how the author can come to this conclusion witredtscussion of (the NAA_ELT scenario), climate change would cause effects (see AwtidipAlternative analysis in
existing operations and RPA [Reasonable and Prudent Alternative] actions intenc Chapter 11, Fish and Aquatic Species). This section describes that the existing conditions scenario d
address significant impacts associated with the existing project operations (NAA_ include climate change, whereas Alternative 4A scenario does include climate change. The section d
[No Action Alternative Early Long Term]). The BiOps [Biological @giifitaind that, inorder to make an applem-apples comparison of a scenario with and without the alternative,
significant impacts under the NAA_ELT and require RPAs to avoid jeopardy. This climate change must be removed. It described that NAA is such a scenario and then relies on the NA
summarizes that it would then have additional impacts when compared to the  comparison to Alternative 4A described in the NEPA sectiomeatkhe section does not describe that
NAA_ELT, yet concludes that no mitigation is required. PEGSNYFGABS n! p2dA R aKF @GS RRAGAZ2YLEFE AYLI O

[Page] 4.3.777 [Line] 20: The comment does raaise any specific environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the

DEIR/EIS.
General Comment SpringRun Chinook Salmon

CDFW will continue to partjgate in California WaterFix development of water
operations criteria and BA/BO [Biological Assessment/Biological Opinion] and 20
analysis for springun Chinook salmon effects with the expectation that the Final
EIR/EIS will be consistent with the réswnd determinations of those efforts. Shoul
the results of that effort indicate that mitigation measures are necessary under Ci
/ 5C2 Q& SELISOGIGA2Yy A& GKIFG YAGATEGAZ
Final EIR/EIS.

[Page] 4.3.7124 [Line] 28: The comment does not raise any specific environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or t

DEIR/EIS.
General Comment Fall/Late FalRun Chinook Salmon

CDFW will continue to participate in California WaterFix developroewater
operations criteria and BA/BO [Biological Assessment/Biological Opinion] and 20
analysis for fall/late faltun Chinook salmon effects with the expectation that the Fi
EIR/EIS will be consistent with the results and determinations of thdsesefShould
the results of those efforts indicate that mitigation measures are necessary under
/9v!z /5C2Q4 SELSOGIGAZ2Y A& GKFG YA
into the Final EIR/EIS.

Fall/late falkrun Chinook salmon will not badluded in the 2081 permit and potentia
impacts must be mitigated through CEQA.

[Page] 4.3.7124: Steelhead are addressed under the Federal ESA consultation process. The analysis in the BA is con

with the analysis in the EIR/EIS. A ROD will not be issued until a BiOp is issued.
CDFW will continue to participain California WaterFix development of water

operations criteria and BA/BO [Biological Assessment/Biological Opinion] and 20
analysis for winterun effects with the expectation that the Final EIR/EIS will be
consistent with the results and determinatie of those efforts. Should the results of
K248 STT2NI a4 AYRAOFGS GKIFG YAGALGA
expectation is that mitigation measures identified will be incorporated into the Fin
EIR/EIS.

Steelhead will not be included ihe¢ 2081 permit and potential impacts must be
mitigated through CEQA.

[Page] 4.3.7124 [Line] 37: The following text replaces the text in section 4.3.7:
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In section 4.3.7, the potential effects on falin/late fallrun are stated to be the sam(Impact AQUA?3: Effects of Construction of Water Conveyance Facilities on Chinook Salmdira(Eall
as those described for Alternative 4, Impact AQIBAIn section 3.3.8, it refers to FaltRun ESU) Under Alternative 4A, the potential effects of underwater noise resfitiin construction of
section 4.3.7 for analysis of alternai4A. Please include summary analysis of the the water conveyance facilities on fdlhte fall-run Chinook salmon would be similar to those discussed
effects of construction of water conveyance facilities on Chinook salmon (fall/late winter-run Chinook (see Impact AQ2K), which includes a summary of the exposure risk foylt
fall-run ESU [evolutionarily significant units]) instead of referring to section 3.3.8 v fall-run Chinook salion.
then refers the reader back to séon 4.3.7.
NEPA Effects: Under Alternative 4A, the potential effects of construction of the water conveyance fac
on fall/late fall-run Chinook salmon would be similar to those discussed for winteIChinook salmon (se
AQUAZ3Y7). Potential effects fronincreased turbidity, noise, and contaminant spills will be avoided and/«
minimized through implementation of environmental commitments (see Impact AQd®d Appendix 3B,
Environmental Commitments: Environmental Training; Stormwater Pollution PrevenéonEtosion and
Sediment Control Plan; Hazardous Materials Management Plan; Spill Prevention, Containment, and
Countermeasure Plan; Disposal of Spoils, Reusable Tunnel Material, and Dredged Material; Fish Re:
Salvage Plan; and Barge Operations Pkmd through implementation of the avoidance and minimizatio
measures included in Mitigation Measures AQLRAand AQUAD. The effects would not be adverse for
fall-/late fall-run Chinook salmon.
CEQA Conclusion: Under Alternative 4A, the impactmdtoaction of the water conveyance facilities on
fall-/late fall-run Chinook salmon would not be significant except for construction noise associated wit
driving. Potential effects of construction on fdlte fall-run Chinook salmon would be sinrik® those
discussed for winterrun Chinook salmon (see Impact AQB/A. Potential effects from increased turbidity
and contaminant spills will be avoided and/or minimized through implementation of environmental
commitments (see Impact AQtlAand Appendi8B, Environmental Commitments: Environmental Traini
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan; Erosion and Sediment Control Plan; Hazardous Materials
Management Plan; Spill Prevention, Containment, and Countermeasure Plan; Disposal of Spoils, Re
Tunnd Material, and Dredged Material; Fish Rescue and Salvage Plan; and Barge Operations Plan).
Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQWA& and AQUADb would reduce potential pile driving noise
impacts to less than significant.
Mitigation Measure AQUAa: Mnimize the Use of Impact Pile Driving to Address Effects of Pile Driving
Other ConstructiorRelated Underwater Noise
Mitigation Measure AQUAb: Monitor Underwater Noise and if Necessary, Use an Attenuation Device
Reduce Effects of Pile Drivingda@ther ConstructiofRelated Underwater Noise.
2762 304 [Page] 4.3.7125 [Line] 1: These effects are described for delta smelt on page 4.3.@nd Chinook salmon on page 4-834and then
referenced in subsequent NEPA and)BEeffects sections for other species.
Chapter 11 of the Public Draft EIR/EIS states that the dual criteria for impact pile
driving are 206 dB [decibels] for the peak sound pressure level and 187 dB cumu
for fish larger than 2 grams. In the example of cofferdam construction, based on ¢
attenuation rate of 4.5 dB per doubling of distance, cumulative exposures to pile
driving sounds could result in injury of fish up to 858 meters from the source piles
conclusion and potential for behavioral effects on fish should be included in the N
and CEQA effects as well.
2762 305 [Page] 4.3.7135 [Line] 5: The mortality under the baseline is so low that any raw increase (in this case, it was only 0.4% or 0.6
cause a large relative increase. If results had been presented as survival instead of mortality, the abs
A 17% or 19% increase in egg mortality for any given year is significant; thisis  changes would havetayed at 0.4 and 0.6%, but the relative changes would also have been <1% diffe|
especially true if that year type occurs over a string of years. That said, both the in survival between model scenarios.
relative andthe absolute value show an increase in egg mortality, which is not
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consistent with the conclusion that ". . . this increase would not cause an overall ¢ No revisions were made in response to this comment.
to fall-run Chinook salmon." Additional explanation of how the author came to this
conclusion shold be included.
2762 306 [Page] 4.3.7159 [Line] 25: The specific timing of species presence has been an ongoing topic of discussion amongst the agenci
o o project proponents met with the fish and wildlife agencies several times during 2012 and 2013 and
Confirm timing of species life stages amaly for effects. collaboratively developed the tatdein Section 2A. The goal was to record the months of general prese
with an understanding that individual fish may occasionally be seen at times outside these periods.
2762 307 [Page] 4.3.7168 [Line] 12: Please see response tomment 2762306.
"Flows in the Sacramento River upstream of Bedf were examined for juvenile
fall-run migrants during February through May."
Confirm timing of species life stages analyzed for effects. Juvenile emigration at |
Bluff occurs between December [and] April (Martin et al. 2001).
2762 308 [Page] 4.3.7168 [Line] 16: Please see response to comment 27315.
Confirm timing of species life stages of temperature analysis effects determinatio
2762 309 [Page] 4.3.7183 [Line] 1: The magnitude of this adjustment is unknown at this time and would not be known until this was
o ] ) o ] implemented, although we know it is small and, therefore, yi&if dzZRS GKS GSY aaft A
"Mitigation Measure AQUASd: Slighy adjust the timing and magnitude of Shasta, this. However, as noted in the new Appendix 11E in the Final EIR/S, Sensitivity Analysis to Confirm
Folsom, and/or Oroville Reservoir releases, within all existing regulations and  RDEIR/SDEIS Determinations for Fish and Aquatic Species Using Updated Model Outputs for Altern
requirements, to ameliorate changes in instream flows that would cause an advel 4A, and 5Athere would be no need for Mitigation Measure AQ@2d if 2010 and 2015/BA modeling hac
effect to fallrun Chinook salmon.” been used in this analysis because the Impact AQUA 78 determination would not be adverse and les
. . . ) . significant. These two modeling versions have been updateéttertreflect the system operations unde
The discusion needs to summarize which months and factors are driving these  Ayermative 4A from the RDEIR/SDEIS modeling, which included some assumptions that were no lon
impacts, such as elevated temperatures or reduced flows in which months and id
in which ways reservoir releases will alleviate these impacts.
¢KS GSN)Y Wat A 3IKirydefinedick iszlagtie andsubjegt S  C
interpretation; alternatively the term could be deleted.
2762 310 [Page] 4.3.7198 [Line] 2628; [Page] 4.3-199 [Line] 121: Timing of emigration was the main consideration with respect to assuming that spmnghinook salmon
o ) ) ) would be a reasonable prgxor steelhead. As the commenter notes, the population sizes would differ;
We [CDFW] assume springn is suitalte for use as a proxy for juvenile steelhead. however, as described in the methods for the bioenergetics model (public draft BDCP, Appendix 5.F,
However, the number utilized for springn is based on a bioenergetics model. 5.F.3.2.1.2), the proportion of the diet attributable to a given preyitgoes down as the prey becomes
Therefore, the percentage of population impacted given for sprimgwould not be  rarer in the environment, so this would tend to give a lower consumption of steelhead which, combine
valid for steelhead unless the population sizes the same. with greater size of juvenile steelhead, could result in a similar per capita impact to-sprir@hinook
salmon.
Additionally, the CEQA conclusions in this section (and potentially others) should
clearly discuss the interaction of the NDD [north Delta diversions] and SDD [sout! Generdly, the effects of predation in the EIR/EIS were analyzed using different methods at the south
diversions] impacts as they relate to predation. This would inctiefication of diversions compared to the NDD, thus making it difficult to quantify a combined predation effect from
uncertainties associated with NDD impacts and the commitment to and diversion facilities. In addition, the south IEeentrainment analysis assumes a certain level of predatior
implementation of performance standards. fish entrained into Clifton Court Forebay (before reaching the salvage facilities), while several of the
migratory analyses incorporate flesurvival relationships that are believed to béuenced by
predator-prey interactions. Nevertheless, impact determinations for entrainment (which includes
predation) related effects reflect potential impacts at both the NDD and south Delta export facilities.
The Lead Agencies are including a Coliatidee Science and Adaptive Management Program (CSAMP)
the proposed project which will, among other things, inform and improve the fish screen design and ii
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operations to minimize entrainment and operational related effects to fish species nmigrnadist the NDD.
As part of the CSAMP, monitoring and research actions will be conducted prior to and during north D
intake operations to address the uncertainty surrounding the effects of the NDD.
2762 311 [Page] 4.3.7211 [Line] 14: Wherever possible, results are presented as both individual water year types and as all water year ty
combined for full disclosure and to fullya@uate potential project effects. In the example noted by the
Water year typs must be treated independently in order to fully evaluate project commenter, the appendix referred to in the text, Appendix C, CALSIM Il Model Results Utilized in the
effects and therefore cannot be combined to summarize the relative difference  Analysis, has the information presented on both ways, but for brevity, only the eftecad water year
between mean flows. We [CDFW] recognize the challenges of presenting large  types combined are mentioned in the text.
quantities of data but we also recoize the need for extremes to be presented in
addition to the means in order to fully evaluate the impacts.
2762 312 [Page] 4.3.7211 [Line] 34: The text has been clarified based on the commerHowever, the text does not state that 56 degrees F
an optimal temperature. While we agree that other temperatures could have been used in the evalua
"The effect of H3_ELT [Early Long Term] on mean flow and water temperature in hased on the various scientific findings, the value was chosen to remain consistent with prigivimgical
American River would be negligible although increased exceedances %6 the opinions by NMFS.
temperature threshold indicate a negative effect to steelhead spawning and egg
incubation conditions."
This sentence seems contradictory in that the effect is stated as negligible, yet
exceedances indicate a negative effect to steelhead spawninggmihcubation
conditions. 56 degrees is not an optimal egg incubation temperature. It igsiiinal;
therefore, any excursions past 56 are detrimental to year classes on a population
Richter and Kolmes (2005) concluded that egg mortality incceasencubation
temperatures exceeded 10°C (50°F) and substantial mortality may occur when
temperatures exceed 13.5°C to 14.5°C (56.3°F to 58.1°F). Based on experience
hatcheries in the Central Valley, optimal incubation temperatures appear to be in
tTc/ G2 wmnc/ énndccC (G2 pncCoO Nry3aS o
management plan (McEwan and Jackson 1996) suggests a slightly higher tempe
range (from 9°C to 11°C [48.2°F to 51.8°F]).
2762 313 [Page] 4.3.7212 [Line] 11: The analysis in the Final EIR/EIS has been modified based upon CALSIM Il model results for the pro
project, Alternative 4A.
"Flows in the Mokelumne River at the Delta were examined during the January th
April steelhead spawning and egg incubation period (Appendix 11C, CALSIMIIN2 S OF yy2 i f A &G S@SNE SEOSLIA 2 y-larhesizel ToSappeidix ditedrrc
Results utilized ine Fish Analysis). Mean flows under H3_ELT [early Long Term] this sentence (Appendix 11C) can guide the reader to the table showing these results.
throughout this period would be similar to flows under Existing Conditions, with m
exceptions."
"Mean flows in the Sacramento River at Keswick and upstream of Red Bluff durir
January throuf April under H4_ELT would generally be similar to flows under Exi
Conditions, with minor exceptions."
Please explain these "minor exceptions."
2762 314 [Page] 4.3.7212 [Line] 31: Water temperatures do not always corrédainversely with reservoir releases, particularly during cooler
months like January and February.
Mean flows below Thermalito Afterbay under H4_ELT [Early Long Term] would b
lower than existing conditions during January and February and up to 509% grea
during April, yet it is stated that there would be no differences in mean water
temperature br any months or water year types at that location. This conclusion
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2762

2762

2762

2762

2762

315

316

317

318

319

needs more clarification on why the lesser or greater flows with the accompanime
lower storage in Oroville will have no effect on temperature.

[Page] 4.3.7253 [Line] 34: wS3AI NRAY3I GKS dzasS 2F GKS GSNY a2FFasSiézr G(KAA
Commitment 16 Nonphysical Barriers is intended to reduce entry into theslowival itterior Delta,

"As noted for other salmonids such as winten Chinook salmon, similar or slightly thereby providing offsetting of adverse effects close to the NDD. It is acknowledged thtihreal

lower survival than for Existingo@ditions based on the water conveyance facilities operational adjustments would not be offsetting, in and of themselves.

operations would be offset by the inclusion of bypass flow criteria;tiesd

operational adjustments, Environmental Commitment 6 Channel Margin The text does reference the earlier discussions of other salmonidadee information on how bypass flov

Enhancement, Environmental Commitment 15 Localized ReduafiBredatory Fishe criteria and reatime operational adjustments can reduce impacts. Riga operational adjustments

and Environmental Commitment 16 Nonphysical Barriers. Overall, it is concluded would be based on biological and hydrological triggers developed by NMFS and CDFW to protect mi

the impact to steelhead would be less than significant and no mitigation would be salmonids. CMl Water Facilities and Operation includes bypass flow criteria that will be managed in re

required.” time, based on triggers developed by CDFW and NMFS, to minimize adverse effects of diversions at

north Delta intakes on downstreammigrating salmonids. Additiah detail is provided in Chapter 3, Sectio
An impact of an operation cannot be offset with the saoperation. Please replace 3.6.4.2.

"offset" with "minimized." In regard to EC 15 please refer to Appendix D.  Apper
states that these projects would be implemented as experimental/pilot efforts bec Regarding performance standards related to the NDD, these are described in the California WaterFix
these efforts may not result in any measurable benefit. submitted in August 2016, Chapter 3 (available at
http://www.rcrenet.org/sites/default/files/documents/FIX_BA_TOC.pdf) : The facility will, during
The less significant conclusion is not supported, given the above discussion and operational testing and as needed thereafter, demonstrate compliance with the-tierent NOAA, USFW
previous paragraph (lines 229) that states "Neafield effects of Alternative 4A NDD and CDFW fish screening design and operating criteria, which govern such things as approach and <
[north Delta diversion] on Sacramento River steelhead related to impingement ar velocities and rates of impingement. In addition, the screens will be operated to achieve the following
predation associated with the intake structures could result in negative effects on performance standard: Maintain listed juvenile salmonid survival rates through the reach containing r
juvenile migrating steelhead, although there is high uncertainty regarding overall north Delta diversion intakes (0.25 mile upstneaf the upstrearamost intake to 0.25 mile downstream o
effects.” Please provide further detail (e.g., performance standard and criteria) o the downstreammost intake) of 95% or more of the existing survival rate in this reach. The reduction i
the project actions will ensure impacts are less than significant. survival of up to 5% below the existing survival rate will be cumulative across all screlenil &ne
measured on an average monthly basis.

[Page] 4.3.7258 [Line] 3234: The rationale is speaking to the implementation of the avoidance and minimization methods, as oppc

the occurrence of the species.
It is problematic to refer to Delta smelt rationales when describing impacts of

constructionrelated activities for other species. The rationale for Delta smelt expl:
that because they are not likely to be in the area, or may have a few individuals
present during the construction window, that impacts are essentially not significar
This will not be the case with juvenile splittail, as they will be present duriag th
construction window.

[Page] 4.3.7331 [Line] 28: The analysis croseferences the analysis for Alternative 4, which in turn cire$erences the analysis for

Alternative 1A in the DEIR/EIS (Impact AQBB).
There is no assessment of entrainment at the North Dedzlifies in this section for

Pacific lamprey.

[Page] 4.3.7331 [Line] 38: As with all CALSIMbhsed analyses in the fish chapter, this analysis is conducted by assessing effect:

alternative relative tceffects of the baseline. This necessary due to the limitations of CALSIM II, as dis
The statenent regarding entrainment under Alternative 4A not being adverse on  in Appendix 5A, Section A.3.3. Application of CALSIM Il to Evaluate BDCP Alternatives. Therefore, a
lamprey is unsubstantiated. It is widely known that the effects of entrainment are determination is made based on the incremental increase or deeréman effect of an alternative relative
unknown on lamprey (Goodman and Reid 2012). While analysis conducted for 4/ to the baseline. A determination is not made based on whether a result in this case entrainment rate,
shows a reduction of @rainment, the remaining level of entrainment is not present an alternative, is higher or lower than a threshold without considering what the result is in the Eagin
and may have a significant effect on lamprey populations. do so would constitute an inappropriate use of the CALSIM Il outputs.

[Page] 4.3.7332 [Line] 2e23: Please see response for Comment 2-233.
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Due to the uncertainty surrounding entrainment effects on Pacific lamprey, it is
inappropriate to assume that impacts related to water cgt@ons are less than
significant simply because operations under 4A are expected to reduce entrainmi
Until the effects of entrainment are better understood at the population level for
Pacific lamprey, there cannot be any certainty to impacts relatezshteainment.
2762 320 [Page] 4.3.7352 [Line] 17: The text indicates that an analysis could not be condudte®iO dza S (22 tAGGE S A&
history.
There is no assessment of entrainment at the North Delta Facilities in this sectior
river lamprey.
2762 321 [Page] 4.3.7352 [Line] 3436: Please see respoagor Comment 276:318.
The same comments mentioned previously related to Pacific lamprey also apply |
for river lamprey:
[The statement regarding entrainment under Altetiva 4A not being adverse on
lamprey is unsubstantiated. It is widely known that the effects of entrainment are
unknown on lamprey (Goodman and Reid 2012). While analysis conducted for 4+
shows a reduction of entrainment, the remaining level of eimnaent is not presentec
and may have a significant effect on lamprey populations.
Due to the uncertainty surrounding entrainment effects on Pacific lamprey, it is
inappropriate to assume that impacts related to water operations are less than
significantsimply because operations under 4A are expected to reduce entrainme
Until the effects of entrainment are better understood at the population level for
Pacific lamprey, there cannot be any certainty to impacts related to entrainment.]
2762 322 [Page] 4.3.7 37373 This comment reflects the analysis for Alternative 4A for striped bass and American shad as presentt
) o ) ) ~ Impact AQUAO01.: Effects of Water Operations on Entrainment of Namvered Aquatic Species of Primai
There are potentially significant but unpredictable landscape level trophic and fist Management Concern.  This analysis indicates that effects on Striped Bass and American Shad are
population dynamic effects that could result from largeale larval entrainment of  significant and unavoidable. It should be noted that although this impact is considered significant and
striped bass and potentially Amean shad. The increase in larval striped bass unavoidable in the IR/EIS, subsequent impacts to later life stages and the population overall are unce
entrainment is estimated to be 220%. As described in Chapter 11, Fish and Aquatic Resources, deesepdence during the juvenile stages of
the striped bass life cycle means that losses of earlythfges do not necessarily translate into proportior
reductions in abundance of older individuals, and entrainment has not recently been identified as a
significant driver of juvenile abundance (Mac Nally et al. 2010; Thomson et al. 2010). In additiciscaAm
shad early life stages may rear to sufficiently large size above the Delta to avoid entrainment at the n
Delta intakes.
2762 323 [Page] 4.3.7306 [Line] 22: The basis for the conclusion is provided in the analysis. Effects of NPB on target aatjebepecies
would be a consideration in assessment of NPB effeatis®n
The assessment of NPB [Rphysical barrier] effects provided here is highly
speculatie. If the NPB did impede adult sturgeon migration this could have a
substantial impact on green and white sturgeon populations. Given the risks, ass
NPB effects on adult sturgeon migration, particularly at the reduced CWF [Califor
WaterFix] rivefflows, should be a high priority element of the CWF targeted resea
and monitoring program.
2762 324 [Page] 4.3.7309 [Line] 338: Text has been modified to reflect the comment.
The paragraph beginning here discusses temperature effects in terms of percent:
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Final EIR/EtSComments and Responses to Comments 110 ICF 00139.1



RECIRC
Ltr#

Cmt#

Comment Response

2762

2762

2762

2762

2762

325

326

327

328

329

and equates changes of less than 5% as being no difference. Given that 5% of 6l
degrees F is 3 degrees, and this level ohgeacould be consequential for some
species and life stages, the "5%" reference is a poor descriptor of change and
benchmark for concern. Also, if the "big picture" change could be characterized
generally warmer or colder, it would be helpful information.

[Page] 4.3.7311, Table 14A-108: None of these changes would be considered suligthrAlthough the relative differences are large, they
not large considering the number of degrdays possible in a month. These values would equate to

This table shows substantial effects, particularly in May and June. It would be us¢ approximately 1/3 of a degree F on average in decreased temperature exceedance under theiadteans
an explanation was provided for the underlying causes (and the relativigitsution of negligible benefit of the alternative.

the causes) for the effects. It would be particularly useful to know this for the NAZ
[No Action Alternative Early Long Term] vs. H3_ELT comparison, which has climi
change factored out.

[Page] 4.3.7315, Table 1UA111: The analysis under the EIR/EIS compares only futurdittons under both the NAA and alternatives for

NEPA purposes. The topic of the comment will likely be considered as part of the Section 7 jeopardy
The substantial effects shown in the table for the Existing Conditions vs. H4_ELT 2081 permit determination by the resources agencies.

comparison illustrate an important point. The point is that ELT [Early Long Term]
O2yRAGAZ2YE NB LINBRAOGSR (2 06S &adzmai
sturgeon and other species populations substantially diminished as a result. The
degraded ELT conditions are in addition to the greatly degraded conditions of tod
much ofwhich is attributable to ongoing effects of the CVP and SWP. This
circumstance is important context for assessing the importance of predicted [No
Action Alternative] NAA_ELT vs. H3 and H4_ELT effects.

[Page] 4.3.7323 [Line] 4: The uncertainties associated with using this analysis are discussed in the NEPA Effects section of thi

statement(Impact AQUALS0).
The discussn beginning here regarding flow exceedances references AFRP

[Anadromous Fish Restoration Program] recommendations. It is important to note
the AFRP was developed outside the context of the CWF [California WaterFix]. T
extent flows below the NDOsorth Delta diversions] contribute to sturgeon
production, the CWF deouples outflow from earlier outflow/production
relationships.

[Page] 4.3.7325 [Line] 16: The FEIR/FEIS does discuss potential effects of Alternative 4A tibeltgHlows in Impact @UA150. The

authors agree that the relationship between flows and sturgeon production should be a targeted rese
Changes in thrOUgDeIta flows due to the CWF [California WaterFiX] are brleﬂy topic in the future, as indicated in the text.

mentioned here. Reductions in flows between the NDDs [north Delta diversions]
the SacramenteéSan Joaquin river clioence is the most substantial CWF
environmental effect sturgeon will be exposed to. Chapter 4 and/or Chapter 11
should present modelling results for, and discuss, this specific physical effect. At
present the specific influence of flow in this river ¢caon sturgeon production is not
known, but given the magnitude of the physical effect, the effect on sturgeon
production should be a major focus of the "targeted research and monitoring"
mentioned at Line 24. The effect of flow in this reach on spawniiggation initiation
and passage [and] the effect of flow on juvenile survival through the reach shoulo
high priority research and monitoring program elements.

[Page] 4.3.7375 [Line] 23: No additional analysis is necessary for the purpose of determining impmificance for these impacts.

This is inconsistent with 4.326 lines 3941 and 43.4-29 lines 2930 which indicate
potential adverse indirect effects on striped bass spawning in the Delta as oppost
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2762

2762

2762

2762

330

331

332

333

river conditions. Please include similar discussion here.

[Page] 4.3.7375 [Line] 6: For completion, we include all potentially affected rivers and creeks, but we indicate in the text wheth

species is expected to be found in the river or creek (for example, see Impact2@@Uér Alternative 1A).
It is unclear why flow and temperature on the Trinity River were evaluated for effe

on striped bass. Generally, proofread for consistency for the Trinity River to checl
see if analyis is being presented for species that are not present in the Trinity Riv
such as the Sacramenfsan Joaquin roach. This is confusing to the reader.

[Page] 4.3.7403 [Line] 33: The text has been revised per the comment.

The CEQA conclusion for hardhead incorrectly refers to roach. Please proofread
ensure the analysis icorrect as to roach.

[Page] 4.3.7426 [Line] 38: The rationale for the conclusions is presented in the discussion, i.e., small differences betwerg Existi
Conditions/NAA and Alternative 4A.
Beginning here, the document presents a summary of the NEPA and CEQA effec

Impact AQUA03 (“rearing") on the California bay shrimp [CBS] (Crangon
franciscorum). The conclusions are based on modelling results presented in Appt
A, Chapter 11, Table 4tult-13 from application of Kimmerer (2009) findings
regarding the relationship between X2/flow on CBS abundance. Although the mo
application aproach is reasonable, conclusions in the NEPA Effects (not adverse
the CEQA Effects (less than significant) appear arbitrary and poorly supported.

[Page] 4.3.7437 [Line] 4: The commeter does not provide a specific reference for the suggestion that California bay shrimp
Gl odzy R yOS KIFa |t NBFIRe 0SSy &adzmadl ydAaltte -shddd

The document asserts that the differences in abundance between NAA_ELT[No ¥¢ 2 g a5 LJ- NI A Odzf NI & Ay RiNJarfysis odusebldn thé incretnentalefiieét ¢

Alternative Early Long Term] and the Alternative 4A scenarios are "small," and th Ajternative 4A in relation to baseline conditions. On the basis of the range of potential flows from

insubstantal. These assertions raise important questions about the biological effe Ajternative 4A (i.e., within the range provided for H3_ELT and H4_ELT), it is concluded that thereotvo

the allegedly small changes, and detailed differences in results between water ye pe an adverse effect. The range of differences for all alternatives was also considered sufficiently sm

types and between scenarios 4A (H3) and 4A (H4). The available scientific inforn warrant the same conclusion.

suggess that the abundance of CBS [California bay shrimp] in the estuary has alr

been substantially reduced by the CVP and SWP through reductions in-gniteg

flows, particularly in drier years. Thus the predicted incremental losses in abunda

(rangirg from 2% to 7%) attributable 4A (H3) operations should be viewed as adv

and an unacceptable effect on a highly impaired population. The same "Kimmere

2009" approach could and should be used to describe the environmental baseline

CVP/SWP operatismon CBS abundance. The differences in abundances predicte:

H3 and H4 are quite substantial (averaging 8%, and ranging from 3 to 18%),

emphasizing the potential benefit of protecting wirtspring flows, which H3 fails to

do.

A close examination of Bk 11:mult-13 also reveals important year typelated
scenario effect differences. It is clear that the largest negative consequefiéesdf
4A (H3) operations relative to NAA_ELT operations occur in years designated as
Normal or Dry. This is amportant observation, because years of this type are yeai
when the population is already heavily impacted by low flows due to low precipita
and CVP/SWP operations.

Given the importance of the CBS as a food source for other severely impaired ke
spedes (e.g., white sturgeon), reductions in CBS biomass of the magnitude suggt
by the modelling results in Table-bult-13 for proposed 4A (H3) operations should
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