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D-EMMO Duplicate of I-EMMO

John=Erie Enunens
1242 Alabama S 1
San Francisco, CAC 94011

September 27,2013
Ms. Katrina Chow,
P'roject Manager
Burean of Reelamation
2800 Cottage Way. MIP-720
Sacramento, CA 93825-1893

Dear vs. Chow:

Axarconcerned citizen ol the State of Califomia and current geography student at San
Franciseo State University [submit the following comments on the Shasta Lake Water
Resources Investigation (SLWRI) Drati Feasibility Report tDFRY. The Report states in short that
the expansion ol the Shasta dam would improve survival of anadromous fish in the Sacramento
River. and develop inereased water supply reliability for agriculural. municipal and industrial
and environmental waler users.

Anadromous fish survival would be addressed more eflectively by supporting the fish in
returning 1o their natural breeding grounds up strean in the different wibutary rivers where the
water is naturally colder, This could be achieved by installing a large lish later over the dom aml
reintroducing fish into tributary rivers that conneet to Shasta Lake as the MeCloud River amd the
Pit River.

The dam expansion would increase storing capacity however it more waner is stored
greater loss due 1o evaporation would increase, as the surlace of Luke Shasta would be larser. In
addition itis guestionable it inereased water supply will be achieved by rising of the dam as
currently it only reaches full capacity around every 3 vears. Where is the additional water aoing
o come from to be stored in the expanded dam?

The Report states  There are no ITAs (Indian Trust Assets) in the primary study area,”
(SLAWRTDEFR TS0 But ihere are the lands of the Winnemeny Winte tribe that had been
federally recagnized in the past. Over 90% of their land has been nundated by the prinr
construetion ol the Shasta dam. With the proposed addition the tibe would Tose its lasi arounds,
I have met with the ribe’s leacler and some ol the members and witnessed that their religion is
praciiced and that these grounds that will be Nooded are sacred and irreplaceable in their
religion, How will the first nation’s culture survive il their ceremonial grounds are inunclated”?

I3y raising the dam. the anadromous fish population may increase in the Sacramento
River and the soaring capacity might enhance water supply. But the (uture survival of the
Winnemem Wintu tribe’s culture will not be sustained without their sacred lands and as a result
another nalive American nation will be severely impacted by commereial interests, This is not
how the State of California should regard its native peoples and therelore | ask vou to abstain
lrom committing to this project.

Thank vou Tor reading my fener,
Sincerely.

John-lZrie mmons
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D-FAGE Duplicate of I-TOSS

FAGE
ST BEPARTMENT OF THE mITERIOR Mall - Oppesition tothe proposed ralse and enfargement of the Shasta BDam and Rieasero -
O:HECT

Opposition to the proposed raise and enlargement of the
Shasta Dam and Reservoir

Carl Fagerskog <redwinecarl@yahoo.com=> Thu, Sep 26, 2013 at 8:09 PM
Reply-To: Carl Fagerskog <redwinecarl@yahoo.com=
To: "BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov" <BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov=

Dear Barbara Boxer:

Thank you for soliciting public comments in response
to the Bureau’s proposed raise and enlargement of the
Shasta Dam and Reservoir.

I oppose raising the dam and enlarging the reservoir,
primarily because the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service says
that the proposal will have “negligible benefits” for
threatened and endangered salmon and steelhead in the
Sacramento River.

In addition, enlarging the reservoir will harm thousands
of acres of public land managed for outdoor recreation
and for wildlife habitat. The enlarged reservoir will
drown segments of the McCloud and upper Sacramento
Rivers identified by the U.S. Forest Service as eligible
for National Wild & Scenic Rivers. Further, the
enlargement will violate state law requiring the
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T DEFARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - OpposiBien to the prapcsed raise and anlargement of the Shasta Dam and Reseroir

protection of the McCloud’s free flowing character and
extraordinary wild trout values.

I am also concerned that enlarging the reservoir will
further modify flows downstream in the Sacramento
River, to the detriment of river’s riparian and aquatic
habitats and the many threatened and endangered fish
and wildlife species that depend on these habitats.
These flow modifications will adversely affect a segment
of the Sacramento River upstream of Red Bluff
identified by the BLM as eligible for Wild & Scenic
protection and that has been proposed for National
Recreation Area designation in previous sessions of
Congress. It will also harm the Sacramento River
National Wildlife Refuge and State Wildlife Areas along
the river between Red Bluff and Colusa. The dam raise
will increase the risk of endangered fish being killed by
state and federal water diversions in the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta.

The expanded reservoir will destroy and degrade habitat
for several sensitive, threatened, and endangered plants
and animals, including the Shasta salamander. In
addition, the dam raise will require the expensive
removal or relocation of dozens of bridges, roads, and
other structures, and will likely cost taxpayers more than
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AT DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Opposition tothe proposed ralse end enlargameant of the Shasta Dam and Resaroir

billion dollars. It will also drown the remaining
homeland of Winnemen Wintu Tribe, including
traditional cultural sites on the McCloud River still in
use today.

To truly benefit fish and other wildlife in and along the
Sacramento River, the Bureau should adopt a “no-dam
raise” alternative that restores salmon spawning and
rearing habitat, improves fish passage, increases
minimum flows, screens existing water diversions, and
modifies the current operation of the reservoir to
increase cold water storage for fisheries, as
recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Of
course, this would require the Bureau to modify existing
water contracts.

The proposed raise and enlargement of Shasta Dam and
Reservoir will benefit water contractors more than it
does endangered fish, public trust values, or U.S.
taxpayers. Please discontinue this unwise project and
take steps immediately to better operate the dam to
benefit fish and the public lands and sensitive
ecosystems along the Sacramento River.

Thank you.
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Sincerely,

Carl Fagerskog
280 Tawnee Way
Crescent City CA 95531
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D-FAHN Duplicate of I-FAHN

Proposal to increase height of Shasta Dam

Fred Fahner <ffahner@charier.net> Mon, Sep 30, 2013 at 9:39 AM
To: bor-mpr-slwri@usbr.gov
Cc: "Katrina Chow USBR Project mgr." <kchow@usbr.gov=

As a USFS special use permit holder of a recreational residence tract in the
Shasta Trinity National Forest | hereby request to have the ability to
participate in the comment process relative to any future considerations
relating to this Project.

The SLWRI DRAFT EIS indicates that revised water levels included in any of
the current proposals will to some degree alter Lake Levels in front of
Lakeside Cabins within the Lower Salt Creek Tract. As a Cabin owner |
request that the FS establish a line from which we can evaluate influence of
the proposals on our Cabin.

Please include my contact information on the mailing list for any future Public
communication of this proposal: Fredrick W. Fahner, 2658 Fairway Drive
Klamath Falls, OR 97601, Tel. 541-892-8517.
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D-FILI Duplicate of I-TOSS

QI3 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERICR Mail - Cpposition 1o ralsing and enlarging Stasta Dam FILI

BHOH
CONMECT

Opposition to raising and enlarging Shasta Dam

Debaorah Filipelli <dfilipelli@mcn.org= Thu, Sep 26, 2013 at 12:26 PM
To: BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov

Ms. Katrina Chow

SLWRI Project Manager

Bureau of Reclamation Planning Division
2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825-1893

Dear Ms Chow:

Thank you for soliciting public comments in response
to the Bureau's proposed raise and enlargement of
the Shasta Dam and Reservoir.

The following represents my position in strong
opposition to raising the dam and enlarging the
reservoir. | come to this position because of the
findings of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service that the
proposal with have "negligible benefits" for
threatened and endangered salmon and steelhead
in the Sacramento River.

In addition, enlarging the reservoir will harm
thousands of acres of public land managed for
outdoor recreation and for wildlife habitat. The
enlarged reservoir will drown segments of the
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mall - Opposition to raising and enlarging Shasta Dam

McCloud and upper Sacramento Rivers identified by
the U.S. Forest Service as eligible for National Wild
& Scenic Rivers. Further, the enlargement will violate
state law requiring the protection of the McCloud'’s
free flowing character and extraordinary wild trout
values.

| am also concerned that enlarging the reservoir will
further modify flows downstream in the Sacramento
River, to the detriment of river's riparian and aquatic
habitats and the many threatened and endangered
fish and wildlife species that depend on these
habitats. These flow modifications will adversely
affect a segment of the Sacramento River upstream
of Red Bluff identified by the BLM as eligible for Wild
& Scenic protection and that has been proposed for
National Recreation Area designation in previous
sessions of Congress. It will also harm the
Sacramento River National Wildlife Refuge and State
Wildlife Areas along the river between Red Bluff and
Colusa. The dam raise will increase the risk of
endangered fish being killed by state and federal
water diversions in the Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta.

The expanded reservoir will destroy and degrade
habitat for several sensitive, threatened, and
endangered plants and animals, including the
Shasta salamander. In addition, the dam raise will
require the expensive removal or relocation of
dozens of bridges, roads, and other structures, and
will likely cost taxpayers more than billion dollars. It

e i Mannll ol n s desmd e G P W s b e o b s B B e T PR

463 Final — December 2014



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Duplicate DEIS Public Comments Appendix

QA3

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERKIR Mail - Cppasition to raiging ard endarging Shasta Dam

will also drown the remaining homeland of
Winnemen Wintu Tribe, including traditional cultural
sites on the McCloud River still in use today.

To truly benefit fish and other wildlife in and along
the Sacramento River, the Bureau should adopt a
‘no-dam raise” alternative that restores salmon
spawning and rearing habitat, improves fish
passage, increases minimum flows, screens existing
water diversions, and modifies the current operation
of the reservoir to increase cold water storage for
fisheries, as recommended by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. Of course, this would require the
Bureau to modify existing water contracts.

The proposed raise and enlargement of Shasta Dam
and Reservoir will benefit water contractors more
than it does endangered fish, public trust values, or
U.S. taxpayers. Please discontinue this unwise
project and take steps immediately to better operate
the dam to benefit fish and the public lands and
sensitive ecosystems along the Sacramento River.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Deborah Filipelli, Ph.D.
p.o. box 341

the sea ranch, ca 95497
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D-FLOY Duplicate of I-TOSS

2613 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Proposa 1o ralse Shasta Dam and Reservolr FLOY
ot
COHMECT

Proposal to raise Shasta Dam and Reservoir

Kim F Floyd <kimffloyd@fastmail fm=> Thu, Sep 26, 2013 at 12:46 PM
To: BOR-MFPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov

Ms. Katrina Chow

SLWRI Project Manager

Bureau of Reclamation Planning Division
2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825-1883

Fax: (916) 978-5094

Email: BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov

Dear Ms. Chow:

Thank you for soliciting public comments in response to the Bureau's proposed raise and
enfargement of the Shasta Dam and Reservoir.

| oppose raising the dam and enlarging the reservoir, primarily because the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service says that the proposal will have “negligible benefits” for threatened and endangered
salmon and steelhead in the Sacramento River.

In addition, enlarging the reservoir will harm thousands of acres of public land managed for outdoor
recreation and for wildlife habitat. The enlarged reservoir will drown segments of the McCloud and
upper Sacramento Rivers identified by the U.S. Forest Service as eligible for National Wild &
Scenic Rivers. Further, the enlargement will violate state law requiring the protection of the
McCloud's free flowing character and extraordinary wild trout values.

I am also concerned that enlarging the resarvoir will further modify flows downstream in the
Sacramento River, to the detriment of river’s riparian and aquatic habitats and the many threafened
and endangered fish and wildiife species that depend on these habitats. These flow modifications
will adversely affect a segment of the Sacramento River upstream of Red Bluff identified by the
BLM as eligible for Wild & Scenic protection and that has been proposed for National Recreation
Area designation in previous sessions of Congress. It will also harm the Sacramento River National
Wildlife Refuge and State Wildlife Areas along the river between Red Bluff and Colusa. The dam

raise will increase the risk of endangered fish being killed by state and federal water diversions in
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.

The expanded reservoir will destroy and degrade habitat for several sensitive, threatened, and
endangered plants and animals, including the Shasta salamander. In addition, the dam raise will
require the expensive removal or relocation of dozens of bridges, roads, and other structures, and
will likely cost taxpayers more than billion dollars. It will also drown the remaining homeland of
Winnemen Wintu Tribe, including traditional cultural sites on the McCloud River still in use today.
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To truly benefit fish and other wildlife in and along the Sacramento River, the Bureau should adopt
a “no-dam raise” alternative that restores salmon spawning and rearing habitaf, improves fish
passage, increases minimum flows, screens existing water diversions, and modifies the current
operation of the reservoir to increase cold water storage for fisheries, as recommended by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. Of course, this would require the Bureaw to modify existing wafer
coniracts.

The proposed raise and enlargement of Shasta Dam and Reservoir will benefit water contractors

mare than it does endangered fish, public trust values, or U.5. taxpayers. Please discontinue this
unwise project and {ake steps immediately fo befter operate the dam to benefit fish and the public
fands and sensitive ecosystems along the Sacramento River.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Kim F Floyd

44579 Sorrento Ct
Falm Desert, CA
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D-FORT Duplicate of I-FORT

S0M13 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Public Comment Submission to SUNRI Drait IS

Public Comment Submission to SLWRI Draft EIS

Robert S. Fortine <Robert@comporatecenter.us> Mon, Sep 30, 2013 at 8:13 AM
To: bor-mpr-siwri@usbr.gov, kchow@usbr.gov, nrezeau@fs.fed.us
Ce: Jane Phillips Fortino <cubythesea@aol.com=

To all Officials:

We are a USFS special use permit holder with a cabin in a recreation residence tract that may be
impacted by the plans put forth in the SLWRI Draft EIS. We are participating in the public comment
process to establish our eligibility to comment/object to the Forest Service's draft decisions relating to
this project. Itis our understanding that Forest Service will provide draft decisions later in the SLWRI
process and we wish to participate in the public processes associated with these actions.

The SLWRI Draft EIS indicates that "At least one cabin affected, possibly others also affected” in our
tract. There is a lack of clarity on how we, a cabin owner, can determine or will be notified as to the
specific impact of our cabin. We respectfully request an offer to cabin owners on recreational residence
tract lots potentially affected be offered a land-based survey like private lot owners in a similar situation
were offered in Lakehead.

ROBERT S. FORTINO & JANE PHILLIPS FORTIND
Salt Creek Recreational Residence Tract Lot 33

Lakehead, California

DRAWER 5172

CHICO, CA 95927

530-B09-3958 (DIR=CT)

530-570-5176 (MoBILE)

rsf@corporatecenter.us
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D-FRANL1 Duplicate of I-FRAN1
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During the 90-day public review
and comment period for the
Shasta Lake Water Resources,
Investigation (SLWRI) Draft ¢ -
Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS), Reclamation provides
several methods for the receipt
of written comments. This public
comment card is one method

for interested persons to submit
written comments, which will be
included and addressed in the
Final EIS and retained in the
SLWRI Record. Please write
clearly. You may leave this card
al today's meeting or mail at your
convenience. Written comments
may also be sent by email to
bor-mpr-shwri@usbr.gov or pro-
vided in-person at related work-
shops and/or public hearings. All
written comments must be sent/

postmarked on or before midnight

on September 30, 2013,
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D-KFREE Duplicate of I-TOSS

AEHE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mall - Shasia Dam Expanslon Comments: KFREE
BESOH
COMNECT

Shasta Dam Expansion Comments

Kyri Freeman <kyrifreeman@yahoo.com> Thu, Sep 26, 2013 at 9:19 AM
Reply-To: Kyri Freeman <kyrifreeman@yahoo.com>
To: "BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov" <BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov>

Ms. Katrina Chow

SLWRI Project Manager

Bureau of Reclamation Planning Division

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825-1893

Fax: (916) 978-5094

Email: BOR-MPR-SLWRIuushr gov

Dear Ms. Chaw:

Thank vou for soliciting public comments in response to the Bureau s proposed raise and enlargement
of the Shasta Dam and Reservoir.

I oppose raising the dam and enlarging the reservoir, primarily because the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service says that the proposal will have “negligible benefits " for threatened and endangered salmon
and steelhead in the Sacramento River.

In addition, enlarging the reservoir will harm thousands of acres of public land managed for outdoor
recreation and for wildlife habitat. The enlarged reservoir will drown segments of the McCloud and
upper Sacramento Rivers identified by the U.S. Forest Service as eligible for National Wild & Scenic
Rivers. Further, the enlargement will violate state law requiring the protection af the McCloud s free
flowing character and extraordinary wild trout values.

Tam also concerned that enlarging the reservoir will further modify flows downstream in the
Sacramento River, to the detriment of river’s riparian and aguatic habitais and the many threatened
and endangered fish and wildlife species that depend on these habitats. These flow modifications will
adversely affect a segment of the Sacramento River upstream of Red Bluff identified by the BLM as
eligible for Wild & Scenic protection and that has been proposed for National Recreation Area
designation in previous sessions of Congress. It will also harm the Sacramento River National
Wildlife Refuge and Stare Wildlife Areas along the river between Red Bluff and Colusa. The dam raise
will increase the risk of endangered fish being killed by state and federal water diversions in the
Sacramento-San Joaguin Delta.

The expanded reservoir will desiray and degrade habitat for several sensitive, threatened, and
endangered plants and animals, including the Shasta salamander. In addition, the dam raise will
require the expensive removal or relocation of dozens of bridges, roads, and other structures, and
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will likely cost taxpayers more than billion dollars. It will also drown the remaining homeland of
Winnemen Wintu Tribe, including traditional cultural sites on the McCloud River still in use today.

To truly benefit fish and other wildlife in and along the Sacramento River, the Bureau should adopt
“no-dam raise "alternative that restores salmon spawning and rearing habitat, improves fish
passage, increases minimum flows, screens existing water diversions, and modifies the current
operation of the reservoir to increase cold water storage for fisheries, as recommended by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. Of course, this would require the Bureau te modify existing waiter
contracts.

The proposed raise and enlargement of Shasta Dam and Reservoir will benefit water contractors
more than it does endangered fish, public trust values, or U.S. taxpayers. Please discontinue this
unwise project and take steps immediately to better operate the dam to benefit fish and the public
lands and sensitive ecosystems along the Sacramento River.

Thank vou.

Sincerely,

Kyri Freeman

Barstow, CA
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D-SUJA Duplicate of I-MOSS1
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Katrina Chow - Project Manager l_éj}.'ﬁﬂ v/ 5’ -
\US Bureau of Reclamation =t M .,._}
Planning Divisien, @3‘( e e e
2800 Cottage Way R *y

Sacramento, CA 95825-1893 _ E

September 14, 2013
Dear Bureau of Reclamation,

| am writing to express my concern over the proposal to raise the height of
Shasta Dam by 6.5-18.5 feel.

Although your draft feasibility study found such an undertaking would be
“technically and environmentally feasible," as well as “economically justifis,” this
project could require more than 1 billion in taxpayer funds and there is
significant evidence that runs contrary to your findings.

Briefly put: raising Shasta Dam would provide a small benefit at a gre cost.

If plans are approved to raise Shasta Dam by 18.5 feet, which BoR und to be
the most economical option, statewide water storage capacity wou'expand by
only 1.5%. The creation of 76.000 acre-feet of firm yield would adiess than
0.2% of agricultural and urban water use per year in California.

Dams don't create water — they merely capture j, " and snwmelt - and the firm
yield reliably produced on an annual basis defngs Oannual rainfall. The
hypothetical firm yield of water produced frory g §.5-foot raise ranges from
20,000 to 72,000 acre-feet. The hypothetica'  yield of the 18.5-foot raise is
71,000-146,000 acre-feet. In comparison, if  nars producing low-value alfalfa
were to conserve a mere five percent of the* ar they consume, it would save
nearly one million-acre feet of water. Conec  yi5n is @ much better alternative.

Another stated objective of raising the de ., 'increase survival of
anadromous fish populations in the upper Saigmento River.” Ironically, Shasta
Dam prevents Chinook salmon from reachingine cold-water streams where
these fish naturally breed. Funds would be besgr gpent puilding a fish ladder
around Shasta Dam.

An analysis conducted by Golden Gate Salmon Associan and the Natural

Resources Defense Council found that the target salmon >pulation put forth by

state and federal government is only at 20% of historic pcalations. Why not

invest instead in salman restoration, an alternative that we'd provide a long-term

solution that doesn’t exacerbate the problem it purports toslve? SCANNED

n.ig;iiii-:.mnn
| Project
| control bo. 1Ai3
{ Folder 1. FER
[ Date Input 2 Initials
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Beyond the negative economic and ecological effects of raising Shasta Dam,
please also consider the culturiil damage a higher dam would inflict,

The Winnemem Wintu Tribe, th2 same people who lost much of their traditional
homeland and many historic, caltural and sacred sites when Shasta Dam was
built in the 1930s and 40s, wot.ld see an additional 39 sacred sites flooded,
including Puberty Rock, a major ceremonial initiation site. A crucial aspect of the
tribe’s ability to practice their culture and religion would be lost,

laising Shasta Dam also viclates the McCloud River's designation as a federal
ild & Scenic River. So, not only would many Winnemem sacred sites be

foded and a Wild and Scenic River compromised, a variety of small businesses
an families would be displaced.

Who'ould really benefit from raising the dam? A report by the Environmental
Workig Group shows that California taxpayers subsidize $416 million a year in
water " agriculture that is conveyed to Central Valley farms and that “the largest
10 percit of the farms got 67 percent of the water.” These Central Valley water
purveyo. including Westlands Water District, can sell the subsidized water to
urban ares in southern California at a profit. The water might also facilitate
hydrocarbd fracking in the Monterey Shale region. These are not valid
justifications'r raising Shasta Dam.

Furthermore, raising Sha. 1a Dar's linked to the controversial proposal by
California Governor Jerry Brown  build two large tunnels under the Delta in
order to divert large amount of w f to corporate agricultural farms to the south,
not to the people who are paying®" the proposed project.

| urge you to carefully consiger t25€ high costs and minimal benefits of raising
Shasta Dam, and abandon the ppposal to raise the height of the dam.

Respectfully,
M CA-NJ (J! },ﬁ, -

st Jewa SE
e AqEle

C‘&L&L&MJ
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D-GARA Duplicate of I-GARA

Hrach Garabedian
542 Vista Cr,
Millbrac, Ca. 94030
- 9/25/2013
Ms. Katrina Chow, Project Manager
Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way, MP-720
Sacramento, Ca. 95825
Dear Ms. Chow,

This letter is in response to the Environmental Impact Statement regarding the raising of
the Shasta Dam. As a public citizen T am deeply concerned about the consequences that the
raising of the Shasta Dam will cause.

I am deeply concerned about the water quality. The statement states that the raising of
the Shasta Dam will improve water quality, however fails Lo provide any true evidence as to how
it would do so. Water quality is affected by natural runoft, agricultural return flows,
construction, logging, urbanization, and recreation. 1 don’t see how raising the Shasta Dam will
improve any of these factors to water quality in any way. In fact, the EIS contradicts itself when
it states that the surface waters quality in the Shasta is already considered good. The quality of
water in underground basins and water-bearing soils is also considered generally good
throughout most of Shasta County. Potential hazards to groundwater quality involve nitrates,
dissolved solids from agricultural practices, and septic tank failures. This leads me to ask again
how raising the Shasta Dam would make any beneflicial difference to the water quality.

| am also concerned about the livelihood of the Winnemem Winni tribe. The area in
question is considered sacred to them and they should be mvolved in the decision making
process. Although they are not a nationally recognized tribe, that does not mean they should have
been excluded from the EIS. As a human being we all need to respect one another. Some things
cannot be moved or aliered with. As human beings we cannot expect Lo force a group of people
to move their graveyards and their spiritual grounds, especially without consulting with them. |
think this was a terrible and disrespectful act 1o these people.

I have explained to you my reasons why the raising of the Shasta Dam should not
happen. The EIS contradicts itself by explaining how it will aim to improve water quality. and
then how water quality is already considered good in the Shasta County. The EIS also does not
include the Winnemem Wintu tribe. These are the occupants of the area and they should be
acknowledged.

Sincerely.

Hrach Garabedian
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D-GARCI Duplicate of I-GARCI

Jesus Goarcia
o6k s, 10" s
San dose, CACUSELD

Septenher 27" 201 2
M Rt Chewe Project Manage
Hurcau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Wan MP-TUI
Sacrmments, (4 93R01

Dhaar M, Ul

Fanm seriting this Tetter o speak for those without o voice. Afier discovering th
the federal government is ina process w raise the Shasta Dam upto 18,3 Teet in order o
acconmmkiate the grow ing demind for waner, [ decided o lend iy voice i tose than will
pay the nltimane costAveording to Americanrivers.org, only 0.2% of California’s wnnual
agricultural demand foe water will be metand the federal covernment is willing
untairks and unjustly destroy the Byes, homes, and culwral wind religious groeuds of
thausands ol people strrounding the dam.

Asu e Tong citizen o the Unied Sties of America | eannot believe that such
atrovities are being sanctioned at the Tocal. stae apd Federal Tevels, When the utier
extinction of an ancient people is notenly lossed a side but they are never fairly civen the
opporumity W previde aninput o e project. | ind mvsell sshamed of ms govemment

' the Shasta P is raised. as o axpaver Dwill qumaillingdvy pas ms part of the 1
Pillion-dallar price tag Tor this project, Vel after the build is finished, 1will have the
lusry of going womy Jocal churely for Sunday mass and then wil] return 1o my umtlterad
Bevme and will Tive my Tite as vsual. Bt For the people of the Winnemem Wimu Tribe,
ameng many vther places will have their spiriwal and cultarally vital Tocwions of places
ol healing, coming of g ad celebratory events ernsed forerver. These locations have
Beenn paast on from gencration o generation dating foeder back than owr mations ancestors
who histarically cume inand violenly ok them away. Now i the twenty st centun
and the age of technelo gy and sociological advancement ko ean it be that we are still
forcefutly silencing and oppressing America’s native people?

The Winpemen Wint are a federally unrecognized ke of whole hewred.
genuie g spiritually driven people that want nothing more bt than 1 five in peace
with the workd and the people around theme They have just as mueh rght, it noet more, w
a bite il o happiness and the protection of their livelihoods gs any other group ol
investors amd or eitizens. When the Shasta Dan was fiest built in 1937, 90%% o the riles
traditional kinds were flooded and the gosernment never paid the [ull compensation it
promised the tribe. Apart from stealing the sacred. spivitual and agricubiural Linds of the
tribe their staphe fuod and swhat defines then as o people was cut from their SVCICIN

As i culiure that is hased on the Chinook salmon and the e, Tood amd culiural
tmpartance itbrings. the Winnemem Winw have had their vers eore and identin cut off
and s 33 stors conerete wall that is 3460 feet thick keeps the Salmon from ever retirning
I, Raising the Shastr dwn will notonly he waste ol taxpavers valuable mones . il
will also drive an innocent tribe o extinetion,

ez S
ot {.___/__f_.- .

Sincerels. /

o

Jesus Gareia
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474 Final — December 2014



Duplicate DEIS Public Comments
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1913 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mall - shasta dam
CONNECT
shasta dam
Gary Klehr <klehrdesign@comcast.net> Wed, Sep 18, 2013 at 4:16 PM

To: BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov

Katrina Chow - Project Manager
US Bureau of Reclamation
Planning Division,

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825-1893

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,

| am writing to express my concern over the proposal to raise the height of Shasta
Dam by 6.5-18.5 feet.

Although your draft feasibility study found such an undertaking would be
*technically and environmentally feasible,” as well as “"economically justified,” this
project could require more than $1 billion in taxpayer funds and there is significant

evidence that runs contrary to your findings.

Briefly put: raising Shasta Dam would provide a small benefit at a great cost.

If plans are approved to raise Shasta Dam by 18.5 feet, which BoR found to be
the most economical option, statewide water storage capacity would expand by
only 1.5%. The creation of 76,000 acre-feet of firm yield would add less than 0.2%

hittoss il 0 ooale.corimall 31 L Pul= 2% ke o 251 o 168 ews ptdsaarche inbodihs 141335¢ 7 2c5abT e i3
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i3 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - shesta dam
of agricultural and urban water use per year in California.

Dams don't create water — they merely capture rain and snowmelt — and the firm
yield reliably produced on an annual basis depends on annual rainfall. The
hypothetical firm yield of water produced from the 6.5-foot raise ranges from
20,000 to 72,000 acre-feet. The hypothetical firm yield of the 18.5-foot raise is
71,000-146,000 acre-feet. In comparison, if farmers producing low-value alfalfa
were to conserve a mere five percent of the water they consume, it would save
nearly one million-acre feet of water. Conservation is a much better alternative.

Another stated objective of raising the dam is to “increase survival of anadromous
fish populations in the upper Sacramento River.” Ironically, Shasta Dam prevents
Chinook salmon from reaching the cold-water streams where these fish naturally
breed. Funds would be better spent building a fish ladder around Shasta Dam.

An analysis conducted by Golden Gate Salmon Association and the Natural
Resources Defense Council found that the target salmon population put forth by
state and federal government is only at 20% of historic populations. Why not
invest instead in salmon restoration, an alternative that would provide a long-term
solution that doesn't exacerbate the problem it purports to solve?

Beyond the negative economic and ecological effects of raising Shasta Dam,
please also consider the cultural damage a higher dam would inflict.

The Winnemem Wintu Tribe, the same people who lost much of their traditional
homeland and many historic, cultural and sacred sites when Shasta Dam was built
in the 1930s and 40s, would see an additional 39 sacred sites flooded, including
Puberty Rock, a major ceremonial initiation site. A crucial aspect of the tribe’s
ability to practice their culture and religion would be lost.

Raising Shasta Dam also violates the McCloud River's designation as a federal

it frrmil A b ermdrsi U 2000 = 2Rike o PhafiS o1 B e otSsearchs | nboodbh= 1413050 T2c5abT e
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Wild & Scenic River. So, not only would many Winnemem sacred sites be flooded
and a Wild and Scenic River compromised, a variety of small businesses and
families would be displaced.

Who would really benefit from raising the dam? A report by the Environmental
Working Group shows that California taxpayers subsidize $416 million a year in
water for agriculture that is conveyed to Central Valley farms and that “the largest
10 percent of the farms got 67 percent of the water.” These Central Valley water
purveyors, including Westlands Water District, can sell the subsidized water to
urban areas in southern California at a profit. The water might also facilitate
hydrocarbon fracking in the Monterey Shale region. These are not valid
justifications for raising Shasta Dam.

Furthermore, raising Shasta Dam is linked to the controversial proposal by
California Governor Jerry Brown to build two large tunnels under the Delta in
order to divert large amount of water to corporate agricultural farms to the south,
not to the people who are paying for the proposed project.

| urge you to carefully consider these high costs and minimal benefits of raising
Shasta Dam, and abandon the proposal to raise the height of the dam.

Respectfully,

Gary Klehr
Mill Valley, California
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D-GIES Duplicate of I-MOSS1

SHEM3 DEFARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Mo raising of Shasta Dam comments

BISOn
CONNECT

No raising of Shasta Dam comments

Erika Giesen <giesen@jeffnet.org> Wed, Sep 18, 2013 at 8:48 AM
To: BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov

Katrina Chow - Project Manager
US Bureau of Reclamation
Planning Division,

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825-1893

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,

| am writing to express my concern over the proposal to raise the height of Shasta
Dam by 6.5-18.5 feet.

Although your draft feasibility study found such an undertaking would be
“technically and environmentally feasible,” as well as “economically justified,” this
project could require more than $1 billion in taxpayer funds and there is significant
evidence that runs contrary to your findings.

Briefly put: raising Shasta Dam would provide a small benefit at a great cost.

If plans are approved to raise Shasta Dam by 18.5 feet, which BoR found to be
the most economical option, statewide water storage capacity would expand by
only 1.5%. The creation of 76,000 acre-feet of firm yield would add less than 0.2%
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a3 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Mo raising of Shasta Dam comments
of agricultural and urban water use per year in California.

Dams don't create water — they merely capture rain and snowmelt — and the firm
yield reliably produced on an annual basis depends on annual rainfall. The
hypothetical firm yield of water produced from the 6.5-foot raise ranges from
20,000 to 72,000 acre-feet. The hypothetical firm yield of the 18.5-foot raise is
71,000-146,000 acre-feet. In comparison, if farmers producing low-value alfalfa
were to conserve a mere five percent of the water they consume, it would save
nearly one million-acre feet of water. Conservation is a much better alternative.

Another stated objective of raising the dam is to "increase survival of anadromous
fish populations in the upper Sacramento River.” Ironically, Shasta Dam prevents
Chinook salmon from reaching the cold-water streams where these fish naturally
breed. Funds would be better spent building a fish ladder around Shasta Dam.

An analysis conducted by Golden Gate Salmon Association and the Natural
Resources Defense Council found that the target salmon population put forth by
state and federal government is only at 20% of historic populations. Why not
invest instead in salmon restoration, an alternative that would provide a long-term
solution that doesn't exacerbate the problem it purports to solve?

Beyond the negative economic and ecological effects of raising Shasta Dam,
please also consider the cultural damage a higher dam would inflict.

The Winnemem Wintu Tribe, the same people who lost much of their traditional
homeland and many historic, cultural and sacred sites when Shasta Dam was built
in the 1930s and 40s, would see an additional 39 sacred sites flooded, including
Puberty Rock, a major ceremonial initiation site. A crucial aspect of the tribe's
ability to practice their culture and religion would be lost.

Raising Shasta Dam also violates the McCloud River's designation as a federal
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Wild & Scenic River. So, not only would many Winnemem sacred sites be flooded
and a Wild and Scenic River compromised, a variety of small businesses and
families would be displaced.

Who would really benefit from raising the dam? A report by the Environmental
Working Group shows that California taxpayers subsidize $416 million a year in
water for agriculture that is conveyed to Central Valley farms and that “the largest
10 percent of the farms got 67 percent of the water.” These Central Valley water
purveyors, including Westlands Water District, can sell the subsidized water to
urban areas in southern California at a profit. The water might also facilitate
hydrocarbon fracking in the Monterey Shale region. These are not valid
justifications for raising Shasta Dam.

Furthermore, raising Shasta Dam is linked to the controversial proposal by
California Governor Jerry Brown to build two large tunnels under the Delta in
order to divert large amount of water to corporate agricultural farms to the south,
not to the people who are paying for the proposed project.

| urge you to carefully consider these high costs and minimal benefits of raising
Shasta Dam, and abandon the proposal to raise the height of the dam.

Respectfully,

Erika Giesen

113 Gangnes Drive

Talent, OR 97540
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D-GOGG Duplicate of I-TOSS

] DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Maill - Please donol raise Shasta Dam GOGG
NSO
CONNECT.

Please do not raise Shasta Dam

Alan Goggins <aggoggins@sbcglobal.net> Thu, Sep 26, 2013 at 8:11 AM
Reply-To: Alan Goggins <goggins@cal.berkeley.edu>
To: "BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov" <BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov>

Ms. Katring Chow

SLWRI Project Manager

Bureau of Reclamation Planning Division
2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825-15893

Fax: (916) 975-5094

Email: BOR-MPR-SLWRgushy. gov

Dear Ms. Chow.

Thank you for soliciting public comments in response to the Bureau's proposed raise and enlargement
of the Shasta Dam and Reservoir.

1 oppose raising the dam and enlarging the reservair, primarily because the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service says that the propesal will have “negligible benefits " for threatened and endangered salmon
and steelhead in the Sacramento River.

In addition, enlarging the reservoir will harn thousands of acres of public land managed for outdoor
recreation and for wildiife habitat. The enlarged reservoir will drown segments of the MeCloud and
upper Sacramento Rivers identified by the U.S. Forest Service as eligible for National Wild & Scenic
Rivers, Further, the enlargement will violate state law requiring the protection of the McCloud's free
flowing character and extraordinary wild trour values.

am also concerned that enlarging the reservoir will further modify flows downstream in the
Sacramento River, to the detriment of river's riparian and aguaiic habitats and the many threatened
and endangered fish and wildlife species that depend on these habitats. These flow modifications will
adversely affect a segment of the Sacramento River upstream of Red Bluff identified by the BLM as
eligible for Wild & Scenic protection and that has been proposed for National Recreation Area
designation in previous sessions of Congress. It will also harm the Sacramento River National
Wildlife Refuge and State Wildlife Areas along the river between Red Bluff and Colusa. The dam raise
will increase the risk of endangered fish being killed by state and federal water diversions in the
Sacramento-San Joaguin Delta.

The expanded reservoir will destroy and degrade habitat for several sensitive, threatened, and
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endangered plants and animals, including the Shasta salamander. In addition, the dam raise will
require the expensive removal or relocation of dozens of bridges, roads, and other structures, and
will likely cost taxpayers more than billion dollars. It will also drown the remaining homeland of
Winnemen Wintu Tribe, including traditional cultural sites on the McCloud River still in use today.

To truly benefit fish and ather wildlife in and along the Sacramento River, the Bureau should adopr a
“no-dam raise” alternative that restores salmon spawning and rearing habitat, improves fish
passage, increases minimum flows, screens existing water diversions, and modifies the current
operation of the reservoir to increase cold water storage for fisheries, as recommended by the U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service. Of course, this would require the Bureau to modify existing water
contracts.

The proposed raise and enlargement of Shasta Dam and Reservair will benefit water contractors
more than it does endangered fish, public trust values, or U.S. taxpayers. Please discontinue this
unwise project and take steps immediately to better operate the dam to benefit fish and the public
lands and sensitive ecosystems along the Sacramento River.

Thank vou.
Sincerelv,
Alan G Goggins

18456 Vernon Court
Castro Valley, CA 94546-2230
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D-GOWAN Duplicate of I-TOSS

10724113 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Against the Dam GOWAN

Jeffrey Gowan <jeffgowan@gmail.com> Sun, Sep 29, 2013 at 10:55 AM
To: BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov

Ms. Katrina Chow

SLWRI Project Manager

Bureau of Reclamation Planning Division
2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825-1893

Fax: (916) 978-5094

Email: BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov

Dear Ms. Chow:

Thank you for soliciting public comments in response to the Bureau's proposed raise and
enlargement of the Shasta Dam and Resenvoir.

| oppose raising the dam and enlarging the reservoir, primarily because the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service says that the proposal will have “negligible benefits” for threatened and
hitrs-iimail nnoale comimail B4 W i= 28k c?haf5 1 IR swsntd inhmdtiih=141faaBa3004R 158 dant=1
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24M3

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Against the Dam
aendangered salmon and steelhead in the Sacramento River.

In addition, enlarging the reservair will harm thousands of acres of public land managed for
outdoor recreation and for wildiife habitat. The enlarged resenvoir will drown segments of the
MeCloud and upper Sacramento Rivers identified by the U.5. Forest Senice as efigible for
National Wild & Scenic Rivers. Further, the enlargement will violate state law requiring the
protection of the McCloud's free flowing character and extracrdinary wild frout values.

| am also concemed that enlarging the resenoir will further modify flows downstream in the
Sacramento River, to the detiment of rvers dparan and aquatic habitats and the many
threatened and endangered fish and wildlife species that depend on these habitats. These
flow modifications will adversely affect & segment of the Sacramento River upstream of Red
Biluff identified by the BLM as eligible for Wild & Scenic profection and that has been
proposed for National Recreation Area designation in previous sessions of Congress. It will
also ham the Sacramenio River National Witdlife Refuge and State Wildlife Areas along the
river between Red Bluff and Colusa. The dam raise will increase the risk of endangered fish
being killed by stale and federal waler diversions in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.

The expanded resenvair will destroy and degrade habitat for several sensitive, threatened, and
endangered plants and animals, including the Shasta salamander. In addition, the dam ralse
will require the expensive removal or refocation of dozens of bridges, roads, and other
structures, and will lik ely cost taxpayers more than billion doflars, it will also drown the
remaining homeland of Winnemen Wintu Tribe, including traditional cultural sites on the
McCloud River still in use today.

To indy benefit fish and other wildlife in and along the Sacramenta River, the Bureau should
adopt a ‘no-dam raise” alfernative that restores salmon spawning and rearng habitat,
improves fish passage, Increases minimum flows, screens axisting waler diversions, and
maodifies the current operation of the resenvoir fo increase cold water storage for fisheries, as
recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Of course, this would require the Bureau
to modify existing wafer contracts.

The proposed raise and enlargement of Shasta Dam and Reservoir will benefit water
coniractors more than it does endangered fish, public trust values, or U.S. laxpayers. Please
discontinue this unwise profect and take steps immediately to befter operate the dam to
benefit fish and the public lands and sensifive ecosysiems along the Sacramento River.

Sincensly-
Jeff Gowan

Jeffrey Gowan
jeflgowan@amail.com

415-218-6661
www. linkedin.com/in/jeffgowan/
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D-GOWA Duplicate of I-TOSS

12413 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Against the Dam GOWA

Against the Dam

Jnana Gowan <powerhed@gmail.com=> Sun, Sep 29, 2013 at 10.06 AM
To: BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov

Ms. Katrina Chow

SLWR! Project Manager

Bureau of Reclamation Planning Division
2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825-1893

Fax: (916) 978-5094

Email: BOR-MPR-5LWRI@usbr.gov

Deaar Ms. Chow

Thank you for saliciting public comments in response fo the Bureau's proposed raise and
enlargement of the Shasta Dam and Reservoir.

| oppose raising the dam and enlarging the resenvoir, primanly because the U.S. Fish and
Wildiife Sendce says that the proposal will have “negligible benefits” far threatened and
endangered salmon and steelhead in the Sacramento River.

In addition, enlarging the reservoir will ham thousands of acres of public land managed for
outdoor recreation and for wildlife habitat. The enlarged reservoir will drown segments of the
MeCloud and upper Sacramento Rivers identified by the U.S. Forest Senvice as eligible for
National Wild & Scenic Rivers. Further, the enlargement will violate state law requining the
protection of the McCloud’s free flowing character and extraordinary wild frout values.

| am also concerned that erlanging the reservoir will further modify flows downstream in the
Sacramento River, to the detriment of nivers rparan and aquatic habitats and the many
threafened and endangered fish and wildlife species that depend on these habitats. These
flow modifications will adversely affect a segment of the Sacramento River upstream of Red
Bluff identified by the BLM as eligible for Wild & Scenic protection and that has been
proposed for National Recreation Area designation in previous sessions of Congress. It will
also harm the Sacramento River National Wildlife Refuge and State Wildlife Areas along the
river between Red Bluff and Colusa. The dam raise will Increase the risk of endangered fish
being killed by state and federal water diversions in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.
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The expanded resenvoir will destroy and degrade habitat for several sensitive, threatened, and
endangered plants and animals, including the Shasta salamander. In addition, the dam raise
will require the expensive removal or relocation of dozens of bridges, roads, and other
struclures, and will ikely cost taxpayers more than billion doflars. It will also drown the
remaining homeland of Winnemen Wintu Tribe, including traditional cultural sites on the
McCloud River still in use today.

To truly benefit fish and other wildiife in and along the Sacramento River, the Bursau should
adopt a “no-dam raise” altemative that restores salmon spawning and rearing habitat,
improves fish passage, increases minimum flows, screens existing water diversions, and
maodifies the curment operation of the reservoir to increase cold waler storage for fisheres, as
recommended by the U5, Fish and Wildlife Service. OF course, this would reguine the Bureau
to modify existing water contracts.

The proposed raise and erfargement of Shasta Dam and Resenvoir will benefit walter
contractors more than it does endangered fish, public trust values, or U.S. taxpayers. Please
discontinue this unwise project and take steps immediately to better operate the dam fo
benefit fish and the public lands and sensitive ecosystems afong the Sacramento River.

Sincerefy-
Jnana Gowan
Director, Powsrhouse Education LLC
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D-GREE Duplicate of I-MOSS1

22013 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mall - project 1o raise ihe helght of Shasia Diam GREE
BESOH
CONNECT

project to raise the height of Shasta Dam

Sue Green <sgreen@credomobile.com> Wed, Sep 18, 2013 at 11:14 AM
To: "BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov" <BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov>

Katrina Chow - Project Manager
US Bureau of Reclamation
Planning Division,

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825-1893

Dear Bureau of Reclamation,
| am writing to ask you to veto the proposal to raise the height of Shasta Dam by 6.5-18.5 feet.

Although your draft feasibility study found such an undertaking would be “technically and
emvironmentally feasible,” as well as "economically justified,” this project could require more
than $1 billion in taxpayer funds and there is significant evidence that runs contrary to your
findings.

Briefly put: raising Shasta Dam would provide a small benefit at a great cost.

i plans are approved to raise Shasta Dam by 18.5 feet, the additional water captured would
add less than 0.2% of agricultural and urban water use per year in California. In comparison, if
farmers producing low-value alfalfa were to conserve a mere five percent of the water they
consume, it would save far more. Conservation is a much better altemnative.

Another stated objective of raising the dam is to “increase sunvival of anadromous fish
populations in the upper Sacramento River." Ironically, Shasta Dam prevents Chinook salmon
from reaching the cold-water streams where these fish naturally breed. Funds would be better
spent building a fish ladder around Shasta Dam.

An analysis conducted by Golden Gate Salmon Association and the Natural Resources
Defense Council found that the target salmon population put forth by state and federal
government is only at 20% of historic populations. Why not invest instead in salmon restoration,
an altemative that would provide a long-term solution that doesn't exacerbate the problem it
purports to solve?

Beyond the negative economic and ecological effects of raising Shasta Dam, please also
consider the cultural damage a higher dam would inflict.

The Winnemem Wintu Tribe, the same people who lost much of their fraditional homeland and
many historic, cultural and sacred sites when Shasta Dam was built in the 1930s and 40s,
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would see an additional 39 sacred sites flooded, including Puberty Rock, a major ceremonial
initiation site. A crucial aspect of the tribe’'s ability to practice their culture and religion would be
lost.

Raising Shasta Dam also violates the McCloud River's designation as a federal Wild & Scenic
River. So, not only would many Winnemem sacred sites be flooded and a Wild and Scenic
River compromised, a variety of small businesses and families would be displaced.

Who would really benefit from raising the dam? A report by the Emvironmental Working Group
shows that Califormia taxpayers subsidize $416 million a year in water for agriculture that is
conveyed to Central Valley farms and that “the largest 10 percent of the farms got 67 percent of
the water.” These Central Valley water purveyors, including Westlands Water District, can sell
the subsidized water to urban areas in southem California at a profit. The water might also
facilitate hydrocarbon fracking in the Monterey Shale region. These are not valid justifications
for raising Shasta Dam.

Furthermore, raising Shasta Dam is linked to the controversial proposal by California Governor
Jerry Brown to build two large tunnels under the Delta in order to divert large amount of water to
corporate agricultural farms to the south, not to the people who are paying for the proposed
project.

| urge you to carefully consider these high costs and minimal benefits of raising Shasta Dam,
and abandon the proposal to raise the height of the dam.

Respectfully,

Susan Green
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D-TSAS2 Duplicate of I-TSAS2
From: David Grey <tsasdi(@snowcrest.net>
Date: July 18, 2013, 7:41:19 AM PDT
To: <kchow(@usbr.gov>, <bor-mpr-slwin@usbr.gov>
Subject: Writen comment for Public Review and Comment Period

July 18, 2013
Good Morning Katrina,

Thank you for help and assistance Tuesday evening; | greatly appreciated your directing me to
the person who was able to answer my question regarding dyke construction.

Enclosed is an OpEd article that | have written and submitted to the Record Searchlight. Per the
EIS proposal, the relocation of permitted businesses on the lake will be relocated whereas this
option is not provided for businesses located on private property around the lake. Since private
property businesses will not be relocated this action effectively removes private businesses from
being present on Shasta Lake. The effects of this action needs to be addressed in the public
review and comments in the Final EIS which will be retained in the SLWRI Record. The
elimination of private businesses on Shasta Lake reduces competition between government
approved operations and private business operations. The public is restricted in choice and
alternatives on one of the largest lakes in California. Employment opportunities are reduced and
the taxes paid to Shasta County in terms of TOT taxes and property taxes are decimated (house
boat companies and camp grounds on federal land do not pay TOT taxes and property taxes to
the county). In addition in the Lakehead area of the lake, restaurants, bars, and the grocery store
would be dramatically affected financially which will likely lead to their demise.

Sincerely,

David Grey
Owner, Tsasdi Resort
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IT IS DIFFICULT TO CHANGE

Whenever we are facing change, we prefer to have choices in the direction that change
is occurring. Allow me to put in perspective some of the change our community will be
confronting as we come to terms with the raising of Shasta Dam.

This OpEd is written from the perspective as a business owner on Shasta Lake. It is my
position that the raising of Shasta Dam to increase water storage can be good for our
community as well as to benefit all of California. At the present time when the lake is
full our lake has a little less than 400 miles circumference to it and as a comparison this
is about four times the circumference of Lake Tahoe. During the last years for the most
part the forest service and the business community on the lake have worked in
partnership with each other. We have appreciated each other’s concerns and have tried
to make decisions that would be best to preserve the specialness of this lake as well as
supporting business opportunities around the lake.

As some of you may recall in 2007 there were several issues that immerged when the
raising of the lake was once again being discussed as part of the updating of the Bureau
of Reclamation’s Feasibility Report. One significant issue that the forest service
proposed was their desire to absorb an additional 50 vertical feet above the high water
mark when the dam was raised or 300 horizontal feet whichever more was. At that
time Congressman Wally Herger initiated contact with Sharon Heywood, Forest
Supervisor having her state the legal justification they were operating from to confiscate
private property around the lake. It appeared after this confrontation this matter faded
and unfortunately it remains as an ambiguous option in the current Environmental
Impact Statement (June 2013).

In the current Feasibility Report there are charts in the report that directly addresses
whatever private properties may be taken and the value of these reimbursements’.
There is a value placed on improved land vs. unimproved land etc. Businesses that are
currently located on forest service property and have permits to operate will be
relocated to another area on the lake. What is being proposed is that private business
will be “bought out” and eliminated and “permitted businesses” will be relocated and by
necessity combined around the lake. One interesting question is why should permitted
businesses around the lake be relocated while private property be eliminated? Many of
the affected business properties are located on the Sacramento arm of the lake in the
area of Lakehead. There are campgrounds, marinas, and resorts with cabins that will be
affected.

490 Final — December 2014



Duplicate DEIS Public Comments

Historically most of the businesses around the lake were established in the early 1950's.
The business community on the lake works fairly well together. We in some ways are in
competition with each other, but what permeates this community is that when we all
work together we can all become more successful. What we all have in common is the
lake and by working together we can attract more guests to visit the lake. All of us have
stories of families coming to the lake renting the same cabin or the same campsite, or
the familiar house boat year after year. At Tsasdi Resort we have families renting the
same cabin for 35 consecutive years three generations. Many of the guests have been
staying with us for the last ten to twenty years. Usually during the summer we are
booked a year in advance from Saturday to Saturday. All of the businesses on the lake
are primarily seasonal which creates a business with an interesting life style. We are
small businesses that carter to the needs of families. We all enjoy the lake and want to
share this jewel of Northern California with others. We all have invested our financial
returns in improving our properties and have been committed to make our lake a
setting that people want to visit.

To be more specific there are two resorts that only have cabins and boat docks on the
lake located on private property; Sugarloaf Cottage Resort and Tsasdi Resort. Both of
these resorts have been in continuous business for over sixty years. Over the last ten
years our two resorts have contributed over a $1,000,000 in direct tax revenue to Shasta
County. Between our two resorts during this same period we have provided lodging for
over 60,000 people who have then spent money supporting the businesses in Lakehead,
spent money in the various marinas on the lake, as well as spending money in Redding’s
gas stations, Costco, restaurants, movie theaters, Sun Dial Bridge, Shasta Lake Caverns
etc. We also sponsor two fishing tournaments each year that have drawn over 3200
fishermen to the lake during the last ten years. As evident from the above our two small
resort businesses have made a sizeable contribution to Shasta County and our
community.

Change is inevitable and something that can be exciting in which to participate. The
change that the business community around the lake is facing is coming to terms with
eliminating private land and the businesses located on them and then the relocating and
consolidating existing camp grounds and marinas that are located on forest service
properties. Historically we have provided services to families that have come to visit us
over generations. How much control do we want to give government to dictate what
they want for our lake? Should government pick which businesses to survive the raising
of the lake? Another troubling question is do we want to have the private businesses
and private property effectively removed from the shores of Shasta Lake?
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D-GUER Duplicate of I-GUER

Daniel Guerrero

1429 Castro St

San Francisco, CA 94114
September, 27, 2013

Ms. Katrina Chow, Project Manager
Bureau of Reclamation

2800 Cottage Way, MP-720
Sacramento, CA95825-1893

RE: This is a letter in support of the Winnemem Wintu Tribe’s
Comments on the Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation Draft
Feasibility Report

To whom it may concern,

Taken directly from the DEIS

*This DIFIS evaluates the potential environmental effects of alternative plans
1o enlarge Shasta Dam and Reservoir to (1) increase anadromous fish
survival in the upper Sacramento River, primarily upstream from Red BlulT
Pumping Plant, (2) increase water supplies and water supply reliahility for
agricultural. municipal and industrial, and environmental purposes. and (3)
address related water resource problems, needs, and opportunities. In
addition o the No-Action Alternative, this DEIS considers [Tve action
alternatives, which include potential dam raises ranging from 6.5 to 18.5 feet
and related reservoir enlargements ranging from 236,000 to 634.000 acre
feet. (Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation Environmental hmpact
Statement, 2013.)

While it is true that the DEIS outlines the alternative to protect the survival
of the anadromous fish species that thrive in the McCloud and Sacramento
Rivers through the decrease of temperature, it does not thoroughly account
where the decrease and Now of cool water will be placed and how elfective
it would be considering the natural habitat has been sustaining these fish for

492 Final — December 2014



Duplicate DEIS Public Comments

some yvears now. The Upper Sacramento River is the only place specitied by
the report that will be “cooled” by the dam during critical periods that might
affect these fish. but what if other areas of the McCloud and Sacramento
River flood? This can potentially change its temperature, which will alter the
current living conditions that are naturally occurring for the Chinook Salmon
whom are already endangered according to the Federal Endangered Species
Act. Not only will the raising of the dam affect these fish, but will also attect
ALL of the fish, plants. and animals that live naturally in these arcas. The
dam will flood parts of the National FForest that are home 1o plants, and
animals such as the Shasta salamander. Flooding these areas will kill and
drown these natural indigenous plants and amphibians, as well as endanger
the trout that thrive in these rivers. This in my opinion is a serious threat to
the surrounding wildlite that currently thrive in the area. The dam claims.
the rsing will weigh out the benefits over the negatives, But what exacth
are these benefits? The benefits claimed in the draft EIS. seems 1o be in
favor of already existing conditions. These include increased flood
protection, providing additional hydropower supplies, and improving water
quality in the Sacramento River and the Delta.

“The LS. Fish and Wildlile Service, in an official coordination report
required by federal law, says that raising the dam will provide “negligible™
benefits to salmon and that 90% of the time there will be no benefits to fish
atall, which makes the dam raise an expensive and ineffective solution for
the Sacramento River's endangered fisheries.”

Furthermore, the second main goal for the raising of the Shasta Dam is to
increase water supplies and distribute water for the benefit ot agricultural,
economical. and environmental purposes.

“The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) 2009 Californiu
Weater Plan Updare concludes that California is facing one of the most
significant water crises in its history: drought impacts are growing,
ceosyslems are declining., water quality is diminishing, and climate change is
altecting statewide hydrology. Challenges are greatest during drought years.
when water supplies are less available {Shasta Lake Water Resources
[nvestigation Environmental Impact Statement, 2013.)7

This is a dramatic statement that only states an “if” scenario. Eeosystems are
declining. but not in this area of natural wildlite. The ccosystem has
sustained itsell near the Shasta Dam, and an altering of the wildlite habitat
surrounding the dam by raising the dam and allowing the waters to flood
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areas of natural wildlite, would decline the ecosystem currently thriving
there. The water that would be taken from the Delta and sold 1o companies
in the San Joaquin Valley could also be obained through difterent methods
of “reeyeling™, The “extra™ water that would be added by raising the dam
would not have any atfeet for the surounding arcas. 1he water would be
exported to companies that are payving cood money to receive this water for
the continuation of their large corporate Tanns,

FFurthermore. According to Dan Bacher, at a public hearing at the holiday
inn for raising the dam in Redding, CA on July 16, 2013, the vast majority
of people. ranging from Winnemum Wintu Tribe members to local business
owners, and residents oppose the raising of the dam.

When one woman in the crowd asked for a show of hands of those who
oppose the dam raise and those who support it, the overwheliming majority
ol the 250 people in the audience raised their hands in opposition. Only a
small number of hands went up in support of the controversial plan. In
response to a question about the relation between the plan 1o build the
peripheral winnels and the dam raise proposal, the public found “no
relationship between the dam raise study and the Bay Delta Conservation
Plan.”

However, everybody who has studied the issue knows that there is a clear
relationship between the two projects because one is contingent upon the
other. The dam is being raised to provide increased water (o corporate
agribusiness and oil companies that will be shipped south through the
tunnels. Clearly the proposal to raise the dam is a selfish one. only in support
of profit. To disregard the natural lively values of the Winnemum Wintu
Tribe, to disrupt the natural occurrences of wildlife and threatening their
habitat, and to only gain vast amounts of profit from the dam are the
majority of the opinions held by the public, including myself. In a strong
sentiment, f am deeply opposed o raising the dam.

Sincerelv,

Dﬂl'lll.cl. GLICI‘I‘CI'O
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D-GURR Duplicate of I-GURR

. LT

BISOM
CONNECT

Shasta Lake Public Comment

Rick <cloveralarm@comcast.net> Wed, Sep 4, 2013 at 7:42 PM
To: bor-mpr-slwri@usbr.gov
Cc: Teresa Telles <sugarloafhomes@gmail.com>

Name: Richard F. and Laurie L. Gurries
Address: 19816 Shore Drive, Lakehead, CA 96051
email: cloveralarm@comeast.nct

Attn: Katrina Chow

Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700
Sacramento, CA 95825

RE: Impact on Shore Drive residences with the raising of Shasta Lake

It would be our recommendation in regards to the 18.5 ft proposed elevation
change to construct a simple retaining wall along Shore Drive to protect the
private property from the wave action at high water mark. This would be a much
less costly endeavor rather than purchasing all of the properties along Shore
Drive. This looks to be a much more sensible use of public money and would
cure all problems for the involved homeowners along Shore Drive. The 18.5 ft.
elevation brings the high water mark to the edge of the street so all we need is a
small retaining wall to protect our street and properties from the wave action.

Best Regards,

Richard F. Gurries and Laurie L. Gurries
422 N. Foothill Blvd.

Cloverdale, CA 95425

cell (707) 484-0095
home (707) 894-3765
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D-SMR Duplicate of I-SMR

SHASTA MARINA RESORT - 18390 O'Brien Inlet Rd. Lakehead, Ca. 96051 ' e e e v

September 19, 2013

Ms. Katrina Chow, Project Manager
Bureau of Reclamation

Planning Division

2800 Cottage Way,

Sacramento, Ca 95825-1893

Dear Ms. Chow,

We are writing this letter in response to the Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation (SLWRI) Draft
Enx‘imnmental Impact Statement (DEIS), that was released by the Bureau of Reclamation(BOR) on June
28", 2013.

The DEIS states that all of Shasta Marina’s buildings, parking areas, and access roads will be affected
at the new Full Pool Elevation of the CP3. The map that was provided to us” Plate 39: Recreation Site
Status”, indicates that Shasta Marina's site is to be abandoned.

We are very troubled to see that the plan for our location is to be abandoned, and that Shasta Marina
has an “X" on the map. Indicating that no plans will be made to relocate our marina. What does this

mean? And how was this alternative reached without consulting us? And why, when all other facilities
will be affected by the raising of the dam, are we to be abandoned and the others to be relocated?

We are a sound and profitable business on the lake and provide employment opportunities that pull up
our local economy. We have owned and operated Shasta Marina since June 1, 1996, and have invested

18 years and millions of dollars in an effort to build this marina to insure our future. The numbers are
as follows:

« We have managed to transform Shasta Marina from a small rundown mismanaged operation,
grossing 5600,000 per year to a thriving, state of the art facility, with some of the most
luxurious rental houseboats in the country. Today, we gross five to six times what our
predecessors have done in the past.

= We host over 600 trips per year and rent 135 moorage spaces, bringing over 12,000 people a
year to the lake.

* We have 12 full time employees, & have been with us for over 10 years and the rest for more
than 3 years. Our employees are home owners and have families. During the summer we
employ additional 8-10 employees. Our pay scale has always been above average from entry
positions to executive positions and we have always paid 100% of our full time employee’s
health insurance.

« Each year we invest over a million dollars in our local economy for services and supplies to
support our operation.

We offer superior customer service and provide a quality experience on Shasta Lake for the public.

The shallow conditions of the 0'Brien Inlet have presented us with challenges during our time here, but
we have dealt with them and the area offers advantages that make it worth the efforts. We move our
marina each year as the water level changes. Consequently we have put most of our improvements into
floating assets and made sure that necessary functions can be performed in high or low water
conditions. We have anchor systems at 3 different elevations which enable us to disconnect, move and
reconnect all docks with boats attached, all in one day.

We are ready and able to be relocated to a higher elevation here on the 0'Brien Inlet or to another
lacation on the lake,

Our land items are definitely expendable and our water based assets are movable. ~ i
assitcation ENV-C. o0 1
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Befare ruling that Shasta Marina is to be abandoned we believe there are many options to investigate
that would allow us to remain on the O'Brien Inlet or be relocated to another site. For example:

+ There is an abandoned campground at Shasta Marina with a higher elevation that could work.

* There are private properties that could be purchased that could work.

* We could stay in deep water and build a road to the deep water position. There are existing
roads on the south side of the O'Brien Inlet that could take us out to deep water.

* We could be relocated to the deep water location at Turntable Bay.

* We could be relocated to the deep water location at Water's Gulch.

The DEIS states that there is a greater demand for water-oriented recreation and that the recreation
resources have become static, and that existing marinas have seasonal capacity problems.

S0, why have some marinas been allowed to operate while holding a number of unused houseboat
allocations? These same marinas have not updated their products in decades. We are the exception.
We utilize every one of our houseboat allocations and we are normally 100% full on our moorage docks.
We have the latest models in houseboats with all the amenities that the public wants. Our docks are
the most modern and aesthetically pleasing on the lake. So, why would we be chosen to be
eliminated? And how is eliminating 3 marinas going to answer the need for more recreation
oppartunities?

Reducing the number of marinas will not only leave parts of the lake without services to boaters but
will also reduce the diverse choices of recreation for the public.

Traditions are made here for families that come each year. We have provided the type of vacation
that these people want to remember and redo, year after year. We truly have something special to
offer. Some of our moorage customers have been here longer than us. Peaple love this inlet and the
Sacramento River and choose this to be their place to come to relax for as many weekends as they can
get away from busy lives.

On a personal note we are ages 65 and 63 and planning retirement. We have always planned on turning
our business over to our daughter Cynthia Teichera and her hushand Michael Teichera. They have been
with us since day One (June 1, 1996), and invested 18 years of their lives in this business with us. Now
the prospect of raising the dam and whether or not we will be in business has left us uncertain of our
future and of our family's future. With an “X" for abandonment, on our site in your new map we are
not sure what will happen. You have eliminated any and all possibilities that could be our retirement.
To sell our business without a future would be impossible, If we can't stay then who would buy us and
how much would they give us for our assets, knowing that we are being “eliminated.”

We are prepared to make any change necessary to be able to continue on the O°Brien Inlet; however
we are open to any other relocation that enables us to continue to keep our doors apen.

Sincerely, m
e .

John and Anna Harkrader
Owners, Shasta Marina Resort
18390 O'Brien Inlet Rd.
Lakehead, CA 96051

530 238-2284
anna@shastalake.net
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CC: Congressman Doug LaMalfa
2885 Churn Creek Rd. Suite C
Redding, CA. 96002

Semator Diane Feinstein
One Post Street Suite 2450
San Francisco, Ca. 94104

Senator Barbara Boxer
312 N. Spring 5t. #1748
Las Angeles, Ca. 90012

Secretary Sally Jewel
Department of The Interior
1849 C, Street N.W.
Washington DC 20240

Michael L. Connor
Commissioner

Bureau of Reclamation

1849 C. Street N.W.
Washington DC 20240-0001

David Murillo

Regional Director

Mid Pacific Region

Federal Office Building

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, Ca. 95825-1898

Brian Person

Area Manager

MNorthern California Area Office
16349 Shasta Dam Blvd,
Shasta Lake, Ca. 96019-8400
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D-HART Duplicate of I-TOSS

azen3 DEFARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mal - pleage support a "no dam raise”
HART
CONNECT
please support a "'no dam raise"
Mary Harte <melharte@yahoo.com> Thu, Sep 26, 2013 at 8:03 AM

Reply-To: Mary Harte <melharte@yahoo.com>
To: "BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov" <BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov>

Ms. Katring Chow

SLWRI Project Manager

Bureau of Reclamation Planning Division
2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825-1893

Fax: (916) 978-5094

Email: BOR-MPR-SLWRI@ushr. gov

Dear Ms. Chow:

Thank you for soliciting public comments in vesponse to the Bureau's proposed raise and enlargement
of the Shasta Dam and Reservoir,

I oppose raising the dam and enlarging the veservoir, primarily because the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service says that the proposal will have “negligible benefits” for threatened and endangered salmon
and steelhead in the Sacramento River.

In addition, enlarging the reservoir will harm thousands of acres of public land managed for outdoor
recreation and for wildlife habitat, The enlarged reservoir will drown segments of the MeCloud and
upper Sacramento Rivers identified by the U.S. Forest Service as eligible for National Wild & Scemic
Rivers. Further, the enlargement will violate state law requiring the protection of the McCloud s free
flowing character and extraordinary wild trout values.

Tam also concerned that enlarging the reservoir will further modify flows downsiream in the
Sacramento River, to the detriment of river's riparian and aquatic habitats and the many threatened
and endangered fish and wildlife species that depend on these habitats. These flaw modifications will
adversely affect a segnent of the Sacramento River upstream of Red Bluff identified by the BLM as
eligible for Wild & Scenic protection and that has been proposed for National Recrearion Area
designation in previous sessions of Congress. It will also havm the Sacramento River National
Wildlife Refuge and State Wildlife Areas along the river between Red Bluff and Colusa. The dam raise
will increase the visk of endangered fish being killed by state and federal water diversions in the
Sacramento-San Joaguin Delta.

The expanded reservoir will destray and degrade habitat for several sensitive, threatened, and

hitps:imail g oog le.commai i3 130 ui=280=c2baih 1o 168 Wew=pt&sear ch=inbosh h=1415achdc bEGT 49 12
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endangered plants and animals, including the Shasta salamander. In addition, the dam raise will
require the expensive removal or relocation of dozens of bridges, roads, and other structures, and
will likely cost taxpayers more than billion dollars. It will also drown the remaining homeland of
Winnemen Wintu Tribe, including traditional cultural sites on the McCloud River still in use roday.

To truly benefit fish and other wildlife in and along the Sacramento River, the Bureau should adopt a
“no-dam raise” alternative that restores salmon spawning and rearing habitat, improves fish
passage, increases minimum flows, screens existing water diversions, and modifies the current
operation of the reservoir to increase cold water storage for fisheries, as recommended by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. Of course, this would require the Bureau to modify existing water
contracts.

The proposed raise and enlargement of Shasta Dam and Reservoir will benefit water contractors
more than it does endangered fish, public trust values, or U.S. taxpayers. Please discontinue this
unwise project and take steps immediately to better operate the dam to benefit fish and the public
lands and sensitive ecosystems along the Sacramento River.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Cheers,

Mel (Mary Ellen) Harte, Ph. D.

"Men arpue; nature acts.” Voltaire, 1769,

Tell Congress vou'll VOTE for those who favor a transition to clean energy here;

hitp //signon.org/signwe-are-the-clean-99?sowce=c.em.cp&r_by=487176

* Read the latest tweetable Climate Change This Week at my huffingtonpost archive;

Current news on the consequences of, and solutions to climate change.
* Learn about climate change & its solutions througlt a free dovnloadable hool at:
wwr. CoolTheEarth US
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D-HAUC Duplicate of I-HAUC

()

SO
[HMNECT
Public Comment Submission to SLWRI Draft EIS

pooderi3@aol.com <pooderi3@aol.com=> Sun, Sep 29, 2013 at 3:16 PM
To: bor-mpr-slwri@usbr.gov, kchow@usbr.gov, nrezeau@fs.fed.us

To Whom This May Concern,

[am a USFS special use permit holder with a cabin in a recreation residence tract that may be impacted by the
plans put forth in the SLWRI Draft EIS. 1am participating in the public comment process to establish my eligibility
to comment/object to the Forest Service's draft decisions relating to this project. Itis my understanding that
Forest Service will provide draft decisions later in the SLWRI process and [ wish to participate in the public
processes associated with these actions.

Due to the increase in the valley population and the increasing demand on the Shasta Lake water supply, Iam in
support of the decision to raise the dam to increase the overall capacity of Shasta Lake. I feel the increased level
hawever should not effect the current residences located on the Shasta Lake shoreline, Although Shasta Lake was
originally designed as a storage lake for valley water, it is also used extensively for recreational use. My family
and I currently benefit from both uses. This is why I am in support of the increase as well as protecting my
current residence located on the lake's shoreline at Lower Salt Creek Road.

The SLWRI Draft EIS indicates that "At least one cabin affected, possibly others also affected” in our tract. There
is a lack of clarity on how I, a cabin owner, can determine or will be notified as to the specific impact of my cabin,
I respectfully request an offer to cabin owners on recreational residence tract lots potentially affected be offered
a land-based survey like private lot owners in a similar situation were offered in Lakehead,

Sincerely,
Jessica Hauck
510-299-1594

Sarah Thorvund <sarahthorwund@att.net> Sun, Sep 29, 2013 at 3:24 PM
Reply-To: Sarah Thornund <sarahthonund@att. net>

To: “pooder13@aol.com"” <pooder13@acl.com>, "bor-mpr-shwri@usbr.gov' <bor-mpr-slwri@usbr,govs,
"kchow@usbr.gov' <kchow@usbr.gov=, "nrezeau@fs.fed.us" <nrezeau@fs.fed.us>

[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden ]

Best regards,
Sarah Thorvund -925-337-0726
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D-HAZE1 Duplicate of I-HAZE1

Br2AE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mad - Shasts Lake Dam Rasing Draft EIS documnents Rgats for Info and Comment

(%

L=
COMMNECT

Shasta Lake Dam Raising Draft EIS documents Rqsts for
Info and Comment

shazelton@aol.com <shazelton@aol.com> Fri, Aug 23, 2013 at 7:22 AM
To: BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov.

Dear Ms. Chow:

Please forward Attachments 1-19 of the Modeling Appendix of the draft
EIS report to us via email.

Also, can you provide the Spyglass Vallation for our specific property as
this report was prepared for each specific property that was surveyed?

If the lake is increased by 18.5 feet, plus the splash line, our property
will still be 225 above this maximum water level. We would like to know
your specific needs to reclaim our home and land? Is it needed for
railroad or access road relocation, a levy, relocation of highway 57 We
have not been provided with this information.

What are the cost details for the $50,000 administrative fee being
budgeted for each reclamation property?

| have not seen any water restrictions in California to manage the current
drought conditions or water resources. Swimming pools are still full,
thousands of new homes are being built? Couldn't the reuse of rainwater
for irrigation, which currently runs down storm drains, throughout the
state, be used for irrigation or desalination of saltwater, instead of
counting on an unpredictable value from seasonal rain that flows into the
Shasta Dam in non-drought years? Seasonal rain may continue to
decrease in the Shasta County, as we have seen over the last 10 years.

You may email use this information. We hope to receive it before the next

Frttpes: il g oo b, oyl B Pui= 28 ke o 2balS o 1 6w piksearcheinboodins 140ab5H 48087 b4
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Lakehead meeting.
Thank you,

Scott & Laura Hazelton
shazelton@aol.com

August 19, 2013 2pm

shazelton@aol.com

SLWRI, BOR MPR <sha-mpr-slwri@usbr.gov=> Wed, Aug 28, 2013 at 7:42 AM
To: KATRINA CHOW <kchow@usbr.gov>

Katrina - I'm forwarding this to you because this one is requesting an action from
you.

K:-)
[Quoted text hidden]

503 Final — December 2014



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Duplicate DEIS Public Comments Appendix

D-HAZE?2 Duplicate of I-HAZE2

1113 DEPARTMENT GF THE INTERIGR bail - Wilken Sommunication regarding the "Ralsing of Shesia Bar® EIS daied 38 88 2013

Written Communication regarding the "Raising of Shasta
Dam™ EIS dated 09 09 2013

shazelton@aol.com <shazelton@aol.com> Mon, Sep 9, 2013 at 10:35 AM
To: bor-mpr-slwri@usbr.gov

Hi- We read this comment highlighted below, but we were excluded from any
opportunity to have BoR come and do a site specific survey of our lot. We are still
unaware of what impact our property has on the proposed Shasta Dam Raising
project and have previously requested verbally, in person, by phone, and by email
specific reasons why our property was surveyed (without our knowledge or
permission) and for what reason you need our land, double wide mobile home
and garage located at 20700 Mammoth Drive, Lakehead, CA 96051.

"Private land owners (e.g. in Lakehead) who were deemed potentially
impacted, and had a structure on their lot, were offered the opportunity to
have BoR come and do a site specific survey of their lot to determine, more
precisely, impact to their property. We contacted Shasta County regarding
Septic Tank setbacks but they were did not seem to have any knowledge
about the proposed project and impact our septic has on it.

We have been uninformed about this USBR Project, as far back as the Summer
of 2003, when we purchased the property. No disclosure of this project was
provided to us by USBR, the R.E. Broker, or title company prior to the close of
escrow. In April 2013, ten years later, we received the post card notification from
The Bureau of Reclamation, a week prior to a meeting being held in Lakehead, to
inform us of our property rights under the Reclamation Act.

No specific information has been obtainable. We were not provided with a copy of
our home in an "Inventory Study” or "Valuation Study" by Spyglass Valuation,
Oregon, mentioned in the EIS report. Why is this information is being withheld
from us!

It is only September 9th, there is still time to provide us with these details. You
have our contact information.

Thank you,

shazelton@aol.com
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