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33.11.152 Rob McDonald on Behalf of Nor Cal Beat
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Response to Comments from Rob McDonald on Behalf of Nor Cal
Beat

NORC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability.”

NORC-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
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33.11.153 Elizabeth Ohalloran

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Proposal to raise Height of Shasta Dam

Proposal to raise Height of Shasta Dam

Elizabeth Ohalloran Sun, Jul 21, 2013 at 12:46
<elizabethohalloran@rocketmail.com> PM
Reply-To: Elizabeth Ohalloran <elizabethohalloran@rocketmail.com>

0H;Ln'1"BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov" <BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov>

[Heightening the dam would flood 5,000 more acres, add 14% more water (an additional
634,000 acre feet) to Shasta Lake during wet years, and require Congressional approval. The
estimated cost, according to the EIS: $1.07 billion dollars| Most of the water is destined for
agricultural users who can resell the subsidized water. New housing developments and
Southern California cities are possible end users of increased water storage behind Shasta
Dam. Another possible beneficiary is California’s oil industry, currently ramping up the use of
water-intensive hydraulic fracturing (fracking) in the southern Central Valley, raising fears of
ﬂ chemical contamination of groundwater and increased earthquake activity.
OHAL-2 OHAL-3
[Native salmon have been blocked from their historic spawning grounds in the upper McCloud,
Sacramento and Pit Rivers since Shasta Dam was completed inthe 1940s. No bypass for fish
species was included in this proposed project. Still, proponents of the dam enlargement argue
that making the barrier bigger will benefit the endangered fish, by creating a deeper cold-water
pool behind the dam and lowering the temperature of released water.|The project would create
temporary construction jobs but not increase long-term employment in the region.
— OHAL4-7
Te project goes forward, the Winnemem Wintu Tribe would lose ceremonial dance grounds
stil
|

| in use today, sacred sites such as Puberty Rock, along with the flooding of many burials still
ocated at traditional Winnemem village sites.

OHAL-5—7
oincerely

Elizabeth O'Halloran

Response to Comments from Elizabeth Ohalloran
OHAL-1: Comment noted.

OHAL-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FRACK-1, “Water
Supply Used for Fracking,” and Master Comment Response
COST/BEN-1, “Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal
Interest.”

OHAL-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1,
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

OHAL-4: Thank you for your comment and opinion related to potential
employment supported by a Shasta Dam enlargement. Please see Master
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Common Response SOCIOECON-2, “Effects on Short-term and Long-
term Employment.”

OHAL-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources.”

33.11.154 Mauro Oliveira

Response to Comments from Mauro Oliveira

OLIV-1: A response to this comment is not required under NEPA
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue
(NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately
addressed as part of the NEPA process. This comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to decision makers before a
final decision on the proposed project. Please refer to Master Comment
Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.”

33.11-319 Final — December 2014



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Environmental Impact Statement

OLIV-2: Comment noted.

33.11.155 Frank Oyung

Response to Comments from Frank Oyung
OYUN-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
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33.11.156 Kristine Brooks on Behalf of Packers Bay Marina

Response to Comments from Kristine Brooks on Behalf of Packers
Bay Marina

PACK-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects to
Recreation at Shasta Lake,” and Master Comment Response
SOCIOECON-1, “Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.”

PACK-2: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in commenting on the document. As stated in the
DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Sections 2.3.3 to 2.3.7 under “Maintain
and Increase Recreation Opportunities,” benefits to water-oriented
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recreation would occur because of the increase in average lake surface
area and reduced drawdown during the recreation season.

PACK-3: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in commenting on the document. As identified in
the DEIS Chapter 19, “Aesthetics and Visual Resources,” Section
19.3.4, “Direct and Indirect Affects,” Impact Vis-2 (CP1, CP5),
throughout the study area vegetation retention or removal activities
would degrade scenic views. This impact is identified as significant and
unavoidable.

PACK-4: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in commenting on the document. A response to this
comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does not
raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the
NEPA process. This comment will be included as part of the record and
made available to decision makers before a final decision on the
proposed project.

The information the comment author has provided in support of
assertions made in the comment is not known to Reclamation at the time
of this Final EIS and could not be found through library database
queries, internet research and research in the Reclamation data archives.
The EIS did however rely on the best available science in support of the
analysis that the comment is directed and absent any additional
information to substantiate this comment, no further response is
required.

PACK-5: At Shasta Lake full pool the clearance under Pit River Bridge
between pier 6 and 7 will be a minimum of 14-feet. Reclamation
recognizes that this would limit houseboat traffic under the Pit River
Bridge during the times when the lake is at full pool. Text in the EIS
Chapter 18, “Recreation and Public Access,” Impact REC-1 has been
updated to include discussion of the restriction of boat traffic below the
Pit River Bridge.

PACK-6: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in responding to the document. To maintain the
current level of access and distribution of recreation facilities around
Shasta Lake cost effectively, existing affected marina facilities would
be relocated or modified upslope or on fill in the same location. If any
unforeseen issue or complication arises and the marina facilities cannot
be modified in the same location, relocation or consolidation would be
reconsidered. DEIS Engineering Summary Appendix, Chapter 4,
“Design Consideration for Reservoir Area Infrastructure Modifications
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and/or Relocations,” “Recreation Facilities” section text has been
clarified that affected marinas would be relocated in place.

PACK-7: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in commenting on the document. According to the
analysis of impacted recreation facilities around Shasta Lake because of
the different action alternatives, Packers Bay is facility is not impacted.
Reclamation will not replace facilities that are not impacted by the
action alternatives.

PACK-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” and Master Comment
Response EI-1, “Intent of NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full
Discussion of Significant Environmental Impacts.”
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33.11.157 Gracious A. Palmer

Response to Comments from Gracious A. Palmer
PALM1-1: Comment noted.
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33.11.158 Penny Palmer

Response to Comments from Penny Palmer

PALMZ2-1: A response to this comment is not required under NEPA
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue
(NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately
addressed as part of the NEPA process. This comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to decision makers before a
final decision on the proposed project.

PALMZ2-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability.”
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33.11.159 Al Pantalone

Response to Comments from Al Pantalone
PANT1-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability.”

PANT1-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

PANT1-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability,” Master
Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives,” and
Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment Included as Part of the
Record.”

33.11-326 Final — December 2014



Chapter 33
Public Comments and Responses

33.11.160 Arlene Pantalone

Response to Comments from Arlene Pantalone
PANT2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability.”
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33.11.161 Katie Parks

Response to Comments from Katie Parks
PARK-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

PARK-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability,” and Master
Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives — General.”

PARK-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

PARK-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
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33.11.162 Gary Penberthy

Response to Comments from Gary Penberthy
PENB-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

PENB-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”
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PENB-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

PENB-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources.”

PENB-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”
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33.11.163 Lowell S. Perkins
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Response to Comments from Lowell S. Perkins
PERK-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

PERK-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-11,
“Inundation Zone/Reservoir Buffer.”

PERK-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

PERK-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability,” and Master
Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives.”

PERK-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

PERK-6: Comment noted.

33.11-332 Final — December 2014



Chapter 33
Public Comments and Responses

33.11.164 Michelle Perkins

Response to Comments from Michelle Perkins
PERKI-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-5,
“Comment and Objection Process for Draft USFS Decisions.”

PERKI-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
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33.11.165

PERKI-3: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI,
we appreciate your time in responding to the document. A response to
this comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does
not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the
NEPA process. This comment will be included as part of the record and
made available to decision makers before a final decision on the
proposed project.

PERKI-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-9,
“Structure Surveys for USFS Cabins.”

Anne Raleigh Perkins

Response to Comments from Anne Raleigh Perkins
PERKIN-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
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33.11.166 Jeannette Petraitis

Email: jeannetteap@sbcglobal.net

Response to Comments from Jeannette Petraitis
PETR-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-5,
“Comment and Objection Process for Draft USFS Decisions.”
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PETR-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-9,
“Structure Surveys for USFS Cabins.”

33.11.167 Joseph Pettit

Response to Comments from Joseph Pettit

PETT-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1,
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master
Comment Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.”

PETT-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.”

PETT-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response FRACK-1, “Water
Supply Used for Fracking.”

PETT-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1,
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”
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33.11.168 Jeanine Pfeiffer
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Response to Comments from Jeanine Pfeiffer

PFEI-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development ~Water Supply Reliability,” and Master
Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of NEPA Process to Provide Fair and
Full Discussion of Significant Environmental Impacts.”
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PFEI-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.”

PFEI-3: The information the comment author has provided was not
known at the time of this Final EIS and could not be found through
library database queries, Internet research and research in the Lead
Agency data archives. The EIS did, however, rely on the best available
science in support of the analysis that the comment is directed to and it
is absent of any additional information to substantiate this comment, no
response is required.

PFEI-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1, “Fish
Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

PFEI-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-11, “Cultural
Resources and NEPA.”

PFEI-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”

PFEI-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”

PFEI-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”

PFEI-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-11,
“Cultural Resources and NEPA.”

PFEI-10: Thank you for providing your opinion on this topic.
Reclamation has provided extensive opportunities for coordination,
input, and review by State agencies, including DFW and DWR,
throughout the development of the SLWRI DEIS through technical team
meetings as well as regularly scheduled Project Coordination Team
Meetings. Please see Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”
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33.11.169 Virginia and Ed Smith Phelps

PHEL1

From: Ed Smith & Virgina Phelps <ednva@frontiernet.net>
Date: Thu, Sep 12, 2013 at 8:49 AM

Subject: Raising of Shasta Dam comment

To: kchow(@usbr.gov

What 1s the primary objective of the raising of Shasta Dam? The stated objectives are concern for
fish and water for a growing population.

The Earth is a closed system with finite resources and lots of people wanting them, needing
them. Like the all the other resources there is only so much water and while water can be moved
PHEL1-1 | from place to place resulting in great benefit or ecological disaster it can not be increased. So it
must be shared. To make it an equitable sharing we need to understand the ecological system the
Earth has created and our place within that system.

If the primary objective is really an economic one then raising the dam makes sense. That will

surely create lots of work and lots of $ will change hands. And of course the restoration effort

will be a boon to the area] But if it is really the fish and the people we will need to make Family

Planning education a major component of the discussion. California has the 3™ highest

PHEL1-2 | unintended pregnancy rate countrywide. Dealing with our numbers would be so very cost
effective.

Virginia Phelps
21778 Belmont Dr
Palo Cedro, CA 96073

Response to Comments from Virginia and Ed Smith Phelps
PHELZ1-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range
of Alternatives — General,” and Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent
of NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant
Environmental Impacts.”

PHEL1-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
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33.11.170 Virginia and Ed Smith Phelps

PHEL2-1

PHEL2

From: Ed Smith & Virgina Phelps <ednva@frontiernet.net>
Date: July 17, 2013, 11:32:41 AM PDT

To: <KChow(@usbr.gov>

Subject: info request

Hi Katrina,

Please give me some background information on the Colusa Indian Community Council
fo the Cachil Dehe Band of Wintun Indians.

Thanks,
Virginia Phelps
ednva@frontiernet.net

Response to Comments from Virginia and Ed Smith Phelps
PHEL2-1: As described in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the DEIS, the
Colusa Indian Community Council of the Cachil Dehe Band of Wintun
Indians are listed as a cooperating agency per NEPA. Additional
information can be found at http://www.colusa-nsn.gov/.
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33.11.171 Burt Wilson on Behalf of Public Water News Service

233 DEFARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Comment on raising walls of Shasta Dam

Comment on raising walls of Shasta Dam

Burt Wilson <burtwilson1933@yahoo.com> Fri, Jul 5, 2013 at 1:02 PM
To: BOR-MPR-SLWRI@usbr.gov

July 5, 2013
Bureau of Reclamation:
PWNS-1
| am against the raising of the walls to any height on Shasta Dam. The
Sacramento River is over-subscribed and the salmon are not getting enough cold
water and raising the walls, while it could be said that that would be a cure for
those disasters, would only give the southem water contractors more reason to
send more water south, negating any advantages.
PWNS-2
There is talk that raising the walls would be an emergency water-bank for a
drought in southern California. That is enough right there to not build higher walls.
Shasta Dam, regardless of how high the walls may be, holds emergency water for
narthern California first and southern California only if there is surplus. Higher
walls would send a signal to northern California users that they are second-class
citizens as far as their own water is concerned.
PWNS-3
We know that there is tremendous political pressure from the Governor, the water
agencies and the business interests of this state to get more water to southern
California in order to build new developments in the high desert areas east of Los
Angeles.

Fine, but not with northemn California waterl

May | remind you what philosopher Henry George said, "To take water from where
it is needed and send it to where it is scarce is simply bad water policy "

Southern California has always had its eye on northern California water and has
succeeded every year in robbing us of the natural use that would could be put to
use in the Delta. Again, as Henry George commented, "If they robbed us once,
does that give them permission to keep on robbing us?

| To conclude: no higher walls on Shasta Daml
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Response to Comments from Burt Wilson on Behalf of Public
Water News Service

PWNS-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

PWNS-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

PWNS-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
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33.11.172 Roy Reddin

September 25, 2013

22 [JE

100 S WDinc g
Katrina Chow, Froject Manager --,--%ﬁ&ﬁ 12
Bureau of Reclamation I‘-‘lb"g Obo—

Planning Division

Re: Public Comment on Draft Feasibility Report and Preliminary Draft Enuiron;n'é-r;{laTT'rhpact Statement
for Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation

| am a Shasta County resident and Californian strongly opposed to raising the height of Shasta Dam and
REDDI-1 enlarging Shasta Lake, Such a project would result in injury and injustice to indigenous citizens’ religion
and culture as well as cause environmental degradation.ht is indefensible from an economic standpoint
REDDI-2 [2swell, burdening current and future taxpayers and ratepayers with enarmous debt for a project that
will not result in greater water security for California ns.|An enlarged Shasta Lake would not mitigate the
inevitable paradigm shift that our state's urban dwellers, suburbanites, industries, farmers and ranchers
REDDI-3 must make, a revolutionary shift away from a water usage pattern based on relatively cheap and
abundant water stored and shipped without regard for negative impacts to a new water usage paradigm

based on science, conservation, and fair market pricing.

Raising Shasta Dam would mean the inundation and destruction of defined and designated sacred
religious sites of an internationally recognized and respected indigenous tribe, the Winemem people.
REDDI-4 |For millennia the Winemem worshipped at many sites which in 1944 were forever lost to them under
the waters of Shasta Lake. Raising Shasta Dam would result in additional religious sites being lost. No
less sacred to the Winemem are their religious sites than are other peoples’ religious sites, such as 5t.
Peter's in Rome, the local Methodist or Baptist Church, any lewish Synagogue or Muslim Templc.| When
any pecple’s religious practices are threatened by government projects anywhere in the world, itis a
maoral imperative for citizens to speak against such projects, With the history of disregard for indigenous
REDDI-5 peoples’ rights throughout the life of the Central Valley Project, this imperative has added weight. For
once, the Bureau of Reclamation can make the right decision for the health of the environment and the
people who live in it,

Far more scientific information is available to the Bureau of Reclamation new than in the 1930's and
REDDI6 1240's when the Central Valley Project was planned. In my opinion, to raise Shasta Dam in the 21st
century is to blindly hold ta a 20" Century madel of massive dams to impound water in our semi-arid
and arid state, without regard for consequences to indigenous people or the envir‘onmunll With a dam
raise, the Bureau of Reclamation would also be guilty of irresponsibly ignoring the state-of-the-art
knowledge in today’s earth sciences, climate studies, environmental sciences, econemics, social
sciences, and other fields of investigation which point to new understandings about complex
interconnections among systems as well as pointing toward water conservation, new technologies, and
revision of land reclamation and agricultural practices, among many other possibilities, as solutions to
water supply security.

REDDI-7

ﬂaa-;;’lﬁalim'-__ 1= o
SCANNED Control No. ™~
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REDDI-8

In 1944, six goals were established for the Central Valley Project. The raising of Shasta Dam 75 years
later would not significantly enhance one of these goals, flood control, because the Bureau has a proven
track record of effective management of releases with the current dam. Another of the original goals,
hydropower generation, would be enhanced by the raise, as would the goal of navigation.‘l—lowe\rer, the

REDDI-9

goal of fish and wildlife conservation would be set back by the raise, as no provision is made for the
restoration of salmon runs into the Sacramento, McCloud and Pit Rivers above Shasta Dam.|AdditlonalIv,

REDDI-10

the loss of thousands of acres of timber and animal habitat to the larger reservoir, the exposure of more
denuded earth during drought years, and the loss of river habitat for aguatic species would be negative. |

REDDI-11

Also of concern for fish and wildlife is the new plan’s failure to address the issue of toxic silt and
sediments on the lake bottom. This failure could be interpreted as an effort to ignore or cover-up a
ticking time bomb that jeopardizes fish and wildlife both above and below the dam. |The most important

REDDI-12

of the project’s original goals were irrigation water supply and municipal and industrial water supply.
While a raise at Shasta Dam would increase supply, these goals can be met more economically through
water conservation and other applications of current scientific knowledge about water usage in
agriculture, industry, and municipalities.

REDDI-13

My opposition grows from an intimate contact with Shasta County's waters, landforms, flora, and fauna,
having hiked, jogged, cycled, paddied, sailed, and motored in it for forty-two years. It grows as well from
a thorough reading of this county’s history, which is a lengthy and often egregious record of
environmental degradation as well as cultural desecration perpetrated against indigenous tribes. The
environment in this county is still recovering from the degradations of nearly two centuries since
Europeans first passed through as fur trappers. The devastating sequence of the gold rush, early
settlement, the building of railroads, logging, copper mining and smelting, and dam construction has
adversely impacted all residents of this county, especially its indigenous people, as well as the native
animal and plant species, and the landscape. The Bureau of Reclamation must recognize that there is
the likelihood that these past injuries will be repeated with the Shasta Dam raise. It must recognize as
well that there are more economical and scientific ways to meet California’s water security needs.

Sincerely submitted, ’
Bl
2 L

Nl } M

S

.

! {JI_ P

Roy Reddin
2611 Sacramento Dr.

Redding, California 96001

Response to Comments from Roy Reddin
REDDI-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

REDDI-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1,
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.”

REDDI-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability,” and Master
Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives.”

REDDI-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-3,
“Current Effects to Cultural Resources.”
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REDDI-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal
Recognition.”

REDDI-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

REDDI-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-4, “Best
Available Information,” Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability,” and Master
Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives.”

REDDI-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development —Water Supply Reliability,” Master
Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development — Anadromous
Fish Survival,” and Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and
Need and Objectives.”

REDDI-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1,
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

REDDI-10: A response is not required under NEPA because the
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA
Regulation 40 CFR 1503.4). This comment will, however, be included
as a part of the record and made available to decision makers before a
final decision on the proposed project.

REDDI-11: The information the comment author has provided was not
known at the time of this Final EIS and could not be found through
library database queries, Internet research and research in the Lead
Agency data archives. The EIS did, however, rely on the best available
science in support of the analysis that the comment is directed to and it
is absent of any additional information to substantiate this comment, no
response is required.

REDDI-12: The purpose of the project, as described in Chapter 1,
“Introduction,” Section 1.2.1, “Project Purpose and Objectives,” of the
Final EIS, is to improve operational flexibility of the Delta watershed
system to meet specified primary and secondary project objectives. The
two primary project objectives are to (1) increase the survival of
anadromous fish populations in the Sacramento River, primarily
upstream from the RBPP, and (2) increase water supply and water
supply reliability for agricultural, M&I, and environmental purposes, to
help meet current and future water demands, with a focus on enlarging
Shasta Dam and Reservoir.

Primary project objectives are those which specific alternatives are
formulated to address. The two primary project objectives are
considered to have coequal priority, with each pursued to the maximum
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practicable extent without adversely affecting the other. The most
efficient way to meet both primary objectives is to enlarge Shasta
Reservoir. The existing Shasta Reservoir cannot be reoperated to
benefit anadromous fisheries without impacting water supply reliability.
Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1, “Alternative
Development — Water Supply Reliability,” and Master Comment
Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives.”

REDDI-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” Master Comment Response
El-1, “Intent of NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of
Significant Environmental Impacts,” Master Comment Response
ALTD-1, “Alternative Development — Water Supply Reliability,” and
Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and
Objectives.”

Rebecca Rencountre

Response to Comments from Rebecca Rencountre
RENC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
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33.11.174

RENC-2: Thank you for sharing your history. Your comment will be
placed in the record for the SLWRI and be made available to decision
makers. A response to this comment is not required under NEPA
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue
(NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately
addressed as part of the NEPA process.

RENC-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

RENC-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

RENC-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,"

RENC-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

Gary Reynolds

Response to Comments from Gary Reynolds

REYN-1: Thank you for your comment related to potential employment
supported by a Shasta Dam enlargement. A response to this comment is
not required under NEPA because the comment does not raise a
significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4).

33.11-348 Final — December 2014



Chapter 33
Public Comments and Responses

Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories or
experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the NEPA
process. This comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to decision makers before a final decision on the proposed
project. Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record,” and Master Comment Response
SOCIOECON-2, “Effects on Short-term and Long-term Employment.”

REYN-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
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33.11.175 Don Anderson on Behalf of Riverview Golf & Country Club

Response to Comments from Don Anderson on Behalf of
Riverview Golf & Country Club

RGCC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

RGCC-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FM-6, “Effects to
Downstream Flooding.”
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RGCC-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

RGCC-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-3, “Fish
Habitat Restoration,” and Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development —Anadromous Fish Survival.”

RGCC-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CMS-1, “EIS
Mitigation Plan.”

RGCC-6: Reclamation’s water rights take into account diversions by
other water users.

Please refer to Master Comment Response WR-1, “Water Rights.”
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33.11.176 Linda Richards

Response to Comments from Linda Richards

RICH-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant
Environmental Impacts,” and Master Comment Response CR-1,
“Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.”
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RICH-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-6, “United
Nations Declaration on ‘The Rights of Indigenous Peoples.””

RICH-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-5,
“Environmental Justice.”

RICH-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”

RICH-5: A response to this comment is not required under NEPA
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue
(NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately
addressed as part of the NEPA process. This comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to decision makers before a
final decision on the proposed project.
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33.11.177 Mike Ricks

RICKS-1

RICKS-2

RICKS-3

RICKS

Date:  July 15, 2013 CC: Searchlight, Shasta County Board of
Supervisors & Others

To: US Bureau of Reclamation
From: Mike Ricks, 11511 Profanity Lane, Redding, CA 96003
Subject: Raising Shasta Dam (DAM)

Raising the Dam should Include but not be limited to the following:

[ Compensation for those who own homes and businesses and property shall be as

follows but may not be limited to:

For the Horizontal and Vertical influence of the new high water level
According to the Cost of relocating in the immediate area

The cost of building the above homes and businesses and other items lost

Compared to what the government did for those along the US oceans as a result
of storms

Secure land transfer to the property owners who have lost use due to raising the
DAM. The land to be used may be government property whether it be US Bureau
of Reclamation or US Forest Service land or purchase from large private land
owners

Build all needed access roads including paving if that is what the land owners
have prior to raising the DAM

Cost of raising the DAM should be paid for by those entities who benefit from raising the
DAM (NOT the law abiding Taxpaying Legal US American Citizen Voters):

Environmentalists — those entities for fish and other species
Farmers ~ for the additional new water they will be receiving

All municipalities such cities and water districts — for the additional new water
they will be receiving

Costs for construction shall be minimum wage or negotiated wages (such as davis
bacan} (for government work)

(OVER)
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The Materials used for raising the DAM shall be American ~ USA made (& obtained) oniy

The Construction of raising DAM shall be performed by documented Legal USA Citizens
only!

Will additional production of hydro — power be included ~ should be.

And what about removing sediment when the lake is low as is done in smaller reservoirs
when the water level is low. | have witnessed where this is or has been done.

Has the existing bridges been addressed — such as close proximity of the steel to water
where used at said bridges — will bridges be replaced where warranted

Has serious consideration been made to construct other dams that were slated to be
constructed in the last 40 YEARS instead of raising the DAM?

This is the best comments | can produce in a short period of time. | am just one of
many law abiding taxpaying legal US American citizen voters. | am sure there are
others who share similar views.

| hope the above is understandable as time is short and | must get this
out.

| did not have time or know how to access information on the above if it exists.

One important note — Environmentalists be DAMED

Response to Comments from Mike Ricks

RICKS-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects

to Private Residences and Businesses.”

RICKS-2: Thank you for your comment and opinion related to the

preliminary cost allocation analysis completed for the Draft Feasibility
Report, which was released to the public in February 2012. Please refer

to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project
Financing.”

RICKS-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response COSTEST-4,
“Procurement and Construction Contract Requirements.”

RICKS-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response COSTEST-4,
“Procurement and Construction Contract Requirements.”

RICKS-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response COSTEST-4,
“Procurement and Construction Contract Requirements.”

RICKS-6: Additional hydropower production is evaluated in Chapter

23, “Power and Energy,” of the DEIS.
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RICKS-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development —Water Supply Reliability.”

RICKS-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-2, “Reduced
Public Access Around Shasta Lake.”

RICKS-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development —Water Supply Reliability.”

RICKS-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

33.11.178 Steve Roderick
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Response to Comments from Steve Roderick
RODE-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-5
“Comment and Objection Process for Draft USFS Decisions.”

RODE-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response FSCABINS-9,
“Structure Surveys for USFS Cabins.”

33.11.179 Michael Rosenthal

Response to Comments from Michael Rosenthal

ROSE-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1,
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master
Comment Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.”
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33.11.180 Lynn Ryan
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Response to Comments from Lynn Ryan
RYAN-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-5, “Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.”

RYAN-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

RYAN-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects to
Recreation at Shasta Lake.”

RYAN-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1,
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River,”
and Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects to the Eligibility of
Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic River System.”
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RYAN-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-6,
“Protections of the Lower McCloud River as Identified in the California
Public Resources Code, Section 5093.542.”

RYAN-6: Of the increased reservoir storage space, about 378,000 acre-
feet would be dedicated to increasing the supply of cold water for
anadromous fish survival purposes. Enlarging the reservoir Shasta Dam
operational guidelines would continue essentially unchanged, except
during dry years and critical years, when 70,000 acre-feet and 35,000
acre-feet, respectively, of the increased storage capacity in Shasta
Reservoir would be reserved to specifically focus on increasing M&I
deliveries. CP4 also includes augmenting spawning gravel and restoring
riparian, floodplain, and side channel habitat in the upper Sacramento
River.

RYAN-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

RYAN-8: Of the increased reservoir storage space, about 378,000 acre-
feet would be dedicated to increasing the supply of cold water for
anadromous fish survival purposes. Enlarging the reservoir Shasta Dam
operational guidelines would continue essentially unchanged, except
during dry years and critical years, when 70,000 acre-feet and 35,000
acre-feet, respectively, of the increased storage capacity in Shasta
Reservoir would be reserved to specifically focus on increasing M&lI
deliveries. CP4 also includes augmenting spawning gravel and restoring
riparian, floodplain, and side channel habitat in the upper Sacramento
River.

RYAN-9: It is unlikely that any of the regulatory requirements,
including those established in the 2008 USFWS BO, 2009 NMFW BO,
or by the State Water Board, in the reasonably foreseeable future would
be removed. These standards require that specific X2, Delta outflow,
Old and Middle Rivers, and entrainment requirements are met so as to
protect fish species in the Delta. As a result, there would be minimal
cumulative impacts to Delta fish, as identified in Chapter 11, “Fisheries
and Aquatic Ecosystems,” Section 11.3.5, “Cumulative Effects.”

RYAN-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response FRACK-1,
“Water Supply Used for Fracking.”

RYAN-11: Comment noted. Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” in the
Final EIS was revised to enhance the discussion of resources, impacts to
resources, and mitigation measures for impacted resources.
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RYAN-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-2,
“Reduced Public Access Around Shasta Lake.”

RYAN-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources.”

RYAN-14: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master
Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives.”

RYAN-15: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1,

“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master

Comment Response COST/BEN-4, “Non-monetary Benefits of Action
Alternatives.”

RYAN-16: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development —Water Supply Reliability,” Master
Comment Response ALTD-2, “Alternative Development — Anadromous
Fish Survival,” and Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and
Need and Objectives.”

33.11-361 Final — December 2014



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Environmental Impact Statement

33.11.181 Penny Salus

Response to Comments from Penny Salus
SALU-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1,
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.”

SALU-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-8,
“Native American Connection to Salmon.”
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33.11.182 Cathy & Dan Sampson

Response to Comments from Cathy & Dan Sampson
SAMP-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

SAMP-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”

SAMP-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1,
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.”

SAMP-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
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33.11.183

Linda Samuels

Response to Comments from Linda Samuels
SAMU-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-6,
“Historic Dam Effects on Fisheries.”

SAMU-2: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI,
we appreciate your time in responding to the document. A response to
this comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does
not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the
NEPA process. This comment will be included as part of the record and
made available to decision makers before a final decision on the
proposed project.

SAMU-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

SAMU-4: A response to this comment is not required under NEPA
because the comment does not raise a significant environmental issue
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(NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately
addressed as part of the NEPA process. Reclamation, through the
scoping process and discussions with agencies and stakeholders, has
performed information gathering and focused studies to document
resource conditions and evaluate the potential impacts of the range of
alternatives developed through the SLWRI feasibility study. This
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
decision makers before a final decision on the proposed project.

In addition, this comment appears to be related to the preliminary cost
allocation analysis completed for the Draft Feasibility Report (which
was released to the public in February 2012). Please refer to Master
Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment Included as Part of the Record,”
and Master Comment Response COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project
Financing.”
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33.11.184

SAND-1

SAND-2

SAND-3

SAND-4

SAND-5

Iris Sanders

Iris Sanders
8195 Deschutes Road
Palo Cedro, CA 96073

9172013

(BURTAS OF RICIARA® o
OPPIGIAL FILk 8701 |
RAERIVEL H

Katrina Chow — Project Manager
US Bureau of Reclamation
Planning Division

2800 Cottage Way 7
Sacramento, CA 95825-1893 "E

Dear Bureau of Reclamation; v ]

T am writing to express my concern about the proposal to raise the height of Shasta}[—)ﬂm--- -—

6.8 — 18.5 feet, [ SN S
by 1 eet S A

Although your drafl feasibility study found such an undertaking would be “technically
and environmentally feasible,” as well as “economically justified,” the project could cost
over a $1 billion in taxpayer funds and there is evidence that runs contrary to your
findings.

Dams don’t create water, they caplure rain and snowmelt, the yield of which depends on
the annual rain fall. The hypothetical yield of water produced from the 6.5 raise of the
dam is understood to be from 20,000 ta 72,000 acre-feet. The hypothetical yield of the
18.5-foot raise would increase the waler storage capacity by only 1.5%.

By comparison it would appear that if farmers producing alfalfa hay were to conserve 5%
of the water they consume, it would save nearly one million-acre feet nfwater.| An

additional source of storage capacity would be the dredging of the 60 feet or more toxic
sludge which lies at the bottom of Shasta Dam. Dredging this sludge would provide more
water storage than raising the dam and in addition remove the toxic material from the
water supply.

Another stated objective of raising the dam is to “inerease survival of anadromous fish
populations in the upper Sacramento River.” Because there is no fish ladder to allow the
Chinook salmon from reaching the upper Sacramento River there is no way for those fish
to get to their natural spawning waters. Funds would be better spent building a fish ladder
around Shasta Dam.

Raising of Shasta Dam would also increase the cultural damage to the indigenous

Winnemem Wintu tribe who have already lost many sacred and historical sites when the SCANNED
Shasta Dam was originally built, The increase in the height of the dam would cause a loss

of an additional 39 sacred sites including Puberty Rock, & major ceremonial initiation

El___.._m" slticc f7KY - 237, 00
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3
site. A crucial aspect of the tribe’s ability Lo practice their culture and religion would be
lost.

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 a
large amount of water to corporate agricultural farms to the south, not to the family
farmers or taxpayers who are paying for the proposed project.

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

Respectfully,

Db Pmeloncs

[ris Sanders

Copy to: Congressional Representative, Doug LaMalfa
2885 Chum Creek Rd.

Suite C

Redding, CA 96002

Response to Comments from Iris Sanders

SAND-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1,
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master
Comment Response COST/BEN-2, “Comments Related to the SLWRI
Feasibility Report.”

SAND-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development —Water Supply Reliability.”

SAND-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-1,
“Alternative Development —Water Supply Reliability.”

SAND-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose
and Need and Objectives,” and Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival.”

SAND-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-3, “Current
Effects to Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-1,
“Potential Effects to Cultural Resources.”

SAND-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response BDCP-1,
“Relationship of the SLWRI to the Bay Delta Conservation Plan,” and
Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1, “Intent of EIS and Process to
Determine Federal Interest.”
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33.11.185 Harold Jones on Behalf of Sugarloaf Cottages Resort

Response to Comments from Harold Jones on Behalf of Sugarloaf

Cottages Resort

SCG-1: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in commenting on the document. While we thank
you for information and history regarding the operations of your resort, a
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response to this comment is not required under NEPA because the
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA
Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately
addressed as part of the NEPA process. This comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to decision makers before a
final decision on the proposed project. Please refer to Master Comment
Response REC-5, “Relocation of Private Recreation Facilities onto
Federal Lands.”

SCG-2: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in responding to the document. A response to this
comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does not
raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the
NEPA process. This comment will be included as part of the record and
made available to decision makers before a final decision on the
proposed project.

SCG-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response SOCIOECON-1,
“Socioeconomic Effects to Shasta Lake Vicinity.”

SCG-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”

SCG-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects to
Private Residences and Businesses.”

SCG-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-5, “Relocation
of Private Recreation Facilities onto Federal Lands.”

SCG-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects to
Recreation at Shasta Lake,” Master Comment Response REC-5,
“Relocation of Private Recreation Facilities onto Federal Lands,” and
Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects to Private Residences and
Businesses.”

SCG-8: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in responding to the document. This comment does
not fall under NEPA because the comment does not raise a significant
environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Topics such
as this would take place after Congressional authorization during the
property acquisition phase. This comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to decision makers before a final decision on
the proposed project.
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SCG-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-2,
“Unsubstantiated Information.”

33.11.186 Fusia Schanuth

(e Pubiic Comment Card [_scha_] —

R

Durirrgrthe 90-day public review MName LLS.;’ "F E%ﬂﬁ(ﬁ/ Orgamzatlﬁgw ’%/liﬁd/

vt Lo s posanes | Mirss LFIO TS5 PO Gox fodldiiy (F Fao Lo
Investigation (SLWRI) Draft Emait Seg bHRezsu | 1(7 wr.«&m _&f____

Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS}, Reclamation provides [ Comment ﬂ‘{:-é C(/ HEAL cqt ,;;% E27

several methods for the receipt )ﬂ U 1; u’f ﬂa«fx 74 / W2 Lo ¥
of written comments. This pubiic

comment card is onega'"H"'A_1 _ /Mﬁ:‘gé,{ L; Jz AXZ/(‘ A’W(—é’/a’}’ (z:q

for interested person

written comments, which will be [AIOR *(".?éf-.r) gleée ?‘1-9 c d

included and addressed in the ' v 7 7

Final EIS and retained in the _' 7 ) 7 - s

SLWRI Record. Please write &192{4'—'4’ KL ) /’Wﬂ/ s %ﬁiﬂ—?ﬁ N .
clearly. You may leave this card - j !(// .

at today’s meeting or mail at your
convenience, Written comments
may also be sent by email to
bor-mpr-slwri@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.

Response to Comments from Fusia Schanuth
SCHA-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response MAILINGLIST-1,

“Addition to the Mailing List.”
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33.11.187 William R. Schaafsma

Response to Comments from William R. Schaafsma
SCHAA-1: The requested information was sent to the commenter.

SCHAA-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-9, “Maps
and Additional Surveys of Private Parcels/Structures.”

SCHAA-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
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33.11.188 Kay Schaser

Response to Comments from Kay Schaser
SCHAS-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
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33.11.189 Maureen Sechrengost

Response to Comments from Maureen Sechrengost

SECH-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects
to Private Residences and Businesses,” and Master Comment Response
UR-1, “Effects to Water and Wastewater Infrastructure around Shasta
Lake.”
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SECH-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects
to Private Residences and Businesses.”

SECH-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response UR-1, “Effects to
Water and Wastewater Infrastructure around Shasta Lake.”

SECH-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response COSTEST-1,
“Development of Cost Estimates.”
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33.11.190 Heather Shetrawski
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Response to Comments from Heather Shetrawski

SHET-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant
Environmental Impacts,” and Master Comment Response COST/BEN-5,
“Potential Project Financing.”

SHET-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”

SHET-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-3, “Fish
Habitat Restoration,” and Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival.”

SHET-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-8, “Native
American Connection to Salmon.”

SHET-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”

SHET-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1,
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”

SHET-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal
Recognition,” and Master Comment Response CR-8, “Native American
Connection to Salmon.”

SHET-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response WSR-1, “Water
Supply Demands, Supplies, and Project Benefits.”

SHET-9: The commenter expressed concern related to the potential uses
of water supplies from Shasta Reservoir. Suggestions regarding the
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potential use, sale, and/or transfer of water supplies are speculative in
nature. Reclamation does not regulate the uses to which CVP water
supply is put, however, the State Water Board requires the reasonable
and beneficial use of water through the water right permitting process,
including agricultural, municipal, and industrial consumptive uses;
power production; and in-stream uses including fish protection flows.

SHET-10: NEPA requires full disclosure of the potential effects of
Federal actions and accompanying alternatives and possible mitigation.
The Mitigation Measure Bot-7 in Chapter 12, "Botanical Resources and
Wetlands," Section 12.3.5, "Mitigation Measures," describes a range of
performance measures to mitigate identified impacts on riparian and
wetland communities.

Mitigation Measure Bot-7 identifies specific actions (modification of
dam operations and funding restoration actions) that will be included in
the final plan to avoid and compensate for impacts on riparian and
wetland communities such that a no-net-loss performance standard is
met. Mitigation Measure Bot-7 also identifies the minimum measures
that will be implemented to avoid, minimize, and compensate for
impacts. Details about off-site mitigation opportunities in the primary
study area are not yet available. Potential mitigation lands containing
comparable wetland and special-status species habitat comparable to
those that would be affected by the action alternatives have been
identified and specific details about how these lands may be used for
mitigation will be discussed in detail in future documents and be subject
to review by regulatory agencies and the public. The DEIS follows
standard NEPA procedures in disclosing impacts on biological resources
and providing mitigation measures that Reclamation will be required to
implement following future Congressional authorization of an action
alternative. The intent of this document is to identify measures that are
flexible and adaptable so they can be implemented effectively by
Reclamation to respond to direct and indirect impacts on riparian and
wetland habitats resulting from the project. The mitigation measure
clearly states that a mitigation and adaptive management plan will be
implemented and will include implementation funding mechanisms and
criteria. On pages ES-32 and ES-33 of the Executive Summary of the
DEIS identifies implementation of a comprehensive revegetation plan
and a comprehensive mitigation strategy to minimize potential effects on
biological resources as environmental commitments. Therefore, the
document properly identifies the probability of implementation of
mitigation as required under NEPA and commits Reclamation to
implementing this mitigation.

As stated under Mitigation Measure Bot-7 in Chapter 12, "Botanical
Resources and Wetlands," Section 12.3.5, "Mitigation Measures,"
feasible measures in this context are those that are not in conflict with
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applicable laws, agreements, and regulations, or with the purpose of the
project. This section also states that appropriate restoration actions are
those that do any of the following: 1) enhance connectivity of river side
channels (e.g., by modifying the elevation of secondary channels,
remnant oxbows, or meander scars); 2) expand the river meander zone at
selected locations (e.g., by assisting in funding projects that meet this
objective); 3) increase floodplain connectivity (e.g., by assisting in
funding projects that meet this objective); 4) control and remove
nonnative, invasive plant species from riparian areas to shift dominance
to native species; 5) create riparian and wetland communities (e.qg.,
through plantings); and 6) increase shaded riverine aquatic habitat (e.g.,
through plantings). Because the plan would be developed in
coordination with USFWS, NMFS, CDFW, and the Sacramento River
Conservation Area Forum, each of these entities would have the
opportunity to provide input on the appropriateness and feasibility of
restoration actions.

SHET-11: Chapter 1, “Introduction,” Section 1.6, “Areas of
Controversy,” of the DEIS acknowledges that Native American
concerns and cultural resources remain an area of controversy.
Information presented to the decision-makers include the Final
Feasibility Report, Final EIS, comments on the DEIS, and responses to
comments on the DEIS. The decision-maker will have a full picture of
the public interests involved in the selection of an alternative to
recommend to Congress for authorization.

As stated in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” Section 1.1.1, “Project Purpose
and Objectives,” of the Final EIS, the Project purpose is to improve
operational flexibility of the Delta watershed system to meet specified
primary and secondary project objectives including increasing survival
of anadromous fish populations in the Sacramento River and increasing
water supply and water supply reliability for agricultural, M&I, and
environmental purposes, to help meet current and future water demands
(primary objectives); and to conserve, restore and enhance ecosystem
resources in the Shasta Lake area and the upper Sacramento River,
reduce flood damage downstream, develop additional hydropower
generation capabilities at Shasta Dam, maintain and increase recreation
opportunities at Shasta Lake and maintain or improve water quality
conditions downstream (secondary objectives). The DEIS examines the
full range of impacts on the human environment of five action
alternatives and a no action alternative.

Chapter 14, “Cultural Resources,” identifies impacts from inundation of
Traditional Cultural Properties and Sacred Land Filings, which include
Winnemem Wintu places of traditional, ceremonial, and sacred uses. See
“Impact Culture-2” in Chapter 14, “Cultural Resources,” Section 14.3.4,
“Muitigation Measures,” for “CP1,” “CP2,” “CP3,” “CP4,” and “CP5,”
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are identified as significant and unavoidable, with no feasible mitigation
identified.

Impacts to wildlife species is discussed in Chapter 13, “Wildlife
Resources,” of the EIS.

Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential Effects to
Cultural Resources,” and Master Comment Response CR-5,
“Environmental Justice.”

SHET-12: Thank you for your comment. This comment does not raise
a specific issue related to the DEIS, but merely quotes the DEIS text.

SHET-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-2, “Federal
Recognition.”

SHET-14: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant
Environmental Impacts,” and Master Comment Response GEN-5,
“Some People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

SHET-15: Comment noted.

SHET-16: Please refer to Master Comment Response RAH-1,
“Available Water to Fill an Enlarged Reservoir.”

SHET-17: Please refer to Master Comment Response RE-1, “Reservoir
Evaporation.”

SHET-18: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1,
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master
Comment Response COST/BEN-5, “Potential Project Financing.”

SHET-19: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1,
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest.”
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33.11.191 Becky Shufelt
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Response to Comments from Becky Shufelt
SHUF-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”

SHUF-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”

SHUF-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”

SHUF-4: A response is not required under NEPA because the comment
does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulation 40
CFR 1503.4). This comment will, however, be included as a part of the
record and made available to decision makers before a final decision on
the proposed project.

SHUF-5: Comment noted. A response to this comment is not required
under NEPA because the comment does not raise a significant
environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Some
comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories, or experiences
that are not appropriately addressed as part of the NEPA process. This
comment will, however, be included as part of the record and made
available to decision makers before a final decision on the proposed
project.
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33.11.192 Michael Reha on Behalf of Silverthorn Resort

Response to Comments from Michael Reha on Behalf of
Silverthorn Resort

SILV-1: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in responding to the document. A response to this
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comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does not
raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the
NEPA process. This comment will be included as part of the record and
made available to decision makers before a final decision on the
proposed project.

SILV-2: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in responding to the document. The DEIS
Appendices Engineering Summary Appendix, Chapter 5, Attachments 1
through 4, include the cost estimates for relocation and modifications
recreational facilities. Included in these costs is all engineering design,
and construction costs necessary for relocation and modification.

SILV-3: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in responding to the document. The DEIS
Appendices Engineering Summary Appendix, Chapter 5, Attachments 1
through 4, include the cost estimates for relocation and modifications
recreational facilities. Included in these costs is all engineering design,
and construction costs necessary for relocation and modification.

SILV-4: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8,
“Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” inundated recreation
facilities and associated utilities would be relocated before demolition to
the extent practicable. Section 2.3.8 also states that scheduling and
sequencing of recreation facility relocation or modification construction
activities will strive to minimize or avoid interruption of public access to
recreation sites.

SILV-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-4, “Relocation
of Recreation Facilities.”

SILV-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-4, “Relocation
of Recreation Facilities.”

SILV-7: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-3, “Effects to
Tourism at Shasta Lake.”
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33.11.193 Roger and Sherri Lee
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93013 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - B.O.R. meeting on Sept. 24, 2013
1-530-339-1667

[Quoted text hidden]
CHOW, KATRINA <kchow@usbr.gow Tue, Sep 24, 2013 at 2:04 |

To: Sherri Lee <leeslakehouse@att.net>

Sheri,

Attached is a report for 18074 Pine Street (attached) that was sent out last fall. For some reasons it shows in
our record, the two addresses are located in the same lot. Anyhow at the north end of Kabyai, we have not
conducted surwey if it is a vacant lot.

| hope this information is helpful. Please feel free to email or contact me if you have further questions.

Thanks

[Quoted text hidden]

Katrina Chow

Project Manager/Civil Engineer

Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento

2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, CA 95825
916-978-5067

kchow@usbr.gov

-@ 18074 Pine Street (1). pdf
212K

Response to Comments from Roger and Sherri Lee
SLEE-1: Comment noted.

SLEE-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-9, “Maps
and Additional Surveys of Private Parcels/Structures.”

SLEE-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1, “Comment
Included as Part of the Record.”
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33.11.194 Rich Howe on Behalf of Shasta Lake Resorts LP
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Response to Comments from Rich Howe on Behalf of Shasta Lake
Resorts LP

SLRLP-1: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI,
we appreciate your time in commenting on the document. While we
thank you for information regarding the operations of your marina a
response to this comment is not required under NEPA because the
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA
Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4). Many comment authors expressed
personal opinions, histories or experiences which are not appropriately
addressed as part of the NEPA process. This comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to decision makers before a
final decision on the proposed project.

SLRLP-2: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI,
we appreciate your time in commenting on the document. The text
referenced in the comment is consistent with the text in the document. A
response to this comment is not required under NEPA because the
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA
Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4).

SLRLP-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects
to Recreation at Shasta Lake.”

SLRLP-4: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans

33.11-391 Final — December 2014



Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
Environmental Impact Statement

were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area,
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2,
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place.

SLRLP-5: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans
were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area,
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2,
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place.

SLRLP-6: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans
were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area,
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2,
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary
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Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place.

SLRLP-7: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans
were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area,
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2,
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place.

SLRLP-8: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans
were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area,
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2,
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place.

SLRLP-9: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans
were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area,
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2,
“Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction
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Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other
marinas would be reconsidered. Reclamation understands that further
coordination with the USFS permit holders will be required after
Congressional authorization to finalize relocation plans and develop
final designs.

SLRLP-10: As stated in Chapter 1, "Introduction,” Section 1.5.3,
"USFS Use of EIS," expansion of the reservoir would require
authorization by permit, or other suitable instrument, issued by the
USFS to Reclamation under the authority of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (Title 43, U.S. Code Section 1761(a)(1)).

SLRLP-11: Either the special use permit or the special instrument
would follow standard administrative format and would not be available
for review. However, premittees affected by the issuance of the special
use permit of similar instrument may have an opportunity for
administrative review, under the terms of their permit.

SLRLP-12: Reclamation and the USFS, operating under a
memorandum of understanding will cooperate on determining relocation
of recreation facilities at Shasta Lake.

SLRLP-13: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1,
“Range of Alternatives — General.”

SLRLP-14: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record,” and Master Comment
Response ALTR-1, “Range of Alternatives — General.”

SLRLP-15: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans
were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area,
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2,
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place.
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SLRLP-16: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section
2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans
were developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area,
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2,
“Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that affected marinas would
be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other
marinas would be reconsidered. Reclamation understands that further
coordination with the USFS permit holders will be required after
Congressional authorization to finalize relocation plans and develop
final designs.

SLRLP-17: Thank you for your comment. A response to this comment
is not required under NEPA because the comment does not raise a
significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4).
Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories or
experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the NEPA
process. This comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to decision makers before a final decision on the proposed
project.

SLRLP-18: Thank you for your comment. A response to this comment
is not required under NEPA because the comment does not raise a
significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR 1503.4).
Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories or
experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the NEPA
process. This comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to decision makers before a final decision on the proposed
project.
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33.11.195 Dr. Randall Smith
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Old idea for saving salmon
deserves a whole new look

Recent coverage of an
idea to transport endan-
gered salmon above Shasta
Dam prompts this writing.
The Endangered Species
Act says that all prudent
and reasonable methods
to suﬂ:on listed species
should be undertaken.
However, the act does not
state that less costly, more
effective means should be
ignored in preference to
ones that are expensive,
problem prone and risky.
Intoday’s world of limited
financial resources, why is
it that $6,000 toilet seats
continue to be purchased?

Long before endan-
gered species were de-
clared, before environ-
mental impact statements
costing millions were re-
quired, before agency law-
yers who never leave their
remote offices to conduct
field work, the federal gov-
ernment sent an esteemed
team to Shasta County to
study and report how the
coming of Shasta Dam
could be mitigated to
prevent loss to valuable
salmonid species of the
Sacramento River system.

This team led by Stan-
ford Professor Harry A.
Hanson spent 1939 and
1940 here. They walked
the locaflﬂ;:reeks dm—
stream of the coming i
they collected salmon fry
from places like Union
School on the West Fork
of Stillwater Creek in the
present-day city of Shasta
Lake. After careful collec-
tion of considerable data,

the team issued a 200-page

¢

Hanson's idea should be
considered anew. It is still

as good as the day it was written.
Meantime, the necessary
infrastructure for delivering
non-consumptive water has been
built and with federal money.”

report: “An Investigation
of Fish-Salvage Problems
in Relation to Shasta Dam,
Spetial Scientific Report
#i0"

Many of the findings
and recommendations of
this singular report have
come into being. The re-
port's No. 2 idea is today
called Coleman National
Fish Hatchery and is very
important to the fall and
late-fall run of Sacramen-
to River salmon.

Other studied, now
headwaiter streams, of the
Sacramento River have
been given or are getting
long-delayed attention.
Clear Creek has received
over $50 million of help to

support listed spring-run
safion.

Battle Creek is finally,
after years of debate and
study, to be opened above
the atcherf'. Deer, An-
telope, Mill, even Dry
Creek of Tehama County
are getting needed salmon

awning support. All of
this work and money is
lmportant.

When the command
was given for us to grow
and multiply, was there
also a mandate to be the

only species remain-
ing? Salmon are not snail
darters, are not vestigial
remnants of creatures

hanging by an ecological
thread.

They are canaries in
our local and ocean envi-
ronments, warning us to
be careful lest we become
very lonely and hungry by
our actions.

Professor Hanson's
No. 1 idea involved using
Stillwater Creek as a year-
round salmon and steel-
head spawning stream.

The substrate, gravel
lining, of the stream is
continuously nearly per-
fect from above Shasta
College to the Sacramen-
to River confluence at
Deschutes Bridge in An-
derson. What the stream
lacks is a summer source
of cold water to support
winter- and spring-run
fish as well as encourage
and benefit fall and late
fall salmon. Hanson knew
the cure was expensive
and he worried aboutit in
writing,

His estimate in 1940
dollars for the proposed
siphon of cold McCloud
River water was %2

D

SPEAK YOUR PIECE

million. He understood
this was a large order,
but he felt Shasta Dam
owed the resource this
exchange. World War II
made his worry reality.

Then came decades of
neglect and ruined salmon
populations when no one
really cared about this
once abundant supply.
In the 1940s Aldo Leop-
old wrote: "Our tendency
is not to call things re-
sources until the supply
runs short. When the end
of the supply is in sight,
we discover the thing is
valuable.” No statement
has been more prophetic
regarding our denial of
salmon population de-
cline.

But Hanson's idea
should be considered
anew. It is still as good
as the day it was written.
Meantime, the necessary
infrastructure for deliver-
ing non-consumptive wa-
ter has been built and with
federal money. It is known
locally as the Bella Vista
‘Water District. It has two
very large pipelines that
cross Stillwater Creek.

Why has this idea not
been given the careful at-
tention it deserves? What
can be done to change
present thinking? When
simple and inexpensive
ideas are ignored, there
has to be a reason, though
it may not fit comfortably
with those responsible.

Randy Smith Is the leader of the
Rotary Club of Redding's Stream
Team. He lives in Redding.

Response to Comments from Dr. Randall Smith
SMIT1-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response FISHPASS-1,
“Fish Passage Above Shasta Dam.”
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33.11.196 Randall Smith

From: Randall Smith <randall smith(@ charter.net>

Date: Tue, Aug 27. 2013 at 1:51 AM

Subject: SLWRI Public Comment

To: kehow(@usbr.gcov

Cc: Patricia.Bratcher@wildlife.ca.gov, Howard . Brown@noaa.gov, Naseem. Alston(@noaa.gov,

tkisanuki@usbr.gov, Brenda Haynes <havnes034@att.net™, jacqueline silvers@mail.house. gov,
laura_kroeger(@feinstein.senate.gov

Dear Ms. Chow.

[Carcful review of the Executive Summary of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for raising Shasta Dam reveals no mention of Stanford Professor Harry A. Hanson's seminal
1940 Scientific Report # 10 ("An Investigation of Fish-Salvage Problems in Relation to Shasta
Dam") prepared for the federal government at the time of Shasta Dam's construction. Why?

The DEIS is replete with written concern for increasing salmonid numbers to avoid extinetion of
already listed species and decline of other species. Yet the number one idea for helping natural
SMIT2-1 reproduction outlined in Hanson's work is never mentioned. Why?

Increasing Shasta Dam storage gives rise to many valuable advantages well cited in the
Executive Summary and detailed in many chapters of the document. Yet making use of the best
natural substrate, the finest side channel spawning possibility (more than 16 miles) and local non
consumptive water conveyance above Red Bluff made possible by increased storage availability
and sales 1s never mentioned. Why?

Consideration in the document is given to roadways at the Tracy Pumps and seemingly all

manner of other impacts: cultural, natural, social. economie, trivial and significant: but no

mention is made of using Stillwater Creck as Hanson suggested for increasing salmonid
production. Why?

Very truly yours.
Randall R. Smith

955 Sierra Vista Drive
Redding, CA 26001

Response to Comments from Randall Smith
SMIT2-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTR-1, “Range
of Alternatives — General.”
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Paul Smith

Response to Comments from Paul Smith

SMITH-1: Operations modeling was performed using the CalSim-II
CVP/SWP simulation model, the best available tool for predicting
system-wide water operations throughout the Central Valley. Details on
the CalSim-11 model and the assumptions included in all simulations can
be found in the Modeling Appendix, Chapter 2, “CalSim-11.”

SMITH-2: A response is not required under NEPA because the
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA
Regulation 40 CFR 1503.4). This comment will, however, be included
as a part of the record and made available to decision makers before a
final decision on the proposed project.

SMITH-3: CVP Hydropower generation was simulated using the
Benchmark Study Team (BST) power modeling tool LTGen, Version
1.18, as described in the DEIS in Chapter 23 Power and Energy, Section
23.3.1. Methods and Assumptions and in the Modeling Appendix,
Chapter 8, “Hydropower Modeling.” The model includes a unique
“energy factor” for each power facility that is computed based on head,
flow, and overall plant efficiency. The power factor is then used to
compute the actual generation.

SMITH-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response DSFISH-6,
“Historic Dam Effects on Fisheries.”
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SMITH-5: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects
to Recreation at Shasta Lake.”

SMITH-6: Please refer to Master Comment Response PLAR-1, “Effects
to Private Residences and Businesses.”

33.11.198 John and Anna Harkrader on Behalf of Shasta Marina Resort
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CC: Congressman Doug LaMalfa
2885 Churn Creek Rd. Suite C
Redding, CA. 96002

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

Senator Barbara Boxer
312 N. Spring St. #1748
Los Angeles, Ca. 90012

Secretary Sally lewel
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
163249 Shasta Dam Blvd.
Shasta Lake, Ca. 96019-8400

Response to Comments from John and Anna Harkrader on Behalf
of Shasta Marina Resort

SMR-1: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8,
“Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans were
developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area,
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the

33.11-402 Final — December 2014



Chapter 33
Public Comments and Responses

current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2,
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place.

SMR-2: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in commenting on the document. While we thank
you for information regarding the operations of your marina a response
to this comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does
not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the
NEPA process. This comment will be included as part of the record and
made available to decision makers before a final decision on the
proposed project.

SMR-3: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8,
“Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans were
developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area,
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2,
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place.

SMR-4: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8,
“Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans were
developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area,
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2,
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Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place.

SMR-5: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8,
“Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans were
developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area,
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2,
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place. Please refer to
Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects to Recreation at Shasta
Lake.”

SMR-6: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in commenting on the document. While we thank
you for information regarding the operations of your marina a response
to this comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does
not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the
NEPA process. This comment will be included as part of the record and
made available to decision makers before a final decision on the
proposed project.

SMR-7: Thank you for your comment on the DEIS for the SLWRI, we
appreciate your time in commenting on the document. While we thank
you for information regarding the operations of your marina a response
to this comment is not required under NEPA because the comment does
not raise a significant environmental issue (NEPA Regulations 40 CFR
1503.4). Many comment authors expressed personal opinions, histories
or experiences which are not appropriately addressed as part of the
NEPA process. This comment will be included as part of the record and
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made available to decision makers before a final decision on the
proposed project.

SMR-8: As stated in the DEIS Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” Section 2.3.8,
“Comprehensive Plan Construction Activities,” relocation plans were
developed to verify that for each action alternative, the existing
recreational capacity could be maintained. Reclamation and USFS will
continue to work together to develop and finalize plans for relocation of
recreational facilities that is suitable for the National Recreation Area,
should an alternative be authorized by Congress. At a minimum the
current available capacities would be maintained, inundated and affected
facilities would be relocated to the extent practicable. Chapter 2,
Alternatives, Section 2.3.8, “Comprehensive Plan Construction
Activities,” text has been revised to clarify that the affected marinas
would be maintained in the immediate vicinity, but due to unforeseen
circumstances preventing this, relocating or consolidating with other
marinas would be reconsidered. In the Final EIS Engineering Summary
Appendix Plate 39, “Recreation Site Status,” has also been updated to
reflect that affected marinas would be relocated in place.

33.11.199 Fred Specht

Response to Comments from Fred Specht
SPEC-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response MAILINGLIST-1,
“Addition to the Mailing List.”
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33.11.200 Tony St. Amant

Response to Comments from Tony St. Amant
STAM-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response MAILINGLIST-1,
“Addition to the Mailing List.”
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33.11.201 Michael Stapleton

Response to Comments from Michael Stapleton
STAP-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-5, “Some
People Support Dam Raise and Others Oppose Dam Raise.”
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33.11.202 Monica and Hugo Steensma
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STEE-12 | @Perate the dam to benefit fish and the public lands and sensitive ecosystems along the
contd Sacramento River.

Thank you.
Sinceraly,

Maonica and Hugo Sleensma
Santa Fe, NM B7505
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Response to Comments from Monica and Hugo Steensma
STEE-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response REC-1, “Effects to
Recreation at Shasta Lake.”

STEE-2: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-1,
“Eligibility of the McCloud River as a Federal Wild and Scenic River,”
Master Comment Response WASR-6, “Protections of the Lower
McCloud River as Identified in the California Public Resources Code,
Section 5093.542,” and Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

STEE-3: Please refer to Master Comment Response EI-1, “Intent of
NEPA Process to Provide Fair and Full Discussion of Significant
Environmental Impacts,” Master Comment Response EI-3, “Botanical
Resources Effects Related to Flow Regimes,” and Master Comment
Response ESA-1, “Compliance with the Endangered Species Act.”

STEE-4: Please refer to Master Comment Response WASR-8, “Effects
to the Eligibility of Rivers for Inclusion in the Federal Wild and Scenic
River System.”

STEE-5: Of the increased reservoir storage space, about 378,000 acre-
feet would be dedicated to increasing the supply of cold water for
anadromous fish survival purposes. Enlarging the reservoir Shasta Dam
operational guidelines would continue essentially unchanged, except
during dry years and critical years, when 70,000 acre-feet and 35,000
acre-feet, respectively, of the increased storage capacity in Shasta
Reservoir would be reserved to specifically focus on increasing M&lI
deliveries. CP4 also includes augmenting spawning gravel and restoring
riparian, floodplain, and side channel habitat in the upper Sacramento
River.

STEE-6: It is unlikely that any of the regulatory requirements, including
those established in the 2008 USFWS BO, 2009 NMFW BO, or by the
State Water Board, in the reasonably foreseeable future would be
removed. These standards require that specific X2, Delta outflow, Old
and Middle Rivers, and entrainment requirements are met so as to
protect fish species in the Delta. As a result, there would be minimal
cumulative impacts to Delta fish, as identified in Chapter 11, “Fisheries
and Aquatic Ecosystems,” Section 11.3.5, “Cumulative Effects.”

STEE-7: Comment noted. Chapter 13, “Wildlife Resources,” in the
Final EIS was revised to enhance the discussion of resources, impacts to
resources, and mitigation measures for impacted resources.
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STEE-8: Please refer to Master Comment Response RBR-2, “Reduced
Public Access Around Shasta Lake.”

STEE-9: Please refer to Master Comment Response CR-1, “Potential
Effects to Cultural Resources.”

STEE-10: Please refer to Master Comment Response ALTD-2,
“Alternative Development — Anadromous Fish Survival,” and Master
Comment Response P&N-1, “Purpose and Need and Objectives.”

STEE-11: Please refer to Master Comment Response COST/BEN-1,
“Intent of EIS and Process to Determine Federal Interest,” and Master
Comment Response COST/BEN-4, “Non-monetary Benefits of Action
Alternatives.”

STEE-12: Please refer to Master Comment Response GEN-1,
“Comment Included as Part of the Record.”
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33.11.203 Richard & Beverly Steele

Response to Comments from Richard & Beverly Steele
STEEL-1: Please refer to Master Comment Response MAILINGLIST-
1, “Addition to the Mailing List.”

33.11-412 Final — December 2014



	SLWRI_FEIS_Chapter 33, Sections 33.11.152 to 33.11.203
	33.11.152 Rob McDonald on Behalf of Nor Cal Beat
	Response to Comments from Rob McDonald on Behalf of Nor Cal Beat

	33.11.153 Elizabeth Ohalloran
	Response to Comments from Elizabeth Ohalloran

	33.11.154 Mauro Oliveira
	Response to Comments from Mauro Oliveira

	33.11.155 Frank Oyung
	Response to Comments from Frank Oyung

	33.11.156 Kristine Brooks on Behalf of Packers Bay Marina
	Response to Comments from Kristine Brooks on Behalf of Packers Bay Marina

	33.11.157 Gracious A. Palmer
	Response to Comments from Gracious A. Palmer

	33.11.158 Penny Palmer
	Response to Comments from Penny Palmer

	33.11.159 Al Pantalone
	Response to Comments from Al Pantalone

	33.11.160 Arlene Pantalone
	Response to Comments from Arlene Pantalone

	33.11.161 Katie Parks
	Response to Comments from Katie Parks

	33.11.162 Gary Penberthy
	Response to Comments from Gary Penberthy

	33.11.163 Lowell S. Perkins
	Response to Comments from Lowell S. Perkins

	33.11.164 Michelle Perkins
	Response to Comments from Michelle Perkins

	33.11.165 Anne Raleigh Perkins
	Response to Comments from Anne Raleigh Perkins

	33.11.166 Jeannette Petraitis
	Response to Comments from Jeannette Petraitis

	33.11.167 Joseph Pettit
	Response to Comments from Joseph Pettit

	33.11.168 Jeanine Pfeiffer
	Response to Comments from Jeanine Pfeiffer

	33.11.169 Virginia and Ed Smith Phelps
	Response to Comments from Virginia and Ed Smith Phelps

	33.11.170 Virginia and Ed Smith Phelps
	Response to Comments from Virginia and Ed Smith Phelps

	33.11.171 Burt Wilson on Behalf of Public Water News Service
	Response to Comments from Burt Wilson on Behalf of Public Water News Service

	33.11.172 Roy Reddin
	Response to Comments from Roy Reddin

	33.11.173 Rebecca Rencountre
	Response to Comments from Rebecca Rencountre

	33.11.174 Gary Reynolds
	Response to Comments from Gary Reynolds

	33.11.175 Don Anderson on Behalf of Riverview Golf & Country Club
	Response to Comments from Don Anderson on Behalf of Riverview Golf & Country Club

	33.11.176 Linda Richards
	Response to Comments from Linda Richards

	33.11.177 Mike Ricks
	Response to Comments from Mike Ricks

	33.11.178 Steve Roderick
	Response to Comments from Steve Roderick

	33.11.179 Michael Rosenthal
	Response to Comments from Michael Rosenthal

	33.11.180 Lynn Ryan
	Response to Comments from Lynn Ryan

	33.11.181 Penny Salus
	Response to Comments from Penny Salus

	33.11.182 Cathy & Dan Sampson
	Response to Comments from Cathy & Dan Sampson

	33.11.183 Linda Samuels
	Response to Comments from Linda Samuels

	33.11.184 Iris Sanders
	Response to Comments from Iris Sanders

	33.11.185 Harold Jones on Behalf of Sugarloaf Cottages Resort
	Response to Comments from Harold Jones on Behalf of Sugarloaf Cottages Resort

	33.11.186 Fusia Schanuth
	Response to Comments from Fusia Schanuth

	33.11.187 William R. Schaafsma
	Response to Comments from William R. Schaafsma

	33.11.188 Kay Schaser
	Response to Comments from Kay Schaser

	33.11.189 Maureen Sechrengost
	Response to Comments from Maureen Sechrengost

	33.11.190 Heather Shetrawski
	Response to Comments from Heather Shetrawski

	33.11.191 Becky Shufelt
	Response to Comments from Becky Shufelt

	33.11.192 Michael Reha on Behalf of Silverthorn Resort
	Response to Comments from Michael Reha on Behalf of Silverthorn Resort

	33.11.193 Roger and Sherri Lee
	Response to Comments from Roger and Sherri Lee

	33.11.194 Rich Howe on Behalf of Shasta Lake Resorts LP
	Response to Comments from Rich Howe on Behalf of Shasta Lake Resorts LP

	33.11.195 Dr. Randall Smith
	Response to Comments from Dr. Randall Smith

	33.11.196 Randall Smith
	Response to Comments from Randall Smith

	33.11.197 Paul Smith
	Response to Comments from Paul Smith

	33.11.198 John and Anna Harkrader on Behalf of Shasta Marina Resort
	Response to Comments from John and Anna Harkrader on Behalf of Shasta Marina Resort

	33.11.199 Fred Specht
	Response to Comments from Fred Specht

	33.11.200 Tony St. Amant
	Response to Comments from Tony St. Amant

	33.11.201 Michael Stapleton
	Response to Comments from Michael Stapleton

	33.11.202 Monica and Hugo Steensma
	Response to Comments from Monica and Hugo Steensma

	33.11.203 Richard & Beverly Steele
	Response to Comments from Richard & Beverly Steele


