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1C.1.7.1 Responses to Comments from City of Folsom, City of Roseville, 
and San Juan Water District 

Folsom Roseville SJWD 1: Comment noted. 

Folsom Roseville SJWD 2: Reclamation has modified the Final EIS in response 
to comments; and will use the Final EIS in the development of the Record of 
Decision.  On October 9, 2015, the District Court granted a very short time 
extension to address comments received during the public review period, and 
requires Reclamation to issue a Record of Decision on or before 
January 12, 2016.  This current court ordered schedule does not provide sufficient 
time for Reclamation to include additional alternatives, which would require 
recirculation of an additional Draft EIS for public review and comment, nor does 
Reclamation believe additional analysis is required to constitute a sufficient EIS.  
Reclamation is committed to continue working toward improvements to the 
USFWS and NMFS RPA actions through either the adaptive management 
process, Collaborative Science and Adaptive Management Program (CSAMP) 
with the Collaborative Adaptive Management Team (CAMT), or other similar 
ongoing or future efforts.   

Folsom Roseville SJWD 3: This comment is consistent with the information in 
the EIS. 

Folsom Roseville SJWD 4: Comment noted. 

Folsom Roseville SJWD 5: Please see response to Comment Folsom Roseville 
SJWD 2. 

Final LTO EIS 1C-75  



Appendix 1C: Comments from Regional and Local Agencies and Responses 

Folsom Roseville SJWD 6: The CVP and SWP operations prioritize meeting 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

41 

42 
43 
44 

federal and state regulatory requirements and deliveries to water rights holders, 
including the City of Sacramento, prior to deliveries of water to CVP and SWP 
water contractors.  The modeling analyses presented in the EIS include these 
prioritizations for long-term operation of the CVP and SWP without inclusion of 
changes that could be developed for specific extreme flood or drought events.   

Folsom Roseville SJWD 7: As described in Section 3.3, Reclamation had 
provisionally accepted the provisions of the 2008 USFWS BO and 2009 NMFS 
BO, and was implementing the BOs at the time of publication of the Notice of 
Intent in March 2012.  Under the definition of the No Action Alternative in the 
National Environmental Policy Act regulations (43 CFR 46.30), Reclamation’s 
NEPA Handbook (Section 8.6), and Question 3 of the Council of Environmental 
Quality’s Forty Most Asked Questions, the No Action Alternative could represent 
a future condition with “no change” from current management direction or level 
of management intensity, or a future “no action” conditions without 
implementation of the actions being evaluated in the EIS.  The No Action 
Alternative in this EIS is consistent with the definition of “no change” from 
current management direction or level of management.  Therefore, the RPAs were 
included in the No Action Alternative as Reclamation had been implementing the 
BOs and RPA actions, except where enjoined, as part of CVP operations for 
approximately three years at the time the Notice of Intent was issued (2008 
USFWS BO implemented for three years and three months, 2009 NMFS BO 
implemented for two years and nine months).   

As described in Section 3.3, Reclamation included the Second Basis of 
Comparison to identify changes that would occur due to actions that would not 
have been implemented without Reclamation’s provisional acceptance of the 
BOs, as required by the District Court order.  However, the Second Basis of 
Comparison is not consistent with the definition of the No Action Alternative 
used to develop the No Action Alternative for this EIS.  Therefore, mitigation 
measures have not been considered for changes of alternatives as compared to the 
Second Basis of Comparison. 

The analysis in the EIS includes hydrologic conditions projected to occur in 2030 
with existing regulatory requirements, future population growth in areas located 
north of the Delta, climate change, and sea level rise, as described in Appendix 
5A, Section A, CalSim II and DSM2 Modeling.  These changes are not caused by 
changes in CVP and SWP operations, and would occur with or without 
implementation of the BOs or other actions in the alternatives.  Because these 
changes are included in the No Action Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, 
and Alternatives 1 through 5, the effects of these changes are not considered in 
the comparative analysis used in this EIS to determine effects of the alternatives. 

Folsom Roseville SJWD 8: Comment noted. 

Folsom Roseville SJWD 9: The CVP and SWP operations prioritize meeting 
federal and state regulatory requirements and deliveries to senior water rights 
holders, including the City of Sacramento.  The modeling analyses presented in 
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without inclusion of changes that could be developed for specific extreme flood or 
drought events.   

Reclamation is aware of the storage and diversion limitations that exist for the 
intakes in Folsom Lake during drought periods when Reclamation may be 
allocating and delivering water in consideration of federal and state regulatory 
requirements, including water rights.  Droughts have occurred throughout 
California’s history, and are constantly shaping and innovating the ways in which 
Reclamation and DWR balance both federal and state regulations, public health 
standards and urban and agricultural water demands.  The most notable droughts 
in recent history are the droughts that occurred in 1976-77, 1987-92, and the 
ongoing drought.  More details have been included in Section 5.3.3 of Chapter 5, 
Surface Water Resources and Water Supplies, in the Final EIS to describe 
historical responses by CVP and SWP to these drought conditions, including 
implementation of a barge and pump system in Folsom Lake to allow diversions 
when low water surface elevations would cause capacity issues for existing 
intakes.   

Folsom Roseville SJWD 10: On October 9, 2015, the District Court granted a 
very short time extension to address comments received during the public review 
period, and requires Reclamation to issue a Record of Decision on or before 
January 12, 2016.  This current court ordered schedule does not provide sufficient 
time for Reclamation to include additional alternatives, which would require 
recirculation of an additional Draft EIS for public review and comment, nor does 
Reclamation believe additional analysis is required to constitute a sufficient EIS.  
Reclamation is committed to continue working toward improvements to the 
USFWS and NMFS RPA actions through either the adaptive management 
process, Collaborative Science and Adaptive Management Program (CSAMP) 
with the Collaborative Adaptive Management Team (CAMT), or other similar 
ongoing or future efforts. 

Folsom Roseville SJWD 11: The alternatives considered in the EIS were 
analyzed over a wide range of hydrologic conditions, including drought 
conditions in 1927 through 1934 and 1987 through 1992.  The CalSim II model 
assumptions include assumptions for compliance with federal and state regulatory 
requirements.  The model results indicate that CVP and SWP water deliveries 
under critical dry periods is minimal.  For example, water deliveries to CVP and 
SWP water contractors (not water rights holders, settlement, or exchange 
contractors) would average about 22 to 30 percent of full contract amounts under 
critical dry year water conditions as shown in Tables C-19 and C-20 in Appendix 
5A, Section C, CalSim II and DSM2 Model Results (see Table 5A.B.1 in 
Appendix 5A, Section B, CalSim II and DSM2 Modeling Simulations and 
Assumptions, for full contract amounts).  The CalSim II model does not represent 
historical annual responses to extreme conditions by Reclamation, DWR, and 
other agencies to manage adverse conditions associated with wide range of water 
users, as described in Section 5.3 of Chapter 5, Surface Water Resources and 
Water Supplies, in the Final EIS.   
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Comparison, and Alternatives 1 through 5 all include hydrologic and water 
quality conditions with climate change and sea level rise at Year 2030.  Because 
the EIS analysis is based upon a comparison of Alternatives 1 through 5 to the No 
Action Alternative, and a comparison of the No Action Alternative and 
Alternatives 1 through 5 to the Second Basis of Comparison, the effects of climate 
change and sea level rise are not included in the incremental differences between 
the alternatives.  Therefore, the relative incremental differences between the 
alternatives at Year 2030 are representative of the differences between the 
alternatives with or without climate change and sea level rise. 

Folsom Roseville SJWD 13: Section 7.4 of Chapter 7, Groundwater Resources 
and Groundwater Quality, has been modified in the Final EIS to provide more 
clarity related to localized groundwater issues in areas of the Central Valley in the 
vicinity of communities that use CVP and SWP water and that are not specifically 
addressed in the CVHM groundwater model.  Information presented in Appendix 
5A, Section C, CalSim II and DSM2 Model Results, (e.g., projected CVP water 
deliveries) and Appendix 5D, Municipal and Industrial Water Demands and 
Supplies, (e.g., urban water management plan projections for 2030) were used in 
the EIS to analyze effects of the alternatives as compared to the No Action 
Alternative and Second Basis of Comparison.   

Folsom Roseville SJWD 14: The EIS describes that a suite of alternative water 
supplies could be used by the Year 2030 during drier years and over the long-
term.  The alternative water supplies include wastewater and stormwater recycling 
and water conservation, as well as water transfers from water rights holders as is 
projected for the American River Basin in the urban water management plans for 
the Year 2030.  

Folsom Roseville SJWD 15: As described in the response to Comment Folsom 
Roseville SJWD 9, Reclamation is aware of the storage and diversion limitations 
that exist for the intakes in Folsom Lake during drought periods when 
Reclamation may be allocating and delivering water in consideration of federal 
and state regulatory requirements, including water rights.  Droughts have occurred 
throughout California’s history, and are constantly shaping and innovating the 
ways in which Reclamation and DWR balance both federal and state regulations, 
public health standards and urban and agricultural water demands.  The most 
notable droughts in recent history are the droughts that occurred in 1976-77, 
1987-92, and the ongoing drought.  More details have been included in 
Section 5.3.3 of Chapter 5, Surface Water Resources and Water Supplies, in the 
Final EIS to describe historical responses by CVP and SWP to these drought 
conditions, including implementation of a barge and pump system in Folsom Lake 
to allow diversions when low water surface elevations would cause capacity 
issues for existing intakes.   

Folsom Roseville SJWD 16: Please see response to Comments Folsom Roseville 
SJWD 2, Folsom Roseville SJWD 7, and Folsom Roseville SJWD 9. 
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information presented in the EIS. 

Folsom Roseville SJWD 18: As stated in Section 5A.A.5.4 of Appendix 5A, 
Section A, CalSim II and DSM2 Modeling, the median climate change scenario 
was based on more than  hundred climate change projections and used for 
characterizing the future climate condition for the purposes of the EIS.  Although 
projected changes in future climate contain significant uncertainty through time, 
several studies have shown that use of the median climate change condition is 
acceptable (e.g., Pierce et al. 2009). The median climate change is considered 
appropriate for the EIS because of the comparative nature of the NEPA analysis.  
Due to the use of the same climate change assumptions in the No Action 
Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 through 5, the 
results of the NEPA comparative analysis are indicative of the changes between 
the model runs without climate change at the Year 2030.  The results of the 
CalSim II model run cannot be used in a predictive manner.  Therefore, it was 
determined that a sensitivity analysis using the different climate change 
conditions was not required for this EIS. 

Folsom Roseville SJWD 19: As stated in Appendix 5A, Section A, CalSim II 
and DSM2 Modeling, the hydrologic assumptions in all of the Sacramento Valley 
watersheds, including the American River watershed, were developed using 
historical hydrology and applying the climate change projections for each 
watershed to develop projected conditions in the Year 2030.  However, the 
commenter is correct that the CalSim II model assumptions do not include any 
transient trends in the vegetation or water management that may affect stream 
flows that could be considered to be speculative under the NEPA No Action 
Alternative assumptions (see Section 5A.A.4 in Appendix 5A, Section A, of 
the EIS). 

Folsom Roseville SJWD 20: Evaluation of water supplies over the 82-year 
simulation period of the CalSim II model includes several series of increased and 
decreased stressed conditions that range from extreme floods to extreme droughts.  
As described in Section 5A.A.3.5 of Appendix 5A, Section A, the CalSim II 
results may differ from real-time operations under stressed water supply 
conditions.  Such model results occur due to the inability of the model to make 
real-time policy decisions under extreme circumstances.  For example, reductions 
to senior water rights holders due to dead-pool conditions in the model can be 
observed in model results under certain circumstances as the CalSim II model 
makes month-by-month decisions based on values for that month only.  These 
reductions would be lessened in real-time by making decisions in prior months as 
well as the current month to manage the actual available water supplies within 
legal and contractual obligations. 

All of the CalSim II model runs in this EIS alternatives include consistent climate 
change conditions without consideration of potential regulatory or operational 
changes due to climate conditions in the future.  Potential climate-related 
operational changes are currently unknown and it would be speculative to develop 
such assumptions for a NEPA analysis.  Similarly, due to unique nature of each 
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lood or drought period, assuming a prescriptive “operation” would be considered 
speculative.  The EIS acknowledges these uncertain conditions that cannot be 
quantitatively analyzed at this point; and attempts to qualitatively assess the 
effects of changes from current affected environment to conditions in 2030 in 
Section 5.4 of Chapter 5, Surface Water Resources and Water Supplies of the 
Final EIS.   

The impact analysis compares conditions under the Alternatives 1 through 5 to the 
No Action Alternative; and under the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1 
hrough 5 to the Second Basis of Comparison.  This comparative approach 

eliminates effects of future uncertainty that cannot be modeled because the 
uncertainty would occur under all compared alternatives.  This comparative 
approach reduces the effects of climate change from the incremental changes 
which are used to compare the alternatives, No Action Alternative, and Second 
Basis of Comparison. 

As described in response to Comment Folsom Roseville SJWD 9, Reclamation is 
aware of the storage and diversion limitations that exist for the intakes in Folsom 
Lake during drought periods when Reclamation may be allocating and delivering 
water in consideration of federal and state regulatory requirements, including 
water rights.  Droughts have occurred throughout California’s history, and are 
constantly shaping and innovating the ways in which Reclamation and DWR 
balance both federal and state regulations, public health standards and urban and 
agricultural water demands.  The most notable droughts in recent history are the 
droughts that occurred in 1976-77, 1987-92, and the ongoing drought.  More 
details have been included in Section 5.3.3 of Chapter 5, Surface Water Resources 
and Water Supplies, in the Final EIS to describe historical responses by CVP and 
SWP to these drought conditions, including implementation of a barge and pump 
system in Folsom Lake to allow diversions when low water surface elevations 
would cause capacity issues for existing intakes.   

Folsom Roseville SJWD 21: Comment noted. 

Folsom Roseville SJWD 22: This comment is consistent with the information 
presented in the EIS. 

Folsom Roseville SJWD 23: Please see response to Comment Folsom Roseville 
SJWD 20. 

Folsom Roseville SJWD 24: As described in Appendix 5D, Municipal and 
ndustrial Water Demands and Supplies, it is assumed that Sacramento Suburban 

Water District supplies are met through water purchased from Placer County 
Water Agency water rights water and treated by San Juan Water District, and 
water purchased from City of Sacramento water rights water.   

Folsom Roseville SJWD 25: The comment is correct that the depletion terms in 
CalSim II model for El Dorado Irrigation District and El Dorado County Water 
Agency deliveries are not well-represented.  A subsequent CalSim II model study 
was developed using a different configuration that would represent a worst-case 
scenario in terms of water supply in Folsom Lake.  Based on this study, the 
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Warren Act and EDCWA’s Water Service Contracts with Reclamation in 
Alternatives 3 and 5. 

1C.1.8 Friant Water Authority  
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1C.1.8.1 Responses to Comments from Friant Water Authority 
FWA 1: Comment noted. 

FWA 2:  As described in Section 3.3, Reclamation had provisionally accepted the 
provisions of the 2008 USFWS BO and 2009 NMFS BO, and was implementing 
the BOs at the time of publication of the Notice of Intent in March 2012.  Under 
the definition of the No Action Alternative in the National Environmental Policy 
Act regulations (43 CFR 46.30), Reclamation’s NEPA Handbook (Section 8.6), 
and Question 3 of the Council of Environmental Quality’s Forty Most Asked 
Questions, the No Action Alternative could represent a future condition with “no 
change” from current management direction or level of management intensity, or 
a future “no action” conditions without implementation of the actions being 
evaluated in the EIS.  The No Action Alternative in this EIS is consistent with the 
definition of “no change” from current management direction or level of 
management.  Therefore, the RPAs were included in the No Action Alternative as 
Reclamation had been implementing the BOs and RPA actions, except where 
enjoined, as part of CVP operations for approximately three years at the time the 
Notice of Intent was issued (2008 USFWS BO implemented for three years and 
three months, 2009 NMFS BO implemented for two years and nine months).   

As described in Section 3.3, Reclamation included the Second Basis of 
Comparison to identify changes that would occur due to actions that would not 
have been implemented without Reclamation’s provisional acceptance of the 
BOs, as required by the District Court order.  However, the Second Basis of 
Comparison is not consistent with the definition of the No Action Alternative 
used to develop the No Action Alternative for this EIS.  Therefore, mitigation 
measures have not been considered for changes of alternatives as compared to the 
Second Basis of Comparison. 
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conduct a NEPA analysis when it accepted and implemented the 2008 USFWS 
BO RPA and the 2009 NMFS BO RPA pursuant to the Federal Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (ESA) as amended (United States Code [U.S.C.] 1531 ET 
SEQ.).  The BOs did not address the Friant Division of the CVP; therefore, the 
EIS does not address the Friant Division of the CVP. 

FWA 4: The EIS analysis assumes all water deliveries to the San Joaquin River 
Exchange Contractors are conveyed through the Delta; and water deliveries from 
Millerton Lake would be similar under all alternatives and the Second Basis of 
Comparison in all water year types.  However, it is recognized that during 
extreme droughts, water can be delivered to the San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contractors from Millerton Lake and CVP deliveries to users along the Friant and 
Madera canals can be reduced.  Droughts have occurred throughout California’s 
history, and are constantly shaping and innovating the ways in which Reclamation 
and DWR balance both public health standards and urban and agricultural water 
demands while protecting the Delta ecosystem and its inhabitants.  The most 
notable droughts in recent history are the droughts that occurred in 1976-77, 
1987-92, and the ongoing drought.  More details have been included in Section 
5.3.3 of Chapter 5, Surface Water Resources and Water Supplies, in the Final EIS 
to describe historical responses by CVP and SWP to these drought conditions, 
including recent deliveries of CVP water to the San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contractors.   
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