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SWC 1: Responses to comments included in the referenced the July 10, 2015 
letter are provided below in the responses to Comments SWC 66 to SWC 77.  

SWC 2: Please see responses to the remaining comments. 

SWC 3: 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. 

SWC 4: 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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several actions included in the 2008 USFWS BO and 2009 NMFS BO address 
items that were underway prior to issuance of the BOs, as summarized below.   

• 2008 USFWS BO RPA Component 4, Habitat Restoration.   

– In 1987, Reclamation, DWR, CDFW, and the Suisun Resource 
Conservation District (SRCD) signed the Suisun Marsh Preservation 
Agreement (SMPA), which contains provisions for Reclamation and 
DWR to mitigate the adverse effects on Suisun Marsh channel water 
salinity from the CVP and SWP operations and other upstream diversions.  
The SMPA required Reclamation and DWR to prepare a timeline for 
implementing the Plan of Protection for the Suisun Marsh and delineate 
monitoring and mitigation requirements.  In 2001, Reclamation, DWR, 
USFWS, NMFS, CDFW, SRCD, and CALFED directed the formation of 
a charter group to develop a plan for Suisun Marsh that would balance the 
needs of CALFED, the SMPA, and other plans by protecting and 
enhancing existing land uses, existing waterfowl and wildlife values 
including those associated with the Pacific Flyway, endangered species, 
and CVP and SWP water project supply quality.  In 2014, Reclamation, 
CDFW, and USFWS adopted and initiated implementation of the Suisun 
Marsh Habitat Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan (Suisun 
Marsh Management Plan).  The USFWS and NMFS have issued 
biological opinions for the Suisun Marsh Management Plan.   

– The No Action Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 
1 through 5 assumes that the Suisun Marsh Management Plan will provide 
up to 7,000 acres of intertidal and associated subtidal habitat in the Delta 
and Suisun Marsh with or without implementation of the 2008 USFWS 
BO.  This would represent up to 87 percent (7,000 of 8,000 acres of this 
habitat type referenced in the 2008 USFWS BO under the No Action 
Alternative and Alternative 5.   

• 2009 NMFS BO RPA Action I.1.3, Clear Creek Spawning Gravel 
Augmentation.   

– This effort was initiated in 1996 under the CVPIA Section 3406(b)(12).  
The Clear Creek fisheries habitat restoration program is being 
implemented by USFWS and Reclamation in accordance with CVPIA 
(Reclamation 2011a).  By the year 2020 the overall goal is to provide 
347,288 square feet of usable spawning habitat from Whiskeytown Dam 
downstream to the former McCormick-Saeltzer Dam, which is the amount 
that existed before construction of Whiskeytown Dam.  Between 1996 and 
2009, a total of approximately 130,925 tons of spawning gravel was added 
to the creek.  The interim annual spawning gravel addition target is 25,000 
tons per year, but due to a lack of funding, only an average of 9,358 tons 
has been placed annually since 1996 (Reclamation 2013a).     

– The No Action Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 
1 through 5 assume that the CVPIA program will continue through 2030. 
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Curtain Replacement.   

– In accordance with SWRCB Order 91-0, temperature control actions were 
initiated in the 1990s, including construction of the Spring Creek 
Temperature Control Curtain in 1993.  The curtain was damaged and 
replaced as part of maintenance activities for the CVP facilities in 2011. 

– This action was completed prior to publication of the Notice of Intent for 
this EIS; therefore, this action is included in No Action Alternative, 
Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 through 5. 

• 2009 NMFS BO RPA Action I.2.6, Restore Battle Creek for Winter-Run, 
Spring-Run, and Central Valley Steelhead.   

– The Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project was initiated 
in the 1999 in accordance with the CVPIA Anadromous Fish Restoration 
Program.  An Agreement in Principle was signed by Reclamation, NMFS, 
USFWS, CDFW, and Pacific Gas & Electric Company to pursue a 
restoration project for Battle Creek.  A formal Memorandum of 
Understanding was signed in 1999 to provide funding for the program. 

– The program is consistent with provisions in the California State Salmon, 
Steelhead Trout, and Anadromous Fisheries Program Act (California 
Senate Bill 2261, 1990), CALFED Bay-Delta Ecosystem Restoration 
Program Plan, Upper Sacramento River Fisheries and Riparian Habitat 
Management Plan (developed in accordance with California Senate Bill 
1086, 1989), 1990 CDFW Central Valley Salmon and Steelhead 
Restoration and Enhancement Plan, 1990 CDFW Steelhead Restoration 
Plan and Management Plan for California, 1993 CDFW Restoring Central 
Valley Streams: A Plan for Action, NOAA 1997 Proposed Recovery Plan 
for Sacramento River Winter-Run Chinook Salmon, and 1996 CDFW 
Actions to Restore Central Valley Spring-Run Chinook Salmon. 

– The Final EIS and the Record of Decision for the Battle Creek Salmon and 
Steelhead Restoration Project were completed in July 2005 and January 
2009, respectively.   

– Construction was completed on the first phase in 2010.  Construction will 
be completed prior to 2030 to reestablish approximately 42 miles of 
salmon and steelhead habitat on Battle Creek and an additional 6 miles of 
habitat on tributaries.  The project includes removal of five dams, 
installation of new fish screens and fish ladders, provisions for increased 
instream flows in Battle Creek, improved access roads and trails, and 
decommissioned power plant canals that conveyed water between 
tributaries.   

– The Record of Decision and the funding agreements were completed prior 
to issuance of the 2009 NMFS BO.  Construction was initiated prior to 
publication of the Notice of Intent for this EIS, and is anticipated to be 

 1D-234 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

complete before 2030.  Therefore, this action is included in No Action 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 

Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 through 5. 

• 2009 NMFS BO RPA Action I.3.1, Operate Red Bluff Diversion Dam with 
Gates Out.   

– The Final EIS and Record of Decision were completed in May 2008 for 
the Tehama-Colusa Canal Authority for the Tehama-Colusa Canal Fish 
Passage Improvement Project which included construction of the new 
intake at the Red Bluff Diversion Dam site and removal of the dam gates 
from the Sacramento River water.  This action was initiated following the 
issuance of the 1993 NMFS BO that reduced the time that water could be 
diverted from the Sacramento River using the Diversion Dam gates. 

– Construction was initiated in March 2010 and funded by the 2009 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act.  The new Red Bluff Pumping 
Plant began operation in 2012, and the gates no longer block the flow of 
water in the Sacramento River.   

– These existing facilities are included in No Action Alternative, Second 
Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 through 5. 

• 2009 NMFS BO RPA Action I.5, Funding for CVPIA Anadromous Fish 
Screen Program.   

– This effort was initiated over 20 years ago under the CVPIA Section 
3406(b)(21).   

– The No Action Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 
1 through 5 assume continued implementation of the program until the 
CVPIA program objectives are met which may or may not occur prior to 
2030. 

• 2009 NMFS BO RPA Action I.6.1, Restoration of Floodplain Habitat; and 
Action I.6.2, Near-Term Actions at Liberty Island/Lower Cache Slough and 
Lower Yolo Bypass; Action I.6.3, Lower Putah Creek Enhancements; Action 
I.6.4, Improvements to Lisbon Weir; and Action I.7, Reduce Migratory 
Delays and Loss of Salmon, Steelhead, and Sturgeon at Fremont Weir and 
Other Structures in the Yolo Bypass.   

– These actions are addressed in the ongoing Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat 
Restoration and Fish Passage Implementation Plan (Implementation Plan) 
that has been initiated by Reclamation and DWR.   

– The No Action Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 
1 through 5 assume completion of this Implementation Plan by 2030 with 
or without implementation of the 2009 NMFS BO.  

– In response to this comment, a sensitivity analysis was included in the 
Final EIS (Appendix 5E), that presents the results of CalSim II model runs 
with and without implementation of the Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat 
Restoration and Fish Passage Implementation Plan.  
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– In 2006, Reclamation began operating in accordance with the American 
River Flow Management Standard (FMS), as described in Appendix 3A, 
No Action Alternative: Central Valley Project and State Water Project 
Operations.  The FMS operations were initiated to enhance the protections 
provided by SWRCB D-893 in accordance with an agreement between 
Reclamation, USFWS, NMFS, and CDFW. 

– The No Action Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 
1 through 5 assume continued operations under the FMS in 2030. 

SWC 6: The EIS analyzed the alternatives at 2030 to consider full 
implementation of the provisions in each of the alternatives, such as completion 
of predation control plans in Alternatives 3 and 4 or fish passage programs in 
Alternative 5 and the No Action Alternative.   

If the analyses were conducted at the present time, the existing conditions would 
include implementation of the operational provisions of the 2008 USFWS BO 
RPA and the 2009 NMFS BO RPA which had been provisionally accepted by 
Reclamation prior to the publication of the Notice of Intent in 2012. 

SWC 7: Reclamation does not believe that conditions have been met for 
recirculation of the Draft EIS.  Please see response to comment SWC 3.  As 
described in response to Comment SWC 4, the No Action Alternative must 
include implementation of the 2008 USFWS BO and 2009 NMFS BO in 
accordance with the definition under NEPA of No Action Alternative. 

SWC 8: Comment noted.  Please see responses to Comments SWC 9 through 
SWC 59. 

SWC 9: Changes in CVP and SWP water deliveries under Alternatives 1 through 
5 are compared to the No Action Alternative, and changes under the No Action 
Alternative and Alternatives 1 through 5 are compared to the Second Basis of 
Comparison in Chapter 5, Surface Water Resources and Water Supplies, of the 
EIS.  In Chapter 7, Groundwater Resources and Groundwater Quality, changes in 
groundwater elevations were analyzed for agricultural users related to changes in 
CVP and SWP water deliveries.  In Chapter 12, the SWAP model was used to 
determine if the changes in groundwater elevations would result in land fallowing 
based upon economic reasons.  In Chapter 19, the CWEST model was used to 
determine if alternative water supplies identified in urban water management 
plans developed by communities served by CVP and SWP water would be 
economical related to changes in CVP and SWP water deliveries.  The alternative 
water supplies have been historically used during periods of reduced CVP and 
SWP water deliveries or have undergone analyses by communities, as described 
in Appendix 5D, Municipal and Industrial Water Demands and Supplies.  

It should be noted that Figures 7.15 through 7.60 in Chapter 7, Groundwater 
Resources and Groundwater Quality, have been modified in the Final EIS to 
correct an error that increased the changes in groundwater elevation by a factor of 
3.25.  This miscalculation was due to an error in a model post-processor that 
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from meters to feet.  Therefore, the results in these figures and the related text in 
Chapter 7 are less than reported in the Draft EIS.  The figures and the text have 
been revised in the Final EIS.  No changes are required to the CVHM model. 

The revised results in the figures and the text in Chapter 7 are consistent with the 
findings of the SWAP model results presented in Chapter 12. 

SWC 10: Projecting water transfer conditions is difficult, as described in the EIS.  
To analyze water transfers in detail, specific information is required to be defined 
by month and by water year type, including volume of transferred water, locations 
of the water to be transferred, locations of the delivery points for the transferred 
water, ability to store the transferred water in upstream reservoirs, flow 
limitations in the streams between the reservoirs and the Delta, timing to transfer 
water across the Delta (including the need to provide additional transferred water 
to meet water quality standards), and conveyance capacity in the Delta facilities 
and the downstream CVP and SWP conveyance facilities.  The conveyance 
limitations for the CVP and SWP Delta facilities would change each month by 
water year and by the specific hydrologic and salinity conditions for that month in 
each alternative.  Due to the complex nature of the CVP and SWP operations 
criteria in each alternative, it is not possible to only link the feasibility of water 
transfers to the available physical capacity in the CVP and SWP Delta facilities.  
Therefore, specific transfer actions were not defined or analyzed in the EIS. 

The No Action Alternative in the EIS does include the current limitations for 
water transfers that were defined by Reclamation in the Biological Assessment on 
the Continued Long-Term Operations of the Central Valley Project and the State 
Water Project August 2008 document.  These limitations were included in the 
2008 USFWS BO and 2009 NMFS BO as the Proposed Action from the 
Biological Assessment.  Water transfers are only undertaken with excess capacity 
and are not to have effects on CVP project operations.  Reclamation based its 
proposal to limit water transfer conveyance to three months based on the general 
season of excess capacity, potential for demand for the transferred water, and 
biological and ecological factors. 

SWC 11: The additional water demand in the Sacramento Valley has been 
identified in approved general plans and is included in the adopted urban water 
management plans of these communities.  The increased demand are projected to 
be met through existing water rights in El Dorado, Nevada, Placer, and 
Sacramento counties and full use of CVP water contracts in Sacramento County.  
The water rights are senior to water rights held by Reclamation and DWR, and 
would need to be fulfilled in the future.  Therefore, the additional water demands 
are included in the No Action Alternative, Second Basis of Comparison, and 
Alternatives 1 through 5. 

SWC 12: 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 
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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. 

SWC 13: As discussed in the response to Comment SWC 9, Figures 7.15 through 
7.60 in Chapter 7, Groundwater Resources and Groundwater Quality, have been 
modified in the Final EIS to correct an error that increased the changes in 
groundwater elevation by a factor of 3.25.  This miscalculation was due to an 
error in a model post-processor that generates the figures related to changing the 
values from CVHM Model output from meters to feet.  Therefore, the results in 
these figures and the related text in Chapter 7 are less than reported in the Draft 
EIS.  The figures and the text have been revised in the Final EIS.  No changes are 
required to the CVHM model.  The revised results in the figures and the text in 
Chapter 7 are consistent with the findings of the SWAP model results presented in 
Chapter 12, Agricultural Resources. 

As described in Chapter 7, the potential for and degradation of groundwater 
quality and land subsidence would increase with reduced groundwater elevations 
caused by reduced CVP and SWP water deliveries.   

SWC 14: The CVHM groundwater model and SWAP agricultural economics 
model are regional models used in the EIS to analyze changes in Central Valley 
groundwater conditions and related agricultural production.  Due to the regional 
nature of these models, specific impacts to individual farms or small locations 
cannot be discerned.  As discussed in the EIS, it is likely that individual farms 
would make decisions that are different than the SWAP model projections which 
are based on economic optimization factors.  Therefore, changes in individual 
farms may occur by 2030.  However, regional groundwater use may change to 
maintain agricultural production as CVP and SWP water supplies change, as has 
occurred during the recent drought. 
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quality would increase with reduced groundwater elevations caused by reduced 
CVP and SWP water deliveries.  However, it is not anticipated that over the long-
term groundwater use would change due to changes in groundwater quality by 
2030. 

SWC 15: Groundwater Sustainability Agencies will respond differently in the 
development and implementation of each Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP).  
Different regions of California will have different levels of progress depending 
upon ongoing programs and facilities.  Depending upon the GSP, full 
implementation of groundwater sustainable actions may not be possible until 
facilities are constructed to provide replacement water supplies for current 
groundwater use.  Construction of those facilities, following review of the GSP by 
DWR, could require several years for environmental review, design, permitting, 
and construction.  Therefore, it would be speculative to assume that the GSP 
objectives can be fully met prior to 2030 when the GSPs have not been 
completed; and the implementation actions may require a timeframe longer than 
2030.  It is acknowledged that following full implementation of the GSPs, 
continued long-term overdrafting of the groundwater would not be allowed. 

SWC 16: Please see response to Comment SWC 15 related to continued use of 
groundwater by 2030. 

The EIS includes the prioritized list of groundwater basins issued by DWR in 
2014.  A draft revised list is currently being reviewed by DWR following the 
close of public comments in September 2015.  Therefore, the proposed changes 
have not been incorporated into the Final EIS. 

SWC 17: As shown in Table 19.78 and similar tables (see Tables 19.102 and 
19.106), only a small share of a reduction in water supply availability is 
accommodated with infrastructure projects.  In Table 19.106, for example, only 
28,000 acre-feet out of 153,000 acre-feet reduction is new long-term supply 
investment.  Most of the reduction in water supply is met with more groundwater 
pumping, water conservation, and, where local storage is available, changes in 
local water storage operations at the Year 2030.  The costs in the tables are 
representative and appropriate measurements of the types and amounts of cost 
changes in Year 2030.  These cost changes are generally very small and would 
not result in substantial changes.  

Regarding comments related to Section 19.4.3.9.1, it is not the purpose of the EIS 
to analyze the costs and impacts of future water management projects included in 
the cumulative effects discussion.  If they are developed, then they may help to 
reduce the economic costs and impacts of reductions in future water supplies.   

SWC 18: Please see response to Comment SWC 17. 

SWC 19: The SWAP model output is calculated based upon the output of several 
other models.  The EIS impact analysis starts with use of the monthly CalSim II 
model to project CVP and SWP water deliveries.  Results from the CalSim II 
model are further processed by the monthly CVHM model to project groundwater 
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model.  Because these models are using large time steps and regional geographic 
coverage, it was determined that changes in these models of 5 percent or less were 
related to the uncertainties in the model processing.  Therefore, reductions of 5 
percent or less in this comparative analysis are considered to be not substantially 
different, or “similar.” 

SWC 20: As described in responses to Comments SWC 13, 14, 15, and 19, 
increased use of groundwater is assumed to occur in 2030 if CVP and SWP water 
supplies are reduced.  The increased cost of using additional groundwater is 
included in the SWAP analysis, and was determined to not result in substantial 
fallowing.  The actual reductions in groundwater elevations considered in the 
SWAP model was consistent with the CVHM model output, and was less than 
shown in Figures 7.15 through 7.60 in Chapter 7, Groundwater Resources and 
Groundwater Quality, because the post-processing error was related to the 
preparation of the figures and not the CVHM model.  As is noted in the comment, 
the EIS acknowledges that impacts to individual farmers may be more severe than 
for a region.  However, the EIS is analyzing the alternatives at a regional basis.  
The results of the regional analysis was used to determine that there would not be 
any regional changes in dust generation (as described in Chapter 16, Air Quality 
and Greenhouse Gas Emissions) or agricultural employment (Chapter 12, 
Agricultural Resources). 

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 recent drought conditions and associated SWRCB requirements, 
including reductions in recent deliveries of CVP and SWP water. 

SWC 21: The analysis in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIS did not use the RPAs as 
metrics for comparing alternatives, although it is acknowledged that many of the 
same relationships in the relevant scientific literature that were used in the 
development of the RPAs also apply to the analysis in the DEIS such as the 
relationship between X2 and the abiotic habitat index for Delta smelt and the 
relationship between OMR flows and entrainment.   

See response to Comment SWC-72 for additional discussion of Feyrer et al. 
(2011). 

SWC 22: Text was added to Sections 9.4.1., 9.4.1.6, and 9.4.1.7 of the Draft EIS 
to clarify the methods used to evaluate Fish Passage, Predator Control Programs, 
and Ocean Salmon Harvest Restrictions, respectively. 

SWC 23: The EIS includes the comparison of Alternatives 1 through 5 to the No 
Action Alternative enabling decision makers to compare the magnitude of 
environmental effects of the alternatives as compared to the No Action 
Alternative benchmark (in accordance with Question 3 of the CEQ Forty Most 
Asked Questions).  The EIS analysis does not include a determination of 
significance thresholds or comparison of the results of impact assessment to the 
significance thresholds. 

 1D-240 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

Text on page 108 and 110 of the Draft EIS was modified to reflect the basis for 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 

use of 5 percent change in flow and 0.5Fo for temperature for identifying a change 
in flows and temperatures that may have an effect. 

The aquatic resources models use output from the monthly CalSim II model.  
Because the CalSim II model uses monthly time steps and regional geographic 
coverage, it was determined that changes in the model output of 5 percent or less 
were related to the uncertainties in the model processing.  Therefore, reductions of 
5 percent or less in this comparative analysis are considered to be not 
substantially different, or “similar.” 

For comparison of differences within and among alternatives, qualitative 
descriptors were used to help put into perspective the magnitude of change for the 
reader.  These descriptors were not intended to imply the significance of the 
effect.  In most circumstances, these terms were followed by the actual numerical 
change.  In making conclusions, these terms were used to describe the relative 
likelihood of a meaningful difference between alternatives based on the collective 
interpretation of multiple modeling outputs.  For the NEPA analysis in the DEIS, 
these descriptors were not intended to be used in the ESA Section 7 context where 
the terms “no effect” and “likely to adversely affect” have defined meanings. 

SWC 24: Please see response to Comment SWC-23.  The analytical conclusions, 
along with the qualitative descriptors used in the analysis, were included in the 
summary table in Section 9.4 of Chapter 9, Fish and Aquatic Resources, for the 
purpose of providing a general and brief indication of the differences among 
alternatives.  The summary table was not intended to present the logic behind the 
conclusions which are described within Section 9.4 subsections. 

SWC 25: The box plots in Appendix 9J have the following explanation "The plus 
symbol indicates median, box represents the interquartile range, and the whiskers 
represent the minimum and maximum values."  A similar explanation regarding 
the box-whisker plots has been added to the appropriate Appendices 9K, 9L, and 
9M.  No evaluation of the statistical significance of the differences in predicted 
metrics was conducted: however, text has been added to Section 9.4.1.3.3 and 
9.4.1.3.4 regarding interpretation of the box-whisker plots presented in 
Appendices 9K, 9L, and 9M and used in the impacts analysis for comparison 
between alternatives.  The interpretations of the graphs in the analysis sections of 
Chapter 9 have been modified for consistency. 

SWC 26: The text in Chapter 9 has been modified to address the limitations and 
uncertainties in the references related to Delta Smelt, including references used in 
the development of the analytical tools used to evaluate conditions for Delta 
Smelt. 

SWC 27: The text in Chapter 9 has been modified to address the limitations and 
uncertainties in the references, including references used in the development of 
the analytical tools. 

SWC 28: The information provided in this comment suggests there is uncertainty 
associated with project operation and the position of fall X2 (Hutton et al.).  Text 
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reference to Hutton et al. (in press). 

SWC 29: Text has been added to Appendix 9G and Chapter 9 to acknowledge the 
uncertainty in (1) the relationship between X2 and abundance, and (2) biological 
mechanisms contributing to this correlation.  However, the impact analysis is 
unchanged because the Draft EIS is simply evaluating the potential effects on the 
longfin abundance using a published X2–longfin smelt relative abundance 
relationships developed based on the empirically observed relationships between 
Delta outflow and survival.  The Draft EIS is not suggesting that the size and 
location of the winter-spring low salinity zone (LSZ) is the biological mechanism 
underlying the fall mid-water trawl (FMWT): January- June X2 correlation by 
acknowledging the uncertainties 

SWC 30: Please refer to response to Comment SWC 29. 

SWC 31: Please refer to response to Comment SWC 29. 

SWC 32: Please refer to response to Comment SWC 29. 

SWC 33: The text on page 9-67 in the Draft EIS has been modified to 
acknowledge the differences between the FMWT surveys and the Bay Study fish 
surveys. 

SWC 34: The list of citations referred to in this comment were reviewed, and 
where appropriate, the text in the Final EIS has been modified.  Additional details 
are provided in the response to Comment SWC 59. 

SWC 35: This comment includes six specific sub-comments, but related 
comments on the Delta Passage Model (DPM).  Each of the sub-comments are 
addressed individually below. 

• The source documents used to develop the biological functionality of the 
model are too limited and result in a simplistic depiction of Delta 
hydrodynamics and fish biology that does not reflect current conditions. Key 
critical documents that address Delta hydrodynamics, fish entrainment and 
survival are missing including: Perry et al. 2015,24 Cavallo et al. 2015,25 
Buchanan et al. 2015,26 Delaney et al. 2014,27 Zeug and Cavallo2013,28 
SJRGA 2013,29 Buchanan et al. 2013.30 

– All of the documents cited in this comment have been previously 
examined for the potential inclusion in the DPM either within the 
interagency workgroup that has been evaluating the DPM or by Cramer 
Fish Sciences that developed the model.  The paper by Perry et al. 2015 is 
a publication of data and relationships that appear in the dissertation by 
Perry (2010).  The routing relationship at Georgiana Slough used in the 
DPM is based on the relationship that appears in Perry (2010).  Thus, the 
Perry et al. 2015 paper contains the same information used to parameterize 
the DPM rather than newer information. 
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develop a general model of routing at Delta junctions.  However for this 
model to be applied in the DPM to estimate survival, there would need to 
be survival estimates from each junction to the exit of the Delta.  Those 
data currently do not exist for most junctions (only Georgiana Slough, 
Steamboat and Sutter Slough and Head of Old River, all of which are 
included in the DPM). 

– Three of the referenced studies are on San Joaquin River-origin fish which 
were not modeled in the DPM (Buchanan et al. 2013; Buchanan et al. 
2015; Delaney et al. 2014).  The studies by Buchanan estimated survival 
of San Joaquin River-origin fall run without the inclusion of 
environmental covariates.  These estimates are not useful for evaluating 
different operational scenarios because there is no quantitative linkage 
with flow, temperature or other parameter that could be affected by 
operations.  The report by Delaney et al. (2014) was focused on steelhead 
and the DPM is a model of Chinook salmon.  It is unknown to what extent 
steelhead and Chinook Salmon behavior are comparable.  The report by 
the San Joaquin River Group Authority referenced in the comment 
(SJRGA 2013) contains the same data reported in Buchanan et al. 2013. 

– The study referenced as Zeug and Cavallo (2013) is actually Zeug and 
Cavallo (2014) according to the reference in the footnote.  This study 
modeled the probability of salvage of coded wire tagged Chinook Salmon 
as a function of different hydrologic, physical and biological predictors.  A 
statistical model is produced by this study as well as an estimate of the 
proportion of migration mortality accounted for by loss at the export 
facilities.  However, the survival estimates used in the model already 
encompass this source of mortality, even though it is not specified 
explicitly.  Thus, this proportion could be specified by the model but the 
value of survival would not change. 

– Although the information in Zeug and Cavallo (2014) and Cavallo et al. 
(2015) could not be directly integrated into the DPM, the data from these 
papers were used in the EIS to evaluate how routing at Delta junctions and 
salvage at the facilities would be affected by changed in operational 
scenarios.  Thus, these data were integrated into the EIS. 

• The DPM operates on a daily average time step using daily average flows 
even though this level of analysis is too course to capture flow conditions that 
fish experience at junctions.  Cavallo et al. (2013)31 suggest that the DSM2 
model run at a spatial-temporal resolution of every 15 minutes is more 
consistent with the probability of flow and fish entrainment patterns. 

– The report by Cavallo et al (2013) focuses on an alternative to the Particle 
Tracking Method (PTM) approach of averaging hydrodynamics over a 
month or more to determine the fate of fish.  It is likely that fish respond 
to instantaneous flow conditions; however, survival is not measured at 
those intervals which is why Cavallo et al. (2013) provided the caveated 
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fishes with directed swimming behavior.”  A 24-hour roll up metric is 
used in the Cavallo et al. (2013) report and was the predictor of junction 
entrainment in Cavallo et al (2015).  Thus, until survival data is available 
at finer time scales, the daily time step is sufficient to estimate survival 
and routing in a simulation framework. 

• The DPM treats the Interior Delta region as a single model reach.  Recent 
studies with acoustic tagged fish have shown significant differences in reach 
and junction specific hydrodynamics (Cavallo et al. 2015) as well as fish 
entrainment and survival (Delaney et al. 2014, Buchanan et al. 2013, SJRGA 
2013).  In addition, data from tagging studies in the downstream Delta reaches 
suggest that steelhead smolts are not simply moving with flows but may be 
utilizing selective tidal stream transport (Delaney et al. 2014).  These data 
provide biological information that could be used to refine the model for the 
Interior Delta to incorporate separate reaches or, as an alternative, conduct a 
sensitivity analysis of the model to evaluate its ability to predict reach-specific 
entrainment and survival within the Interior Delta. 

– The studies referenced in this point cannot inform the DPM to split the 
interior Delta into finer scale reaches although we agree that those data 
would be useful to include in the model if and when they are available.  
The Buchanan et al. (2013) paper and SJRGA (2013) report contains the 
same data that found survival was different (but not statistically so) for 
San Joaquin origin fish entering head of Old River vs. fish remaining in 
the San Joaquin River at that junction.  However, San Joaquin River-
origin fish are not being modeled in the EIS with the DPM.  Thus, 
although these data are important for understanding how the system 
functions, especially for San Joaquin River-origin Chinook salmon, they 
are not relevant to the current model framework.  The study by Cavallo et 
al. (2015) reports a statistical model that describes the entrainment of 
acoustically tagged fish into the interior Delta as a function of the 
proportion of flow entering that junction.  Although this information is 
important to understand the environmental influences on entrainment, 
there is no data on the survival of fish after they are entrained into 
individual routes.  It would be possible to estimate the number of fish 
entering each junction but not the resulting survival.  Thus, there would be 
no change in the value of survival calculated for each operational scenario 
with the DPM. 

• Model documentation indicates that migration speed is modeled as a function 
of reach specific flow for three reaches (Sac 1, Sac 2, and GEO/DCC).  No 
information is provided as to what data informs the migration speed for the 
other model reaches. 

– Only the reaches listed (Sac 1, Sac 2 and GEO/DCC) had a significant 
relationship between flow and migration rate.  In all other reaches, 
migration rate is a random variable resampled every day from a 
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migration rates in each reach.  

• The model uses flow to inform fish behavior at junctions and assumes 
proportional flow for each route except for Junction C (DCC/GEO) where a 
non-proportional relationship, based on acoustic data, was used.  No citation is 
provided to facilitate an evaluation of the relationship provided at Junction C 
nor to understand why this is the only location where a non-proportional flow 
relationship is used.  Cavallo et al. (2015) suggest that fish are less likely to 
enter a distributary channel than would be expected based on the proportion of 
flow entrained there.  This is consistent with the other literature that suggest 
that fish movement patterns are influenced by other factors including diurnal 
fish behavior (Delaney et al. 2014), tidal cycle (Perry et al. 2015, Cavallo et 
al. 2015, Delaney et al. 2014, Zeug and Cavallo 2014), velocity (Perry et al. 
2015, SJRGA 2013, Michel et al. 2015)32, and turbidity (Michel et al. 2015).  
Furthermore, Cavallo et al. (2015) lists seven junctions within the Interior 
Delta where the tidal cycle mediates any effects of inflows and exports on 
route selection.  It seems prudent to suggest that the DPM should consider 
these data and the potential effects on route selection and if the model cannot 
be refined to incorporate some of the more recent relationships (e.g., Cavallo 
et al. 2013), then some analysis of the models sensitivity to diversion from a 
1:1 fish to flow relationship is needed to evaluate the utility of the model for 
comparative analysis. 

– At Junction C (Georgiana Slough) the relationship between flow entering 
the interior delta and fish entering the interior delta was taken directly 
from Perry (2010).  This is the only junction where formal statistical 
modeling has been performed to link hydrodynamics and entrainment of 
Chinook salmon at the scale of individual fish and conditions at the time 
that individual arrived at the junction.  These are the same data that appear 
in Perry et al. (2015).  The data in Michel et al. 2015 do not address 
junction entrainment.  Delaney et al. (2014) is a study of steelhead rather 
than Chinook and it is unknown to what extent the behavior of these two 
species is similar.  The paper by Zeug and Cavallo 2014 does not address 
junction entrainment but entrainment of coded wire tagged fish at the 
export facilities.  The paper by Cavallo et al. (2015) indicates that inflow 
and exports are less important at tidally dominated junctions relative to 
junctions primarily under riverine influence.  However, the junctions in 
the DPM are all riverine dominated including: Yolo Bypass and 
Sacramento River, Sutter-Steamboat and Sacramento River and Georgiana 
Slough/DCC and the Sacramento River.  Within a comparative 
framework, the relative difference between scenarios would be the same 
because the same relationship would be applied under both scenarios.  
However, the estimate value of entrainment and through delta survival 
would vary.  

• Model documentation indicates that reach specific survival is predicted using 
daily flow for seven reaches (Sac 1, 2, 3, 4, SS, Interior Delta via SJR, Interior 
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the GEO/DCC and Yolo reaches are informed by means and standard 
deviations from survival studies.  Yet, some authors have reviewed years of 
data and failed to demonstrate a relationship between hydrodynamics and 
survival (Zeug and Cavallo 2014)33, or exports and survival (Delaney et al. 
2014) and have suggested that there is no one hydrodynamic metric that can 
characterizes all patterns in the Delta.  These researchers (Zeug and Cavallo 
2014) as well as Michel (2010) have demonstrated that other environmental 
factors, independent of inflow and exports, affect salmonid survival to the 
ocean including select water quality parameters, temperature, and fish size. 

– There remains considerable uncertainty in the relationship between 
hydrodynamics and survival in the Delta.  However, the flow-survival 
relationships in the DPM are based on rigorous statistical analyses of 
acoustically tagged Chinook salmon smolts performed by Perry (2010) 
and the export-survival relationship is based on a peer-reviewed study by 
Newman and Brandes (2010).  Both of these relationships contain 
variation that is characterized in the model and included through the 
Monte Carlo resampling.  As more information is produced on these 
relationships, the model will need to be updated.  However, the referenced 
studies are not able to inform the model in its current form.  The study by 
Zeug and Cavallo (2014) did not address survival of Chinook Salmon 
through the Delta but rather the correlates of salvage at the export facilities 
and estimated loss of CWT release groups.  The Michel (2010) study 
examined survival through the entire Sacramento River from Coleman 
National Fish Hatchery to the Golden Gate.  Therefore, the EIS did not 
specifically evaluate flow-survival relationships in the Delta. 

SWC 36: In response to this comment, additional information on the differences 
between Kimmerer (2008, 2011) and Miller (2011) was added to Appendix 9G. 

With respect to the biases identified by Miller (2011) in Kimmerer (2008), 
Kimmerer (2011) only adjusted one of his assumptions slightly in response to 
Miller (2011) in his modeling exercise for proportional entrainment.  This 
adjustment did not change the conclusions from his earlier paper. 

SWC 37: This appears to be a comment on an earlier draft of the EIS.  The 
referenced quote was not in the Draft EIS. Additional text has been added to 
pages 194 and 247 in the Draft EIS in the Final EIS to clarify the conclusions of 
Feyrer et al. (2010). 

SWC 38: The text referred to in this comment has been modified in the Final EIS 
to delete the Moyle (2002) reference to salinity and to include distribution 
information as in Merz et al. (2011). 

SWC 39: Although Feyrer et al. (2007) found that higher values of the habitat 
index (i.e., X2 west of confluence) were associated with greater relative 
abundance of juvenile Delta smelt, Kimmerer et al. (2013) found that there was 
no consistent relationship between salinity-based habitat area and abundance. 
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information to Kimmerer (2011), and has been deleted from the Final EIS. 

SWC 41: The text referred to in this comment is intended as a broad statement 
regarding the factors that have contributed to a decline in the ability of the Delta 
to support Delta Smelt.  The statement suggests that the cause is related to 
changes in multiple physical and biological factors.  This broad statement 
inherently conveys uncertainty and the references are intended to provide 
examples of some of the factors that may contribute to the decline.  The text in 
Appendix 9B was revised to reflect the uncertainty. 

SWC 42: The text referred to in this comment on pages 9-64 and 9-115 has been 
modified in the Final EIS. 

SWC 43: The text on page 137 of the Draft EIS was revised in the Final EIS to 
clarify scientific uncertainty. 

SWC 44: The text on page 137 of the Draft EIS was revised in the Final EIS to 
clarify scientific uncertainty. 

SWC 45: The text on page 137 of the Draft EIS was revised in the Final EIS to 
clarify scientific uncertainty. 

SWC 46: A summary of Perry et al. (2015) has been added to the Final EIS on 
page 9-77 and incorporated as appropriate into Appendix 9B. The Cavallo et al. 
(2015) paper does not evaluate Delta Cross Channel gate operations; therefore, it 
is used in this context. 

SWC 47: The Final EIS has been modified by adding a summary of Perry et al. 
(2015) within the text on page 9-77 of the Draft EIS and in Appendix 9B.  The 
Cavallo et al. (2015) paper does not evaluate Delta Cross Channel gate operations. 

SWC 48: The text on page 150 of the Draft EIS was revised in the Final EIS to 
clarify scientific uncertainty. 

SWC 49: The junction analysis is only applicable to Chinook Salmon and should 
not have been used in the analysis of effects on steelhead.  Therefore, this analysis 
was removed from the appropriate sections of Chapter 9. 

Delaney et al. (2014) suggested that the DSM2 Hydro Particle Tracking Model 
(PTM) was not able to predict the movement of steelhead tags.  The PTM was not 
used for the junction analysis.  

SWC 50: The paper by Cavallo et al. (2015) indicates that inflow and exports are 
less important at tidally dominated junctions relative to junctions primarily under 
riverine influence.  However, the junctions in the DPM (Appendix 9J) are all 
riverine dominated including: Yolo Bypass and Sacramento River, Sutter-
Steamboat and Sacramento River and Georgiana Slough/DCC and the 
Sacramento River.  Within a comparative framework, the relative difference 
between scenarios would be the same because the same relationship would be 
applied under both scenarios.  However, the estimate value of entrainment and 
through delta survival would vary. 
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uncertainty considerations in the CalSim II model which provides the input values 
to the Weighted Useable Area (WUA) model.  The text on pages 9-108 and 9-109 
of the Draft EIS has been modified to remove the reference to “biologically 
meaningful” and more rightly attribute the use of a 5 percent difference as the 
minimum difference that can be reasonably differentiated given the resolution of 
the CalSim II model and the subsequent calculation of WUA.   

Even though WUA represents a “rough approximation of the available habitat” its 
use as a metric for describing potential differences in habitat availability between 
alternatives is appropriate because the magnitude of the WUA estimate is 
irrelevant when looking at relative differences.  It is true that the magnitude of the 
WUA estimates is substantial (more than 2 million square feet); however, use of 
WUA and the 5 percent criterion for describing relative differences between 
alternatives is appropriate.  No attempt is made to relate WUA to actual fish 
abundance.   

The similarity (5 percent or less) in WUA amounts have been determined for all 
species and life stages across all alternatives, as noted in the comment.  This is 
largely due to the small differences in flow predicted between alternatives.  While 
WUA is related to flow, the form of the WUA relationship is such that even small 
changes in flow may result in large changes in WUA.  Therefore, WUA was 
selected as a more appropriate metric for describing potential changes in habitat 
than flow changes.  The text on page 9-176 has been modified.  

The relationships presented in the WUA-Flow tables in Appendix 9E have been 
modified.  Tables 9E.B.8, 9E.B.9, 9E.B.10, and 9E.B.11 have been revised to 
reflect the relationships in the appropriate source documents.  The WUA analysis 
used the correct WUA relationships, and no changes to the analysis are required. 

SWC 52: Although the conceptual models identified in California Resources 
Agency (2007 sic) and Baxter et al. (2008) are untested, they are based on 
numerous scientific investigations and field data. However, a discussion of 
entrainment is not appropriate in the life history discussion presented in Appendix 
9B and this paragraph has been removed.  The text on page 9B-132 of the Draft 
EIS identified in the comment has now been correctly attributed to USFWS 
(2012). Support for this conclusion is provided in the paragraphs following the 
statement. 

SWC 53: The reference to Reed et al (2014) was included as a supportive 
reference to support not using a life cycle model, as noted on page 9-115 of the 
Draft EIS.  The text has been modified to avoid confusion. 

SWC 54: The list of factors affecting SONCC Coho Salmon on page 9-13 of the 
Draft EIS has been updated and expanded in the Final EIS with a citation to the 
2014 Recovery Plan for the ESU. 

SWC 55: The text on page 9-28 in the Draft EIS regarding movement has been 
revised in the Final EIS to include data on movement from Snider and Titus 

 1D-248 Final LTO EIS 



Appendix 1D: Comments from Interest Groups and Responses 

(1998, 2000b, c, d); Vincik et al. (2006); and (Roberts 2007).  The sentence on 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 

pulse flows has been removed from the Final EIS. 
SWC 56: Citations supporting the statement on page 9-50 of the Draft EIS 
referred to in this comment have been added to the Final EIS. 

SWC-57:  The text on page 9-78 of the Draft EIS was modified in the Final EIS 
to describe methods used to quantify effects on exports on salmonid survival 
through the inclusion of Cunningham et al. (2015).  A reference to Zeug and 
Cavallo (2012) also was included in the Final EIS to discuss the contrasting 
approaches and results.   

SWC-58: The text has been modified in the Final EIS to include a discussion of 
recent evidence that suggests that there is a relationship between survival and 
exports and inflows (Cunningham et al. (2015).    A reference to Zeug and 
Cavallo (2012) also was included in the Final EIS to discuss the contrasting 
approaches and results. 

SWC 59: The references included in this comment have been reviewed, and 
where appropriate, the text in Section 9.3 of Chapter 9, Fish and Aquatic 
Resources, has been modified in the Final EIS. 

SWC 60: Please see responses to Comments SWC 61 and 62 for response to this 
comment. 

SWC 61: The cumulative effects analysis in Chapters 5 through 21 have been 
modified in the Final EIS to provide more clarity. 

SWC 62: Text has been added to the cumulative effects discussion in Chapter 9, 
Fish and Aquatic Resources, to provide more clarity related to stressors on aquatic 
resources.   

Please see response to Comment SWC 61. 

SWC 63: The Coordinated Operation Agreement (COA) between the United 
States and the State of California was authorized by Congress in Public Law 
99-546 and signed in 1986.  Reclamation has reviewed the sections of the 
document discussing the COA and has modified the text where appropriate.  
However, as a general matter, Reclamation does not believe that the 
characterization of the provisions of the COA is inaccurate. 

SWC 64: 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 
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(CSAMP) with the Collaborative Adaptive Management Team (CAMT), or other 1 
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similar ongoing or future efforts. 

SWC 65: As described in Section 3.4.2 of Chapter 3, Description of Alternatives, 
of the EIS, actions suggested by the Coalition for a Sustainable Delta were 
included in Alternatives 3 and 4.  Two suggested actions were not included in 
Alternatives 3 or 4 for the following reasons. 

• Accelerate the timing of upgrades at the Sacramento Regional Wastewater 
Treatment Plant from 2020 to 2017: This action is currently under 
construction to be fully completed prior to 2030.  Therefore, these upgrades 
would be completed by 2030 under the No Action Alternative, Second Basis 
of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 through 5.  Because the EIS analysis is 
conducted at 2030, accelerating the completion of these actions would not 
change conditions at 2030. 

• The limited water supply available to Reclamation on the Stanislaus River 
through water rights associated with the New Melones Reservoir are fully 
committed to multiple beneficial uses, including those on the Stanislaus River.  
The Vernalis Adaptive Management Program allowed for additional sources 
of water, other than available water within New Melones Reservoir to be used 
to maintain flow in the San Joaquin River.  After the completion of this 
program, Reclamation does not have sufficient supply available in New 
Melones Reservoir to meet inflow targets suggested by CSD.  Therefore, the 
I:E ratio can only be met through export limitations, and not through releases 
from New Melones Reservoir. 

SWC 66: Comment noted.   

SWC 67: The text in Section 23.4 of Chapter 23, Consultation and Coordination, 
of the Draft EIS included a discussion of the inclusion of the State Water 
Contractors and several other interest groups in the preparation of the EIS.  
However, these entities were not considered to be NEPA Cooperating Agencies 
because they are not public agencies, as required by NEPA (see 40 CFR 1508.5). 

SWC 68: At the time of the review of the Administrative Draft EIS, the Amended 
Judgement dated September 30, 2014 issued by the United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of California (District Court) in the Consolidated Delta 
Smelt Cases required Reclamation to issue a Record of Decision by no later than 
December 1, 2015.  Due to this requirement, Reclamation did not have sufficient 
time to extend the review period.   

SWC 69: Reclamation was directed by the District Court to remedy its failure to 
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.).  In order to satisfy the Court’s directive, Reclamation has analyzed 
operation of the CVP, in coordination with the operation of the SWP, consistent 
with the BOs, as well as alternatives which represent potential modifications to 
the continued long-term operation of the CVP in coordination with the SWP.     
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The purpose of the action, as described in Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, considers 1 
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the purposes for which the CVP was authorized, as amended by CVPIA, as well 
as the regulatory limitations on CVP operations, including applicable state and 
federal laws and water rights.  This purpose statement does not limit the analysis 
of the range of alternatives which includes alternatives with CVP and SWP 
operational assumptions substantially different than historic operational 
parameters.   

SWC 70: 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. 

SWC 71: Please see response to Comment SWC 5. 

SWC 72: In response to criticism of Feyrer et al. (2011) in Manly et al. (2015), 
Feyrer et al. (2015) agree that conductivity and secchi depth alone could not 
match observed proportions of delta smelt in certain regions as well as those 
variable and the 13 regional indicator variables constructed in Manly’s paper 
could.  However, they point out that dividing the Delta into 13 arbitrarily 
determined regions does not provide any insight into what other factors that affect 
Delta Smelt proportional abundance might be, and without support from a 
particular hypothesis, lead to mechanistically uninterpretable results that provide 
no insight for how climate change or other ecological processes might affect Delta 
Smelt distribution and abundance.  While Delta Smelt can tolerate a range of 
salinities, there is a general consensus that the centroid of the population tends to 
be associated with the low salinity zone (Sommer et al. 2011).  Murphy and 
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Hamilton (2013) do not convincingly refute the eastward migration of Delta 1 
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Smelt pre-spawn movements.  Their maps (Figures 3-6) lack resolution because 
they only contrast stations that collectively represent 90 percent of the catch to 
stations that collectively represent 9 percent of the catch.  Thus, it is impossible to 
see proportional shifts in the population from their analysis.  With respect to the 
biases identified by Miller (2011) in Kimmerer (2008), Kimmerer (2011) only 
adjusted one of his assumptions slightly in response to Miller (2011) in his 
modeling exercise for proportional entrainment.  This adjustment did not change 
the conclusions from his earlier paper. 

It is not clear from the comment which assertions should have been referencing 
Maunder and Deriso (2011 and 2014).  And it is also not clear in what context the 
longfin smelt studies identified in poster and oral conference presentations should 
be mentioned.  The effective population size analysis for Delta Smelt had wide 
confidence intervals and is undergoing further investigation by its authors. 

The relevance of the independent science reviews of the RPA actions was 
considered.  The findings are noted as information that indicates the uncertainties 
of the ongoing science and the need for continuation of the adaptive management 
process, and the Collaborative Science and Adaptive Management Program 
(CSAMP) with the Collaborative Adaptive Management Team (CAMT). 

SWC 73: This was a comment on the Administrative Draft EIS, but has relevance 
to review of the Draft EIS when specific comments were not fully addressed by 
the changes made in the Draft EIS.  

A change of greater than 5 percent in entrainment was considered substantial.  It 
was concluded in Chapter 9, Fish and Aquatic Resources, that entrainment under 
Alternative 3 and the No Action Alternative would be similar.  

The tables in Appendix 9G did not include rounded numbers as intended, and has 
been updated in the Final EIS.   

Background information on the trap and haul program associated with 
Alternatives 3 and 4 was added to the Final EIS as Appendix 9O.  This 
information was used in the qualitative assessment of the trap and haul program in 
preparation of the Draft EIS.   

The species effect summaries under Alternatives 3 and 4 in the Final EIS were 
revised to include a qualitative assessment of the effects of the proposed trap and 
haul program for salmonids.  

The discussion and analysis of the predator control program was substantially 
changed from the Administrative Draft EIS in the Draft EIS in response to this 
comment and similar comments. 

SWC 74: More details have been included in Section 9.4.3 of Chapter 9, Fish and 
Aquatic Resources, in the Final EIS to qualitatively respond to RPA actions not 
included in the CalSim II model in the No Action Alternative and Alternatives 2 
and 5. 

SWC 75: Please see response to Comment SWC 15. 
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SWC 76: The quantitative effects of climate change with the implementation of 1 
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the No Action Alternative, the Second Basis of Comparison, and Alternatives 1 
through 5 are presented throughout the EIS.  The effects of increased use of 
groundwater pumps driven by diesel engines on greenhouse gas emissions are 
discussed in Chapter 16, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Because 
land use is not anticipated to substantially change under the alternatives, 
greenhouse gas emissions associated with agricultural production, industrial 
production, and water and wastewater treatment are not anticipated to change in 
the CVP and SWP water service areas.   

SWC 77: Please see response to Comment SWC 61. 
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