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SECTION 4.0 

Responses to Comments on the DEIS/EIR 

The lead agencies distributed the DEIS/EIR on August 30, 2002, and provided a 60-day 
period for public and agency review, which after a 30-day extension ended 
December 6, 2002. In addition, the lead agencies held a public meeting on September 25, 
2002, in Red Bluff, California, to receive oral comments on the DEIS/EIR. A meeting 
transcript was prepared. On January 30, 2007, the NEPA lead agency (Reclamation) 
published a Notice of Availability for the DEIS/EIR in the Federal Register (Volume 72, 
No. 19), which began an additional comment period lasting through March 16, 2007. 
Additional requests were made at this time to extend the comment period, and this request 
was granted by Reclamation.  

A number was assigned to each commentor, and comment numbers were assigned to each 
comment within each letter or oral comment. Commentors’ names from letters containing 
handwritten signatures were interpreted with the hope that the interpretation was accurate, 
although in some cases the commentors’ signatures on the comment letters were illegible.  
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Letter from D. Altmann 

1-1 The cost of power to pump water at RBDD is discussed in detail in 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.9 (page 3-271). For purposes of the EIS/EIR, it 
was assumed that the CVP would continue to be operated to meet 
authorized project purposes. Under each alternative, power usage 
records were reviewed for both RBDD and CVP. Projected usage for 
each alternative was compared to overall usage of CVP to determine 
the scale of the effect. Page 3-280 of the DEIS/EIR, under 
“Eligibility,” includes a discussion of exactly where the PUP is 
generated and which facilities are eligible to use such power. 

1-2 Salmon continue up the Sacramento River, and upstream tributaries 
to the Sacramento River, after passing RBDD. 

1-3 CDFG regulations currently do restrict sportfishing for salmon 
upstream (and downstream) of RBDD. Among these restrictions, all 
tributaries to the mainstem Sacramento River upstream of the 
Feather River confluence (which includes those upstream of RBDD) 
are closed to fishing for salmon year-round. Additionally, the bag 
limit for salmon in the mainstem Sacramento River upstream of the 
Deschutes Road Bridge in Anderson is zero salmon in possession, 
year-round. Furthermore, the bag limit for salmon in the mainstem 
Sacramento River from January 15 to July 31 from Deschutes Road 
Bridge to Bend Bridge is zero salmon in possession. CDFG 
vigorously enforces these regulations and other regulations to 
maximize spawning opportunities for salmon in the reaches of the 
Sacramento River upstream of RBDD. 
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Letter from Drs. William and Karen Shea, Dated August 23, 2002 

2-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 

Public input received during the scoping and document develop-
ment phases of the EIS/EIR identified a number of concerns related 
to potential impacts to recreational resources. In response to these 
concerns, significance criteria were developed where applicable to 
account for local and regional impacts. DEIS/EIR Section 3.5.2 
includes significance criteria on page 3-206 in response to public 
concerns associated with the potential loss of recreational 
opportunities. Subsequently, DEIS/EIR Section 3.5.2 identifies the 
anticipated impacts associated with the construction and operation 
of each alternative. As described in DEIS/EIR Section 3.5.2, 
Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 3 would either reduce or eliminate the 
amount of time the RBDD gates would be down and, thus, the 
existence of Lake Red Bluff. Impacts to lake-dependent recreational 
resources and use are anticipated to be greatest during the operation 
of these three alternatives and, as identified in DEIS/EIR 
Section 3.5.2, would be significant and unavoidable. Aesthetic and 
visual resources were also evaluated in the EIS/EIR. The Sacramento 
River and Lake Red Bluff were both identified during the scoping 
and document development phases of the EIS/EIR as key visual and 
aesthetic resources of concern. As described in DEIS/EIR Section 
3.12.2, potential temporary and operational impacts for each 
alternative were identified. Although some of the temporary impacts 
are projected to be less than significant, the majority of anticipated 
impacts, particularly with respect to operations, are projected to be 
significant and unavoidable. 
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 Letter from Drs. William and Karen Shea, Continued 
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Email from Dan Miller, Dated August 31, 2002 

3-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Ed Connors, Dated September 2, 2002 
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Letter from Ed Connors, Continued 

4-1 The commentor proposes an engineered spill-gate alternative 
specifically designed to safely pass juvenile fish in a downstream 
direction. The commentor states that little or no delay is predicted 
for juvenile fish, and predation of these fish should be little or no 
worse that that of an equal length of river. The basis of the com-
mentor’s design is to attract, guide, and safely pass the juveniles 
through RBDD and downstream of the dam. Vogel et al. (1988) 
found that mortality attributable to physical injury during passage 
under the RBDD gates was negligible. Johnson and Martin (1997) 
stated that from the many investigations conducted at RBDD, the 
problem of juvenile passage is two-fold: an accumulation of 
piscivorous (predatory) fish downstream of RBDD and from 
disorientation of juveniles passing under the dam gates. As Johnson 
and Martin (1997) stated, the cause of mortality in juvenile Chinook 
salmon is from the dysfunctional predator/prey relationship created 
by RBDD, largely from Sacramento pikeminnow. The commentor’s 
design to pass juveniles through RBDD does nothing to alleviate the 
accumulation of piscivorous fish downstream of the dam nor within 
Lake Red Bluff. The commentor acknowledges that unanswered 
points of his design are the amount of turbulence, disorientation, 
and predation that will occur when the streamflow returns to the 
river. The commentor states that it certainly would be less than the 
present and could be insignificant. However, that point is 
speculative. Furthermore, the design creates a minimum of 5+ 
horizontal feet of fall for juvenile fish to endure as they are passed 
through the dam and returned to the river. This fall could result in 
significant disorientation and might be as great as that for the 
existing scenario. Most importantly, the design would not reduce the 
accumulation of predatory fish species downstream of RBDD and at 
the point of return of these juveniles to the receiving river. Thus, the 
dysfunctional predator/prey relationship, thought to be the primary 
source of mortality to juveniles at RBDD, would continue. 
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Letter from Ed Connors, Continued 
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Letter from Ed Connors, Continued 
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Letter from Ed Connors, Continued 
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Letter from Ed Connors, Continued 
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Fax from Dan Miller, Dated September 9, 2002 

5-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, and Section 3.4, Biological 
Resources, for further information pertaining to this comment. 
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Fax from Dan Miller, Continued 

5-2 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 

5-3 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 

5-4 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, and Section 3.5, 
Recreational Resources, for further information pertaining to this 
comment. 
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Fax from Dan Miller, Continued 

5-5 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.12, Aesthetic and Visual Resources, for further 
information pertaining to this comment. 

5-6 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.5, Recreation, and Section 3.10, Socioeconomics, 
for further information pertaining to this comment. 
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Fax from Dan Miller, Continued 
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Email from Pat Johnston, Dated September 18, 2002 

6-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 2.0, Description of Alternatives, for further 
information pertaining to this comment. 

6-2 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.8, Agricultural Resources, for further 
information pertaining to this comment. 

6-3 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.8, Agricultural Resources, for further 
information pertaining to this comment. 

6-4 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 2.0, Description of Alternatives, for further 
information pertaining to this comment. 
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Email from Bill Treat, Dated September 18, 2002 

7-1 Improving and expanding fish ladders refers to the effort to upgrade 
the weirs within the ladders and construct additional conveyance for 
water to attract fish to the ladder (sometimes called an “auxiliary 
water system” or “AWS”). Specific details regarding the potential 
changes to the ladder are detailed on page 2-18 of the DEIS/EIR 
under Section 2.2.2, Fish Ladders. A portable center ladder has been 
periodically installed in the center gate to enhance fish passage and 
would continue to be installed under the 4-month Gates-in 
Alternatives. Several concepts were considered in the original 
designs for fish ladders; it is difficult to determine why a permanent 
center ladder was not included in the original construction.  

7-2 The pumping facilities would be constructed on the Mill Site across 
Red Bank Creek from the RBDD diversion facilities. The facilities are 
described on page 2-12 of the DEIS/EIR under Section 2.2.1, Mill Site 
Pump Station. Figure 2.3-1 includes an aerial photo showing the 
potential facility footprint. The pump station would divert water 
from the same basic source as RBDD, the Sacramento River. All of 
the alternatives considered in the DEIS/EIR include the assumption 
that diversions from Stony Creek (which currently provides water 
during the gates-out period) would cease. 
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Letter from Kenneth Hill, Dated September 17, 2002 

8-1 The first statement is misleading and inaccurate. In the years since 
escapement estimates have been made for the Sacramento River 
upstream of RBDD by CDFG using spawning area surveys (1956 
through 2001), the fall Chinook salmon estimates have averaged 
approximately 70,000 in the mainstem river. The fall Chinook 
spawner escapement estimates for the same period for the CNFH 
and Battle Creek downstream of CNFH have averaged 30,000 fall 
Chinook for a total of 100,000 spawners. In the most recent 11-year 
period (1991-2001), spawner escapement in the mainstem 
Sacramento River has averaged 46,000 fall Chinook, and the CNFH 
and Battle Creek spawners (mostly CNFH origin) have averaged 
69,000 fall Chinook for a total of 115,000 spawners. During that 
period, the total number of fall Chinook spawners has increased 
approximately 15 percent compared to that for all years since 1956. 
However, the proportion of mainstem (mostly natural) spawners in 
relation to hatchery origin (CNFH and Battle Creek estimates) has 
shifted from 70 percent of the total to 40 percent of the total, a 
30 percent decrease in naturally produced spawners. Furthermore, 
the estimated number of winter-, spring-, and late-fall-run Chinook 
salmon spawners has dramatically decreased throughout the period 
since 1970, and continues to the present, as shown on Figure 3.2-1 in 
the DEIS/EIR. In summary, the fall Chinook salmon population in 
the Sacramento River may be larger, in the period since Shasta Dam 
was built, but the most recent trend has been a change from a 
predominance of natural fall-run Chinook to a dominance of 
hatchery-origin fall-run fish. The other populations of Chinook 
salmon (late-fall-run, winter-run and spring-run) have precipitously 
declined since at least 1970, necessitating state and federal protection 
under the CESA and the federal ESA. 

8-2 This statement is accurate, CNFH currently has an annual produc-
tion goal of 12,000,000 fall-run Chinook salmon smolts. Recent 
(brood-year 1998-release for 1999) production was 13,030,993 fall-
run Chinook salmon smolts and 755,073 fry (CDFG/NMFS, 2001). 
Note: Fall-run fry-release program was discontinued after the 1999 
release. For winter-run Chinook salmon, currently the annual 
production goal is 200,000 winter-run Chinook salmon smolts.  
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Letter from Kenneth Hill, Continued 

8-2, 
cont’d 

Recent (brood-year 1998-release for 1999) production was 153,000 
smolts. The CNFH currently has an annual production goal of 
1,000,000 late-fall-run Chinook salmon smolts. Recent (brood-year 
1998-release for 1999) production was 1,102,540 late-fall-run 
Chinook salmon smolts. 

8-3 (See Response to Comment 8-1 regarding the relative numbers of 
Chinook salmon today versus in previous periods.) The statement 
regarding “possible (emphasis added by responder) endangerment 
of the king salmon” is inaccurate. The winter-run Chinook salmon, 
1 of 4 runs (=races) of Chinook salmon within the Sacramento River 
is, in fact, currently listed as endangered, having been listed as 
federal endangered on February 3, 1994, and by the state on 
September 22, 1989. Additionally, spring-run Chinook salmon also 
affected by operations of RBDD were listed as federal threatened on 
November 15, 1999, and by the state on February 5, 1999. 

8-4 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 
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Letter from Kenneth Hill, Continued 

8-5 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 

8-6 This statement is incorrect. Numerous studies conducted since at 
least 1979 have evaluated the effects of RBDD on passage of salmon 
at the dam (Reclamation, 1985). Delay in salmon migration past the 
dam was shown to generally increase as both the number of gates 
open and the flow increases (Reclamation, 1985). Hallock (1982), 
using radio-tagged salmon, substantiated the problem of delay and 
blockage of salmon by the dam. During investigations by Hallock 
(1982) and Vogel et al. (1988), more than one-third of radio-tagged 
late-fall-run, greater than 40 percent of radio-tagged winter-run, and 
from 18 to 33 percent of spring-run Chinook salmon were blocked at 
RBDD. Vogel et al. (1988) determined that the blockage of these 
salmon ranged, on average, from 78 hours (late-fall-run) to 320 
hours (spring-run). Recently conducted (1999-2001) radio-tagging 
studies using fall-run salmon at RBDD have indicated that the delay 
of migration past RBDD averages approximately 21 days. 

8-7 This statement is incorrect. Reclamation, USFWS, and CDFG 
personnel at RBDD routinely observe congregations of salmon and 
other species downstream of RBDD when the dam gates are in. 
Additionally, photographic and videographic evidence is available 
documenting congregations of salmon, Sacramento pikeminnows, 
Pacific lampreys, and green sturgeon downstream of RBDD. 

8-8 The statement is misleading. The large number of salmon processed 
at CNFH to which the commentor refers are fall-run Chinook 
salmon that largely migrate past RBDD following removal of the 
gates in September. It is true that CNFH processes thousands of 
these hatchery fall-run salmon annually, and does, in fact, provide 
the excess fish to federal programs. 

8-9 The statement is misleading and inaccurate. (See Response to 
Comment 8-1.) 
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Letter from Kenneth Hill, Continued 

8-10 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 2.1.1, Existing Conditions, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 
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Letter from Rita R. Reed, Dated September 15, 2002 

9-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 

Public input received during the scoping and document develop-
ment phases of the EIS/EIR identified a number of concerns related 
to potential impacts to recreational resources. In response to these 
concerns, significance criteria were developed where applicable to 
account for local and regional impacts. DEIS/EIR Section 3.5.2 
includes significance criteria on page 3-206 in response to public 
concerns associated with the potential loss of recreational 
opportunities. Subsequently, DEIS/EIR Section 3.5.2 identifies the 
anticipated impacts associated with the construction and operation 
of each alternative. As described in DEIS/EIR Section 3.5.2, 
Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 3 would either reduce or eliminate the 
amount of time the RBDD gates would be down and, thus, the 
existence of Lake Red Bluff. Impacts to lake-dependent recreational 
resources and use are anticipated to be greatest during the operation 
of these three alternatives, and, as identified in DEIS/EIR 
Section 3.5.2, would be significant and unavoidable. 
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Email from Fred Fourby, Dated September 9, 2002 

10-1 Thank you for your comment. As discussed on DEIS/EIR 
pages 3-313 through 3-315, property values adjacent to the river 
where the lake is formed are anticipated to decrease from operation 
of Alternative 2A, 2B, or 3, even though the properties will 
continue to have a direct view of the river. Social impacts under 
Alternative 2A, 2B, or 3 are also anticipated. 

10-2 Thank you for your comment. RBDD will not be physically removed 
from the river. Under Alternative 3, the gates would be permanently 
raised. 
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Letter from Mr. and Mrs. Roy E. Lewis, Dated August 26, 2002 

11-1 Operation of many of the alternatives would result in some level of 
economic impact. As described in DEIS/EIR Section 3.10, 
Socioeconomics, potential impacts to the local economy of Red Bluff 
and Tehama County in general were identified as a key concern 
during the scoping and document development phases of the 
EIS/EIR. Potential impacts associated with the following key 
issues/concerns were evaluated: economic losses from reduced lake-
dependent recreation and tourism spending (beginning on 
page 3-307), loss of the Nitro Nationals drag boat races (beginning 
on page 3-310), property value impacts (beginning on page 3-313), 
fiscal impacts to City of Red Bluff (beginning on page 3-315), and 
reduced quality of life and loss of community cohesion (beginning 
on page 3-317). Potential direct, indirect, and induced effects were 
evaluated using Implan, a model developed by the U.S. Forest 
Service (USFS) and commonly used to analyze potential economic 
impacts. As described on DEIS/EIR pages 3-305 and 3-306, this 
model was used to evaluate potential economic effects in Tehama 
County. The anticipated construction and operation impacts 
associated with each alternative are further discussed beginning 
on DEIS/EIR page 3-318 with a summary table of impacts 
(Table 3.10-14) followed by a discussion by alternative. As discussed 
on DEIS/EIR pages 3-319 through 3-322, potential socioeconomic 
impacts associated with each alternative are anticipated to range 
from positive economic benefits during the construction phase of 
each alternative, to significant unavoidable impacts for some 
alternatives during operation. Depending on the alternative, impacts 
are identified as being less than significant in the context of the 
local/county economy or, in the case of Alternative 3 (Gates-out 
Alternative), operations-related socioeconomic impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable. As identified in DEIS/EIR 
Table 3.10-14, the combined impact of reduced recreation and 
tourism, as well as the loss of the Nitro Nationals, from the 
operation of Alternative 3 would result in an annual loss of 
$4.2 million/year; operation of Alternative 2A or 2B would result in 
an annual loss of $3.5 million/year. This loss represents less than 
1 percent of annual sales in Tehama County, and approximately 
1.9 percent or 1.1 percent, respectively, of the City of Red Bluff’s 
total revenues from sales and taxes. Although local economic 
impacts are projected to occur through the loss of sales and 
employment in the case of Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 3, it is not 
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 Letter from Mr. and Mrs. Roy E. Lewis, Continued 

11-1, 
cont’d 

anticipated that a loss of 1.9 percent of the City of Red Bluff’s total 
revenues from sales and taxes would initiate an economic chain 
reaction that would cause a large number of business closures. 
Therefore, no resultant permanent or long-term vacancy of retail 
space, or eventual physical deterioration, decay, or urban blight 
within the downtown area is projected. Page 3-321 of the DEIS/EIR, 
Impact 3-S2, states that “the sum total of the various impacts of this 
alternative would result in a significant economic impact to the local 
community.” 
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Email from Glen Ransford, Dated September 23, 2002 

12-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Anatole and Adele U. Balmy, Dated September 24, 2002 

13-1 See Response to Comment 11-1. 

13-2 See Response to Comment 2-1. 
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Email from Leland J. and Dixie Lee Rice, Dated September 24, 2002 

14-1 See Response to Comment 2-1. 
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Letter from Sandra Hayes, Dated September 23, 2002 

15-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Hank Bowen, Dated September 24, 2002 

16-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Juliet Lamont, Dated September 25, 2002 

17-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

  
 

 

 

No. 17 

17-1 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/022600001 (CAH2167.DOC) 4-33 

 

Letter from James A. Bowen, Dated September 24, 2002 

18-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Matt and Sue Ampi, Dated September 25, 2002 

19-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 

19-2 Many species are fished for in the upper Sacramento River in addi-
tion to salmon. Californians as a whole demand sportfishing 
opportunities, and the Fish and Game Commission (FGC) and 
CDFG are funded and obligated under state regulations to provide 
that opportunity. The CDFG, under direction of the FGC, regulates 
the sportfisheries in California for all species, including salmon in 
inland waters. The CDFG regulations provide angling restrictions 
that prohibit angling for listed species (e.g., winter- and spring-run 
Chinook salmon, and steelhead) within inland waters where those 
species occur. In addition, ocean recreational angling (legally 
conducted with a valid California sportfishing license) are regulated 
by the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) in cooperation 
with the FGC. Limiting the sales of fishing licenses would not 
provide additional protection beyond the regulations currently in 
effect for those fish species of concern. 

19-3 The overabundance of fall-run Chinook salmon returning to CNFH 
are as a result of many factors, including, but not limited to, 
hatchery operations, freshwater and habitat conditions in the ocean, 
and commercial and recreational fishing efforts. Only a fraction 
(approximately 25 percent) of adult fall-run Chinook salmon return-
ing to the upper Sacramento River, including those returning to 
CNFH, pass through RBDD during the period when the ladders are 
in operation. The remaining 75 percent of those fall-run fish pass 
RBDD during the period after September 15 when the RBDD gates 
are out of the river and the ladders are not functioning or necessary. 

19-4 In no instance nor at any location can Native American tribes take an 
unlimited number of fish. In the Sacramento River, Native American 
tribes do not have any additional allocation or right to harvest fish 
beyond that regulated by CDFG under the inland sportfishing 
regulations. In the ocean, recreational angling and commercial 
harvest are regulated by PFMC in cooperation with the FGC. 
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Letter from Matt and Sue Ampi, Continued 

19-4, 
cont’d 

In management of the mixed-stock ocean salmon fishery, Native 
American tribal fishing allocations are assigned to the terminal 
watersheds to which the salmon escape (i.e., the Klamath River). In 
those terminal fisheries in which there is an assigned Native 
American tribal allotment, in no case do the tribes have the right to 
take an unlimited number of salmon. The Sacramento River does not 
have a tribal allocation for harvest of salmon. As stated above, the 
ocean fishery is regulated as a mixed-stock fishery, and the 
following management objectives specifically address harvest of 
listed salmon species in California: (1) Escapements of salmon stocks 
listed under ESA will meet or exceed NMFS’s jeopardy standards of 
the objectives of the NMFS’s recovery plans. (2) In managing mixed-
stock salmon fishing, PFMC will establish maximum exploitation 
rates based on the level than can be sustained by the weakest natural 
spawning stocks for which specific management objectives have 
been defined in the Plan and which are consistent with NMFS 
jeopardy standards or recovery plans for stocks listed under ESA. 

19-5 See Response to Comment 9-1. 

19-6 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

 

 

 

No. 19 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/022600001 (CAH2167.DOC) 4-36 

 

Letter from Stephen Downey, Dated September 25, 2002 

20-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

20-2 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Teri Downey, Dated September 25, 2002 

21-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

21-2 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 

Public input received during the scoping and document develop-
ment phases of the EIS/EIR identified a number of concerns related 
to potential impacts to recreational resources. In response to these 
concerns, significance criteria were developed where applicable to 
account for local and regional impacts. DEIS/EIR Section 3.5.2 
includes significance criteria on page 3-206 in response to public 
concerns associated with the potential loss of recreational 
opportunities. Subsequently, DEIS/EIR Section 3.5.2 identifies the 
anticipated impacts associated with the construction and operation 
of each alternative. As described in Section 3.5.2, Alternatives 2A, 2B, 
and 3 would either reduce or eliminate the amount of time the 
RBDD gates would be down and, thus, the existence of Lake Red 
Bluff. Impacts to lake-dependent recreational resources and use are 
anticipated to be greatest during the operation of these three 
alternatives and, as identified in Section 3.5.2, would be significant 
and unavoidable. 

In addition to the anticipated impacts to recreational uses, operation 
of many of the alternatives would result in some level of economic 
impact. As described in DEIS/EIR Section 3.10, Socioeconomics, 
potential impacts to the local economy of Red Bluff and Tehama 
County in general were identified as a key concern during the 
scoping and document development phases of the EIS/EIR. 
Potential impacts associated with the following key issues/concerns 
were evaluated: economic losses from reduced lake-dependent 
recreation and tourism spending (beginning on page 3-307), loss of 
the Nitro Nationals drag boat races (beginning on page 3-310), 
property value impacts (beginning on page 3-313), fiscal impacts to 
City of Red Bluff (beginning on page 3-315), and reduced quality of 
life and loss of community cohesion (beginning on page 3-317). 
Potential direct, indirect, and induced effects were evaluated using 
Implan, a model developed by USFS and commonly used to analyze 
potential economic impacts. As described on DEIS/EIR pages 3-305 
and 3-306, this model was used to evaluate potential economic 
effects in Tehama County. The anticipated construction and 
operation impacts associated with each alternative are further 
discussed beginning on DEIS/EIR page 3-318 with a summary table 
of impacts (Table 3.10-14) followed by a discussion by alternative.  
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 Letter from Teri Downey, Continued 

21-2, 
cont’d 

As discussed on DEIS/EIR pages 3-319 through 3-322, potential 
socioeconomic impacts associated with each alternative are 
anticipated to range from positive economic benefits during the 
construction phase of each alternative, to significant unavoidable 
impacts for some alternatives during operation. Depending on the 
alternative, impacts are identified as being less than significant in the 
context of the local/county economy or, in the case of Alternative 3 
(Gates-out Alternative), operations-related socioeconomic impacts 
would be significant and unavoidable. As identified in DEIS/EIR 
Table 3.10-14, the combined impact of reduced recreation and 
tourism, as well as the loss of the Nitro Nationals, from the 
operation of Alternative 3 would result in an annual loss of 
$4.2 million/year; operation of Alternative 2A or 2B would result in 
an annual loss of $3.5 million/year. This loss represents less than 
1 percent of annual sales in Tehama County, and approximately 
1.9 percent or 1.1 percent, respectively, of the City of Red Bluff’s 
total revenues from sales and taxes. Although local economic 
impacts are projected to occur through the loss of sales and 
employment in the case of Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 3, it is not 
anticipated that a loss of 1.9 percent of the City of Red Bluff’s total 
revenues from sales and taxes would initiate an economic chain 
reaction that would cause a large number of business closures. 
Therefore, no resultant permanent or long-term vacancy of retail 
space, or eventual physical deterioration, decay, or urban blight 
within the downtown area is projected. Additionally, as discussed 
on DEIS/EIR pages 3-313 through 3-315, property values adjacent to 
the river where the lake is formed are anticipated to decrease from 
operation of Alternative 2A, 2B, or 3, even though the properties will 
continue to have a direct view of the river. Social impacts under 
Alternative 2A, 2B, or 3 are also anticipated. 

Aesthetic and visual resources were also evaluated in the EIS/EIR. 
The Sacramento River and Lake Red Bluff were both identified 
during the scoping and document development phases of the 
EIS/EIR as key visual and aesthetic resources of concern. As 
described in DEIS/EIR Section 3.12.2, potential temporary and 
operational impacts for each alternative were identified. Although 
some of the temporary impacts are projected to be less than 
significant, the majority of anticipated impacts, particularly with 
respect to operations, are projected to be significant and 
unavoidable. 
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Letter from Ken Lindauer, Dated September 25, 2002 

22-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

22-2 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 2.1.1, Existing Conditions, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 

22-3 Reclamation anticipates a gates–in period between July 1 and the 
end of Labor Day weekend; TCCA has no position on changes in 
gate operations. Maintenance costs for the new facilities will be 
TCCA’s responsibility. Maintenance costs for the existing RBDD 
facilities are not known at this time. Table A-11 in Appendix A (page 
A-58) of the DEIS/EIR lists the projected maintenance costs for 
various alternatives at the dam. 

22-4 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 2.1.1, Existing Conditions, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 

22-5 The Sacramento River has always had several runs (four) of salmon 
and trout (steelhead). These runs occurred prior to the construction 
of Shasta Dam and RBDD. No habitat benefits to salmonid species 
were derived from the construction of Shasta or Keswick Dam. For 
example, gravel recruitment necessary for Chinook salmon spawn-
ing has been cut off by the placement of the dams on the upper 
Sacramento River. Since the construction of Shasta and Keswick 
Dams, it has been necessary to place large volumes of spawning 
gravel into the river downstream of Keswick Dam to replace these 
gravels. During a period after the construction of Shasta Dam, some 
of the salmon runs (winter-run Chinook) in the Sacramento River 
benefited from the presence of cold water in months when it was not 
historically available (June through August). Following the 
construction of Shasta Dam, the numbers of winter-run Chinook 
salmon spawners returning to the upper Sacramento River peaked at 
approximately 119,000 in 1969. However, since 1969, winter-run 
Chinook salmon and other Chinook runs’ spawner escapements 
have declined precipitously despite the perceived “benefits” in 
water quantity and quality, and fish habitat accruing from the 
construction of Shasta Dam and RBDD. 

22-6 This statement is incorrect. See Response to Comment 8-6. 
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Letter from Ken Lindauer, Continued 

22-7 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 

22-8 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Don Polson 

23-1 See Response to Comment 10-1. 
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Letter from Barbara Ramey, Dated September 25, 2002 

24-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 2.0, Description of Alternatives, for further 
information pertaining to this comment. 

24-2 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Butch and Terry Shaw 

25-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Butch and Terry Shaw, Continued 
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Letter from Rob Gibbs, Dated September 25, 2002 

26-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 

Public input received during the scoping and document develop-
ment phases of the EIS/EIR identified a number of concerns related 
to potential impacts to recreational resources. In response to these 
concerns, significance criteria were developed where applicable to 
account for local and regional impacts. DEIS/EIR Section 3.5.2 
includes significance criteria on page 3-206 in response to public 
concerns associated with the potential loss of recreational 
opportunities. Subsequently, DEIS/EIR Section 3.5.2 identifies the 
anticipated impacts associated with the construction and operation 
of each alternative. As described in Section 3.5.2, Alternatives 2A, 2B, 
and 3 would either reduce or eliminate the amount of time the 
RBDD gates would be down and, thus, the existence of Lake Red 
Bluff. Impacts to lake-dependent recreational resources and use are 
anticipated to be greatest during the operation of these three 
alternatives and, as identified in Section 3.5.2, would be significant 
and unavoidable. 

In addition to the anticipated impacts to recreational uses, operation 
of many of the alternatives would result in some level of economic 
impact. As described in DEIS/EIR Section 3.10, Socioeconomics, 
potential impacts to the local economy of Red Bluff and Tehama 
County in general were identified as a key concern during the 
scoping and document development phases of the EIS/EIR. 
Potential impacts associated with the following key issues/concerns 
were evaluated: economic losses from reduced lake-dependent 
recreation and tourism spending (beginning on page 3-307), loss of 
the Nitro Nationals drag boat races (beginning on page 3-310), 
property value impacts (beginning on page 3-313), fiscal impacts to 
City of Red Bluff (beginning on page 3-315), and reduced quality of 
life and loss of community cohesion (beginning on page 3-317). 
Potential direct, indirect, and induced effects were evaluated using 
Implan, a model developed by USFS and commonly used to analyze 
potential economic impacts. As described on DEIS/EIR pages 3-305 
and 3-306, this model was used to evaluate potential economic 
effects in Tehama County. The anticipated construction and 
operation impacts associated with each alternative are further 
discussed beginning on page 3-318 with a summary table of impacts 
(Table 3.10-14) followed by a discussion by alternative. As discussed 
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Letter from Rob Gibbs, Continued 

26-1, 
cont’d 

on DEIS/EIR pages 3-319 through 3-322, potential socioeconomic 
impacts associated with each alternative are anticipated to range 
from positive economic benefits during the construction phase of 
each alternative, to significant unavoidable impacts for some 
alternatives during operation. Depending on the alternative, impacts 
are identified as being less than significant in the context of the 
local/county economy or, in the case of Alternative 3 (Gates-out 
Alternative), operations-related socioeconomic impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable. As identified in DEIS/EIR 
Table 3.10-14, the combined impact of reduced recreation and 
tourism, as well as the loss of the Nitro Nationals, from the 
operation of Alternative 3 would result in an annual loss of 
$4.2 million/year; operation of Alternative 2A or 2B would result in 
an annual loss of $3.5 million/year. This loss represents less than 
1 percent of annual sales in Tehama County, and approximately 
1.9 percent or 1.1 percent, respectively, of the City of Red Bluff’s 
total revenues from sales and taxes. Although local economic 
impacts are projected to occur through the loss of sales and 
employment in the case of Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 3, it is not 
anticipated that a loss of 1.9 percent of the City of Red Bluff’s total 
revenues from sales and taxes would initiate an economic chain 
reaction that would cause a large number of business closures. 
Therefore, no resultant permanent or long-term vacancy of retail 
space, or eventual physical deterioration, decay, or urban blight 
within the downtown area is projected. Additionally, as discussed 
on DEIS/EIR pages 3-313 through 3-315, property values adjacent to 
the river where the lake is formed are anticipated to decrease from 
operation of Alternative 2A, 2B, or 3, even though the properties will 
continue to have a direct view of the river. Social impacts under 
Alternative 2A, 2B, or 3 are also anticipated. 
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Letter from Rob Gibbs, Continued 

26-2 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Susan R. Price, Dated September 25, 2002 

27-1 See Response to Comment 21-2. 

27-2 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Susan R. Price, Continued 

27-3 See Response to Comment 11-1. 

27-4 Page 3-300 of the DEIS/EIR states that “Incomes in Tehama County 
are much lower than other areas of the state. In the County, 1999 

median per capita income was $22,378, which ranked 51st of the 
58 counties in California.” 

27-5 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Susan R. Price, Continued 
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Comment Sheet from Bill Gaumer 

28-1 See Response to Comment 11-1. 
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Comment Sheet from Bill Gaumer, Continued 

28-2 Salmonid species on the West Coast of the United States, including those 
within the Sacramento River watershed, have experienced dramatic 
declines in abundance during the past several decades as a result of 
many human-induced and natural factors. Commercial trawler or other 
offshore commercial fishing activities might be one of numerous causes 
for these declines. However, such fisheries cannot account for the total 
declines in salmon abundance. No single factor is solely responsible for 
these declines. Given the complexity of the salmon species’ life history 
and the ecosystem in which they reside, it is difficult to precisely 
quantify the relative contribution of any one factor to the decline of a 
given species. Factors that might or might not be directly (or indirectly) 
responsible for the declines in anadromous salmonids in the Sacramento 
River watershed include the following: 

• Dams, water storage, and development projects 

• Flows (quantity and timing) 

• Habitat modification 

• Land use activities 

• Alteration of streambanks and channel morphology 

• Alteration of stream water temperatures and water quality 

• Reduction in available food supply 

• Elimination of spawning and rearing habitat 

• Fragmentation of available habitats 

• Elimination of downstream recruitment of spawning gravels and 
large woody debris 

• Removal of riparian vegetation 

• Loss of wetlands habitat 

Other factors likely responsible for the declines in anadromous 
salmonids in the Sacramento River watershed include the following: 

• Recreational fishing and commercial fishing on unlisted stocks 

• Illegal high-seas driftnet fishing in past years 
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Comment Sheet from Bill Gaumer, Continued 

28-2, 
cont’d 

• Introduction of non-native species, including increased predator 
populations 

• Predation by sea lions and harbor seals 

• Natural environmental conditions (recent floods and persistent 
drought conditions) 

• Climatic shifts 

• Extensive hatchery operations 

These are but examples of the potential causes for declining salmon 
populations. The exact subset of these factors that are the responsible 
causes for the declines of salmon and steelhead in the Sacramento River 
are unknown. The current 4-month gates-in operation of RBDD most 
certainly did not “cause” the decline in the populations of anadromous 
salmonids in the Sacramento River. However, the current 4-month gates-
in operation at RBDD was mandated as a Reasonable and Prudent 
Alternative, as a result of a Jeopardy Opinion finding in the 1993 BO for 
Winter-run Chinook Salmon for the Long-term CVP/SWP OCAP 
(NMFS, 1993). The implementation of this Reasonable and Prudent 
Alternative for the protection of winter-run Chinook salmon, while 
meeting the needs to reduce adverse impacts of CVP operations at 
RBDD, might not have been sufficiently protective of Sacramento River 
spring-run Chinook salmon or green sturgeon. 
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Comment Sheet from Robert E. Douglas 

29-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 

Operation of many of the alternatives would result in some level of 
economic impact. As described in DEIS/EIR Section 3.10, 
Socioeconomics, potential impacts to the local economy of Red Bluff 
and Tehama County in general were identified as a key concern 
during the scoping and document development phases of the 
EIS/EIR. Potential impacts associated with the following key 
issues/concerns were evaluated: economic losses from reduced lake-
dependent recreation and tourism spending (beginning on 
page 3-307), loss of the Nitro Nationals drag boat races (beginning 
on page 3-310), property value impacts (beginning on page 3-313), 
fiscal impacts to City of Red Bluff (beginning on page 3-315), and 
reduced quality of life and loss of community cohesion (beginning 
on page 3-317). 

Potential direct, indirect, and induced effects were evaluated using 
Implan, a model developed by USFS and commonly used to analyze 
potential economic impacts. As described on DEIS/EIR pages 3-305 
and 3-306, this model was used to evaluate potential economic 
effects in Tehama County. The anticipated construction and 
operation impacts associated with each alternative are further 
discussed beginning on DEIS/EIR page 3-318 with a summary table 
of impacts (Table 3.10-14) followed by a discussion by alternative. 
As discussed on DEIS/EIR pages 3-319 through 3-322, potential 
socioeconomic impacts associated with each alternative are 
anticipated to range from positive economic benefits during the 
construction phase of each alternative, to significant unavoidable 
impacts for some alternatives during operation. Depending on the 
alternative, impacts are identified as being less than significant in the 
context of the local/county economy or, in the case of Alternative 3 
(Gates-out Alternative), operations-related socioeconomic impacts 
would be significant and unavoidable. As identified in Table 3.10-14, 
the combined impact of reduced recreation and tourism, as well as 
the loss of the Nitro Nationals, from the operation of Alternative 3 
would result in an annual loss of $4.2 million/year; operation of 
Alternative 2A or 2B would result in an annual loss of $3.5 million/ 
year. This loss represents less than 1 percent of annual sales in 
Tehama County, and approximately 1.9 percent or 1.1 percent, 
respectively, of the City of Red Bluff’s total revenues from sales and 
taxes. Although local economic impacts are projected to occur  
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 Comment Sheet from Robert E. Douglas, Continued 

29-1, 
cont’d 

through the loss of sales and employment in the case of 
Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 3, it is not anticipated that a loss of 
1.9 percent of the City of Red Bluff’s total revenues from sales 
and taxes would initiate an economic chain reaction that would 
cause a large number of business closures. Therefore, no resultant 
permanent or long-term vacancy of retail space, or eventual physical 
deterioration, decay, or urban blight within the downtown area 
is projected. 

Additionally, as discussed on DEIS/EIR pages 3-313 through 3-315, 
property values adjacent to the river where the lake is formed are 
anticipated to decrease from operation of Alternative 2A, 2B, or 3, 
even though the properties will continue to have a direct view of the 
river. Social impacts under Alternative 2A, 2B, or 3 are also 
anticipated. 

Aesthetic and visual resources were also evaluated in the EIS/EIR. 
The Sacramento River and Lake Red Bluff were both identified 
during the scoping and document development phases of the 
EIS/EIR as key visual and aesthetic resources of concern. As 
described in DEIS/EIR Section 3.12.2, potential temporary and 
operational impacts for each alternative were identified. Although 
some of the temporary impacts are projected to be less than 
significant, the majority of anticipated impacts, particularly with 
respect to operations, are projected to be significant and 
unavoidable. 

29-2 See Response to Comment 9-1. 
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Comment Sheet from Robert E. Douglas, Continued 

29-3 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 

29-4 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 1.2.2, Similarities and Differences between NEPA 
and CEQA, for further information pertaining to this comment. 
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Comment Sheet from Leland George 

30-1 It is assumed that the commentor is referring to pumps that currently 
exist at RBDD, namely the Research Pumping Plant (RPP) Archimedes 
and helical pumps and the “temporary” pumps in the right bank fish 
ladder. In answer to that question, yes, all pumps will be screened 
during any pumping operation to prevent their entrainment into the 
Tehama-Colusa (TC) Canal. The temporary pumps in the right bank fish 
ladder will be removed. Therefore, no fish will be entrained or 
impinged by these pumps. The four existing pumps at RPP are designed 
to lift diverted water and any fish contained in that water into the fish 
protection facility (fish screens) presently operating at RPP. These 
screens are currently operating to the satisfaction of CDFG and NMFS, 
and are fully protective of salmon fry entrained into the RPP pumps. 
The large and long-term cooperative effort between the state and the 
federal government is titled “CALFED-Bay Delta Program.” This effort 
has an element titled “Ecosystem Restoration Program,” in which plans 
are being made and projects being implemented that attempt to arrest 
and reverse adverse habitat conditions and passage problems in the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and the San Francisco Bay Estuary. 
The goals of this program are as follows: 

• Recover 19 at-risk native species and contribute to the recovery of 
25 additional species 

• Rehabilitate natural processes related to hydrology, stream 
channels, sediment, floodplains, and ecosystem water quality 

• Maintain and enhance fish populations critical to commercial, 
sport, and recreational fisheries 

• Protect and restore functional habitats, including aquatic, upland, 
and riparian, to allow species to thrive 

• Reduce the negative impacts of invasive species and prevent 
additional introductions that compete with and destroy native 
species 

• Improve and maintain water and sediment quality to better support 
ecosystem health and allow species to flourish 

 

No. 30 

30-1 

30-5 

30-2 

30-6 

30-4 

30-3 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/022820001 (NLH2139.DOC) 4-58 

 
 

Comment Sheet from Leland George, Continued 

30-2 Thank you for your comment. It is possible that new ladders might be 
less costly than the long-term costs of operating a pumping station; 
however, it is not known if a ladder can be designed to safely pass the 
now-threatened green sturgeon. 

30-3 Plans to remove Shasta Dam are not currently under consideration. 

30-4 See Response to Comment 1-1. 

30-5 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for comments 
that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See DEIS/EIR Section 
3.9, Power Resources, and Section 3.10, Socioeconomics, for further 
information pertaining to this comment. 

30-6 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Comment Sheet from Leland George, Continued 

30-7 Several programs are in effect that are helping to restore the San 
Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary, including the 
CVPIA and the CALFED Bay-Delta Program. For a description of 
these programs and how they relate to the EIS/EIR, see DEIS/EIR 
Section 4.1, Cumulative Conditions. 

30-8 The water diverted through the TC and Corning Canals is intended 
for agricultural use by the 18 water districts. Transport of water 
outside of these districts is not within the scope of this environ-
mental document, and is therefore not discussed. 
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Comment Sheet from Douglas and Cheryl Schreter 

31-1 The funding sources for the project have not yet been identified. 

31-2 See Response to Comment 1-1. 

31-3 Eighteen water districts contract with the federal government for 
water deliveries from the TC and Corning Canals. These districts 
then sell the water to customers. 

31-4 DEIS/EIR Section 3.10, Socioeconomics, provides an analysis of the 
potential impact to property values based on the different 
alternatives. However, property taxes are based on assessments as 
determined by the County assessor and are not within the scope of 
this document.  

31-5 The property that is rightfully owned by the property owner, as 
described in the legal description of the property owner’s deed, will 
remain that of the property owner. This legal description will not 
change, regardless of the gate operations. 

31-6 The EIS/EIR documents the life history and current status of salmon 
in the Sacramento river system near Red Bluff. (See DEIS/EIR 
Section 3.2, Fishery Resources.) 

 The impacts and declines in anadromous fisheries in California, 
specifically the Sacramento River watershed, has been documented 
in the recent literature. The role of RBDD and it’s impact to the 
salmonid fisheries is found throughout the publicly available 
literature including, but not limited to, The Sacramento River 
Chinook Salmon Recovery Plan (1997), 1993 BO for Winter-run 
Chinook Salmon for the Long-term CVP/SWP OCAP (1993), RBDD 
Fish Passage Appraisal Report (1992), and CDFG’s Steelhead 
Management Plan (1996), among others. 
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Comment Sheet from Douglas and Cheryl Schreter, Continued 

31-7 The objectives of CEQA are as follows: (1) To disclose to decision-
makers and the public the significant environmental effects of 
proposed activities. (2) To identify ways to avoid or reduce 
environmental damage. (3) To prevent environmental damage by 
requiring implementation of feasible alternatives or mitigation 
measures. (4) To disclose to the public reasons for agency approval 
or projects with significant environmental effects. (5) To foster 
interagency coordination in the review of projects. (6) To enhance 
public participation in the planning process. 

31-8 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Comment Sheet from Lori Leepin 

32-1 See Response to Comment 9-1. 

32-2 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.10, Socioeconomics, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 

32-3 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.10, Socioeconomics, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 
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Comment Sheet from Denise Runnels 

33-1 See Response to Comment 9-1. 
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Comment Sheet from Fred Lowndes 

34-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Comment Sheet from L.E. Capilla 

35-1 See Response to Comment 26-1. 
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Comment Sheet from Jan Correa 

36-1 See Response to Comment 21-2. 

36-2 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources; Section 3.8, Agricultural 
Resources; and Section 3.10, Socioeconomics, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 
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Comment Sheet from Laurence D’Alberti 

37-1 These requirements would be counterproductive to recovering the 
state- and federal-listed winter-run and spring-run Chinook salmon 
and steelhead. Extending the operational period of RBDD beyond 
the existing mid-May through mid-September period and thereby 
“permanently” creating Lake Red Bluff for additional economic 
development would hinder efforts to restore state- and federal-listed 
winter-run and spring-run Chinook salmon and federal-listed 
steelhead. By extending the RBDD gates-in operation period and 
potentially increasing the water temperature of the Sacramento 
River, years of effort to reverse the declining populations of these 
and other anadromous species would be sacrificed. Furthermore, 
these actions would be contrary to the law under ESA, Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, and CESA, 
among others. 
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Comment Sheet from Robert M. Stoufor 

38-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. Page A-21 
of the DEIS/EIR indicates that the final cost estimate for this project 
will be available pending technical review of the design. 
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Comment Sheet from Arlo Madsen 

39-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Comment Sheet from Vi Gilbert 

40-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Comment Sheet from Claude Nielson 

41-1 An alternative that included new ladders, a new pump station and 
screening facility, and continued operation and maintenance (O&M) 
costs for RBDD was deemed too costly for consideration. Only 
options that are realistic and viable are normally included in the 
alternatives under consideration. 

41-2 The CDFG currently provides regulations that restrict and prohibit 
angling harvest for species of concern (e.g., winter- and spring-run 
Chinook salmon, and steelhead) within inland waters where those 
species occur. Limiting fishing licenses would not provide 
additional protection beyond the regulations currently in effect for 
those fish species of concern. 

41-3 In DEIS/EIR Table ES-4, under Socioeconomic, the Gates-out option 
lists impacts to Fish Runs/Spending/Property Value/ Quality of Life 
and Community Cohesion as significant. No mitigation is available. 
The purpose of the EIS/EIR is to disclose project impact and invite 
public participation and identify mitigation measure where feasible. 
To date, no mitigation has been identified that would directly 
compensate the City of Red Bluff for economic impacts. 
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Comment Sheet from Larry Frash 

42-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 

42-2 See Response to Comment 26-1. 

42-3 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 2.0, Description of Alternatives, for further 
information pertaining to this comment. 
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Comment Sheet from Louie Bilotto 

43-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 

Operation of many of the alternatives would result in some level 
of economic impact. As described in DEIS/EIR Section 3.10, 
Socioeconomics, potential impacts to the local economy of Red Bluff 
and Tehama County in general were identified as a key concern 
during the scoping and document development phases of the 
EIS/EIR. Potential impacts associated with the following key 
issues/concerns were evaluated: economic losses from reduced lake-
dependent recreation and tourism spending (beginning on 
page 3-307), loss of the Nitro Nationals drag boat races (beginning 
on page 3-310), property value impacts (beginning on page 3-313), 
fiscal impacts to City of Red Bluff (beginning on page 3-315), and 
reduced quality of life and loss of community cohesion (beginning 
on page 3-317). 

As discussed on DEIS/EIR pages 3-319 through 3-322, potential 
socioeconomic impacts associated with each alternative are 
anticipated to range from positive economic benefits during the 
construction phase of each alternative, to significant unavoidable 
impacts for some alternatives during operation. As discussed on 
DEIS/EIR pages 3-313 through 3-315, property values adjacent to the 
river where the lake is formed are anticipated to decrease from 
operation of Alternative 2A, 2B, or 3, even though the properties will 
continue to have a direct view of the river. Social impacts under 
Alternative 2A, 2B, or 3 are also anticipated. Aesthetic and visual 
resources were also evaluated in the EIS/EIR. The Sacramento River 
and Lake Red Bluff were both identified during the scoping and 
document development phases of the EIS/EIR as key visual and 
aesthetic resources of concern. As described in DEIS/EIR 
Section 3.12.2, potential temporary and operational impacts for each 
alternative were identified. Although some of the temporary impacts 
are projected to be less than significant, the majority of anticipated 
impacts, particularly with respect to operations, are projected to be 
significant and unavoidable. 
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Comment Sheet from Kari Lyford 

44-1 See Response to Comment 26-1. 
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Comment Sheet from Dale Lyford 

45-1 See Response to Comment 9-1. 

45-2 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.8, Agricultural Resources, for further 
information pertaining to this comment. 
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Comment Sheet from Hank Bowen 

46-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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