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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-80 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

311-81 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-82 The issue of diseases in hatchery fish affecting wild fish and 
operations at CNFH are not directly relevant to the purpose of the 
proposed project, namely, improvement of fish passage conditions 
or reliability of water supplies from diversion at RBDD. Thank you 
for your comment. Your comment has been noted. No further 
response is required. 

311-83 At this time, TCCA and Reclamation are moving forward with 
building a pumping plant at the project site to meet agricultural 
water demands and alleviate water supply reliability issues. As of 
November 2007, the selected project includes a pumping facility 
with a maximum capacity of 2,500 cfs. Reclamation anticipates a 
gates-in period between July 1 and the end of Labor Day weekend; 
TCCA has no position on changes to gate operations. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-84 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

311-85 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

311-86 Responses are generated in the comment/response phase of the 
environmental process. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 

311-87 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Public Hearing Transcript, Continued 
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Postcards from Richard Brittain, Dated September 24, 2002 
and Shirley L. Timbres, Dated October 2, 2002 

312-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

313-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Postcards from Karen Daniel, Dated October 2, 2002, 
and Virginia E. Pugbee, Dated October 7, 2002 

314-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

315-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

 

 

No. 314 

No. 315 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023100004 (CAH2198.DOC) 4-310 

 

 

Flyers from David Hubbard, Dated September 25, 2002 
and Rex Parker, Dated September 24, 2002 

316-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

317-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Cathy Hubbard, Dated September 25, 2002 
and Thomas F. Gaumer, Dated October 2, 2002 

318-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

319-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Wanda Rodriguez, Dated September 23, 2002 
and Jodie Anderson, Dated October 8, 2002 

320-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

321-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Vernon Joe Gaylord, Jr., Dated October 1, 2002 
and Victor M. Torres, Dated October 1, 2002 

322-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

323-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Natalia L. Torres, Dated October 1, 2002 
and Jack Anderson, Dated October 8, 2002 

324-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

325-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Jessica Gantenbein, Dated October 7, 2002 
and Terese Ehrensuard, Dated October 8, 2002 

326-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

327-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Margaret A. Whittier, Dated October 3, 2002 
and Shirley Reid, Dated October 1, 2002 

328-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

329-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Eugenie Ponthier, Dated October 1, 2002 
and Kathleen DeTore, Dated September 30, 2002 

330-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

331-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Debra L. Clinger, Dated September 27, 2002 
and Linda Holverstrott, Dated September 26, 2002 

332-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

333-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Neva Gieijsbeek, Dated September 26, 2002 
and Irene Boyer, Dated September 26, 2002 

334-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

335-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

 

 

 

 

No. 334 

No. 335 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023100004 (CAH2198.DOC) 4-320 

 

 

Flyers from Mary Dietrich, Dated September 26, 2002 
and Karin Hooton, Dated September 27, 2002 

336-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

337-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Susan Reedy, Dated September 27, 2002 
and Charna Egle, Dated October 1, 2002 

338-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

339-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Dianne Gaumer, Dated September 30, 2002 
and Susan Conway, Dated September 30, 2002 

340-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

341-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Velma A. Trujillo, Dated October 1, 2002 
and Gertrude Crossman, Dated October 1, 2002 

342-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

343-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Sharon Paquin, Dated September 1, 2002 
and Kellie McFate, Dated October 2, 2002 

344-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

345-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Kelly Diel, Dated October 8, 2002 
and Michelle Ashurst Gaumer, Dated October 8, 2002 

346-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

347-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Department of Toxic Substances Control, 
Dated October 9, 2002 

348-1 The DEIS/EIR, along with subsequent analysis, considered sites 
included on the commentor’s enclosed list. The Mill Site includes 
lands owned by Pactiv and previous holdings of Diamond Land 
Corporation. These sites have been evaluated for occurrences of 
toxic substances and will be subject to mitigation as outlined in 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.7.3. 
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Letter from Department of Toxic Substances Control, Continued 
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Letter from Department of Toxic Substances Control, Continued 
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Email from Bob Madgic, Dated October 10, 2002 

349-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Marshall Pike, Dated October 12, 2002 

350-1 See Thematic Response No. 2. Under ESA, NMFS considers the 
viability of salmon and steelhead as characterized by their 
abundance, productivity, spatial structure, and genetic/behavioral 
diversity. It incorporates the concept that high abundance of 
hatchery salmon, alone, is not adequate to demonstrate viability of a 
distinct population segment (DPS) of a salmon species. (NMFS uses 
the ESU to identify a salmon DPS, but retains DPS for steelhead.) 
NMFS’s 1993 interim policy on artificial propagation of Pacific 
salmon stated that hatchery fish in an ESU should be listed only if 
they were deemed to be essential to the survival of that population. 
The judge in the Alsea decision ruled that any hatchery population 
that is part of the same ESU as a listed wild population must also be 
listed under ESA. Following that ruling, NMFS decided to modify 
the previous hatchery policy so it would conform with the Alsea 
ruling. Since the ruling in 2001, NMFS released its revised draft 
hatchery listing policy in June 2004, held public meetings and took 
comments on the draft, and published the final policy in June 2005. 
The policy follows careful scientific review of both hatchery and 
naturally spawning fish, and carefully considers the risks and 
potential benefits of hatcheries to the primary goal of recovering 
naturally spawning species. In regards to hatchery listing policy, the 
specific species affected by the RBDD project are two salmon species, 
winter-run and spring-run Chinook, and steelhead. For Sacramento 
River winter-run Chinook salmon, which includes the hatchery fish 
from the Livingston Stone National Fish Hatchery, the NMFS 
Biological Review Team (BRT) concluded that the hatchery 
component of the species is local, native, and has a substantial 
proportion of natural-origin broodstock, with minimal genetic 
divergence. The BRT in its review found that the main concern for 
the recovery of this species is its lack of diversity within its ESU. The 
population represents a single population that has been displaced 
from its historical habitat into an artificial habitat created and 
maintained by a dam (Shasta/Keswick). The BRT concluded that the 
population has been removed from the environment that it evolved 
and this affects its long-term prospect for survival. For Central 
Valley spring-run Chinook salmon, the BRT determined from 
genetic studies that neither the Feather River Hatchery population 
nor the Feather River population are consistent 
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 Email from Marshall Pike, Continued 

350-1, 
cont’d 

with the other populations of spring-run Chinook within the ESU. 
Furthermore, the “spring-run” Chinook salmon populations in the 
Sierra Nevada eco-region are supported by these Feather River and 
Feather River Hatchery populations. The remaining spring-run 
Chinook populations of the southern Cascades Mountains are small, 
self-supporting runs primarily from three watersheds: Mill, Deer, 
and Butte Creeks. The ESU, therefore, does not include the Feather 
River Hatchery population, but includes those populations from the 
southern Cascades eco-region and may or may not include Feather 
River populations spawning within the river, depending on the 
interpretation of the genetic analysis conducted to date. The BRT 
expressed concern that true spring-run Chinook ESU salmon could 
potentially interact with Feather River Hatchery “spring-run” 
Chinook, and that those small populations in the southern Cascade 
Mountains are from streams close together geographically, thus 
increasing their vulnerability to catastrophe. For Central Valley 
steelhead, the BRT has determined, as a working hypothesis, that the 
ESU for this species includes all anadromous and resident 
populations downstream of major dams that act to block anadromy, 
including Shasta Dam on the Sacramento River. Since 1998, all 
hatchery steelhead have been marked with an adipose fin clip mark, 
making them discernable following their release from the hatcheries. 
The BRT is concerned about the continued decline in total 
abundance and the proportion of wild fish in the California Central 
Valley, and views the anadromous life history form as a critical 
component of diversity within the ESU. Furthermore, the BRT team 
expressed concern with the significant production of out-of-ESU 
steelhead by the Nimbus Hatchery on the American River and the 
Mokelumne River Fish Hatchery. Steelhead from the CNFH and 
Feather River Hatchery are categorized as stocks founded from a 
local, native population in the watershed in which they are found 
and, therefore, are grouped within the Central Valley steelhead ESU. 
Those steelhead from the Nimbus and Mokelumne hatcheries are 
not part of the ESU. 

350-2 Yes, CNFH on Battle Creek (tributary to the Sacramento River near 
Anderson) currently has an annual production goal of 200,000 
winter-run Chinook salmon smolts. Recent (brood-year 1998-release 
for 1999) production was 153,000 smolts (CDFG/NMFS, 2001). 
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 Email from Marshall Pike, Continued 

350-3 Yes, Feather River Hatchery on the Feather River (tributary to the 
Sacramento River near Oroville) currently has an annual production 
goal of 5,000,000 spring-run Chinook salmon smolts. Recent (brood-
year 1998-release for 1999) production was 1,850,000 smolts 
(CDFG/NMFS, 2001). 

350-4 Yes, CNFH currently has an annual production 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: The fall-run fry release 
program was discontinued after the 1999 release (CDFG/NMFS, 
2001). Feather River Hatchery currently has an annual production 
goal of 6,000,000 fall-run Chinook salmon smolts, 2,000,000 post-
smolts, and 750,000 fry. Recent (brood-year 1998-release for 1999) 
production was 7,921,787 smolts, 2,098,920 post-smolts, and 500,000 
fry (CDFG/NMFS, 2001). Nimbus Hatchery (on the American River, 
tributary to the Sacramento River in Sacramento) currently has an 
annual production goal of 4,000,000 fall-run Chinook salmon smolts 
and an additional 4,000,000 fall-run Chinook salmon eggs for the 
Mokelumne River Hatchery. Recent (brood-year 1998-release for 
1999) production was 4,486,000 smolts, 243,808 smolts for ocean net 
pens, and 200,680 fingerlings for the Mokelumne River Hatchery 
(CDFG/NMFS, 2001). Mokelumne River Hatchery (tributary to the 
Sacramento River-San Joaquin River Delta) currently has a 
production goal of 1,000,000 smolts, 2,000,000 post-smolts, and 
500,000 yearlings. Recent (brood-year 1998-release for 1999) 
production was 1,000,000 smolts, 1,600,000 post-smolts, and 422,000 
yearlings (CDFG/NMFS, 2001). The Merced Hatchery (on the 
Merced River tributary to the San Joaquin River) has an annual 
production goal of 960,000 fall-run smolts or up to 300,000 yearlings 
depending on adult returns. Recent (brood-year 1998-release for 
1999) production was 913,329 smolts (CDFG /NMFS, 2001). 
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Email from Marshall Pike, Continued 

350-5 Yes, 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 (CDFG /NMFS, 2001). 

350-6 Yes, CNFH currently has an annual production goal of 
600,000 steelhead smolts. Recent (brood-year 1998-release for 1999) 
production was 496,525 steelhead smolts (CDFG/NMFS, 2001). 
Feather River Hatchery currently has an annual production goal of 
450,000 steelhead yearlings. Recent (brood-year 1998-release for 
1999) production was 345,810 yearlings (CDFG/NMFS, 2001). 
Nimbus Hatchery currently has an annual production goal of 
430,000 yearlings. Recent (brood-year 1998-release for 1999) 
production was 400,060 smolts (CDFG/NMFS, 2001). Mokelumne 
River Hatchery currently has a production goal of 100,000 steelhead 
yearlings raised from eggs and fry from Nimbus and Feather River 
Hatcheries. Recent (brood-year 1998-release for 1999) production 
was 102,440 yearlings (CDFG/NMFS, 2001). 

350-7 No, green sturgeon are not currently raised in any hatchery on the 
Sacramento River or any other tributaries to the San Francisco Delta 
complex. 
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Email from Marshall Pike, Continued 

350-8 No, splittail are not currently raised in any hatchery on the 
Sacramento River or any other tributaries to the San Francisco 
Delta complex. 

350-9 No, river lamprey are not currently raised in any hatchery on the 
Sacramento River or any other tributaries to the San Francisco 
Delta complex. 

350-10 No, Pacific lamprey are not currently raised in any hatchery on the 
Sacramento River or any other tributaries to the San Francisco 
Delta complex. 

350-11 Sacramento River winter-run and Central Valley spring-run 
Chinook salmon, and California Central Valley Steelhead ESUs are 
affected by the re-assessment and listing status. 
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Email from Alexander K. Fremier, Dated October 12, 2002 

351-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Richard Thomas, Dated October 13, 2002 

352-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from American Land Conservancy, Dated October 14, 2002 

353-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Ron Cathcart, Dated October 6, 2002 

354-1 At this time, water is sent to Southern California via the state and 
federal pumping plants located near Tracy. If fish passage were not 
an issue, the RBDD gates could be lowered and water could be 
diverted 12 months per year into the TC and Corning Canals using 
existing infrastructure. The EIS/EIR does not address water 
transfers to Southern California because such transfers would be 
wheeled via the Delta pumping plants, and all Sacramento River 
water (whether diverted via TCCA or not) ends up in the Delta. This 
project will not determine water transfers to Southern California.  
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Letter from Ron Cathcart, Continued 
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Email from Ryan Hoover, Dated October 14, 2002 

355-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

355-2 Thank you for your comment. Throughout the public process and 
comment periods, discussions have been ongoing to determine if an 
alternative could be considered that would allow for the Nitro 
Nationals event to be held. Several issues would need to be 
addressed to lower the RBDD gates for this specific event, including 
sturgeon-run timing considerations, cost of maintaining RBDD 
solely for this event, and the inability to reschedule the event 
because of the nature of the racing circuit. Although the selected 
project does not include a gates-in period during Memorial Day 
weekend, a request for this operation will be submitted to NMFS if 
gate operations were to change. 
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Email from Nora Moore Jimenez, Dated October 14, 2002 

356-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Marshall Pike, Dated October 12, 2002 

357-1 This comment letter is duplicate to Comment Letter 350. 
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Email from Marshall Pike, Continued 

  

  
 

 

 

No. 357  



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023110001 (NLH2164.DOC) 4-344 

 
 

Letter from Dan Miller 

358-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Chuck DeJournette, Dated October 20, 2002 

359-1 See Response to Comment 311-72.  

359-2 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Chuck DeJournette, Continued 

359-3 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Mickey Chapin, Dated October 4, 2002 

360-1 There is no denying that salmon do continue to use the existing 
ladders at RBDD. The abundant run of fall-run Chinook salmon that 
begins passing RBDD in July is least affected by the gates-in opera-
tions. This is due to the timing of their arrival at RBDD, because a 
large percentage of this run passes the dam following removal of the 
gates in mid-September, as well as many adults moving through the 
fish ladders. However, it has been demonstrated in many studies 
that some portion of salmon and steelhead runs are more adversely 
affected by the continued presence of RBDD. The mechanisms 
affecting all the species encountering RBDD are delays in finding the 
ladders, and blockages caused by the gates-in operation of the dam. 
For some salmonid runs, e.g., spring-run Chinook salmon, adults 
might be hindered and delayed by the operations of the gates 
following their arrival. For this species, the consequences of a delay 
might contribute to their inability to reach spawning tributaries 
upstream of RBDD in time for these salmon to enter and migrate 
into summer holding habitats in their natal streams 
(e.g., Cottonwood or Clear Creeks). This particular species is listed 
as threatened in the Sacramento River, and their abundance is 
extremely low at the present time. Additionally, green sturgeon 
do not pass through fish ladders that were designed to assist the 
passage of salmon or steelhead. With the current gates-in operation 
from mid-May through mid-September, this species is denied access 
during a large portion of its spawning run in the Sacramento River. 

360-2 Central Valley Chinook salmon are harvested in the open ocean and 
are managed as a mixed-stock fishery by PFMC and NMFS in U.S. 
territorial waters (out to 200 miles) and CDFG in state waters (within 
3 miles). Through this management structure, annual allowable 
harvests in the ocean are determined and enforced each year 
depending on pre-season forecast (sampling) of stock strengths. It is 
unlikely that a significant proportion of Central Valley-origin 
Chinook salmon are harvested outside of territorial waters of the 
U.S. Numerous studies of high-seas catches of Chinook salmon have 
demonstrated that Washington/ Oregon/California stocks are 
insignificant contributors to high seas catches of Chinook salmon. 
Indications from scientific studies are that Chinook salmon from 
Washington/ Oregon/ California origins are mainly distributed 
within waters of the Eastern Pacific Ocean, primarily from North 
American continental shelf areas and, therefore, not likely subjected 
to high seas fishing from foreign nations. 
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 Letter from Mickey Chapin, Continued 

360-3 The declines in salmon populations from North American rivers are 
thought to occur from a diverse variety of causes. Generally 
speaking, the reasons for declining populations are not as a result of 
a single cause but as a result on several factors adversely affecting 
their populations. The decline in populations in the Sacramento 
River are likely as a consequence of many factors in the Central 
Valley that have adversely affected habitats conditions for 
anadromous salmonids. These factors included water diversions 
throughout the Central Valley including not only the RBDD/TC 
Canal, but other diversions. Factors also include water temperature 
fluctuations both in the rivers and the Delta; habitat losses and 
degradation in the rivers and the Delta; industrial, municipal, 
agricultural, and mining waste discharges; and inadequate instream 
flows in the rivers and outflows in the Delta. In addition, natural 
fluctuations in ocean conditions are known to adversely affect 
salmonids. A list of these same factors are also likely responsible for 
declines in salmonid populations from other North American rivers, 
including the Klamath-Trinity, Rogue, Columbia, and others. 
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Email from Johnny Dresser, Dated November 5, 2002 

361-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from J. Mark Atlas Attorney at Law, Dated September 23, 2002 

362-1 Figure 3.3-2 is incorrect and has been revised. See figure change in 
Section 2.0. of this FEIS/EIR. 

362-2 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 
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Email from Dave Ahre, Dated October 31, 2002 

363-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

  
 

 

No. 363 

363-1 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023110001 (NLH2164.DOC) 4-352 

 
 

Postcards from Kim Hollis, Dated October 10, 2002  
and Ernest Ross, Dated September 23, 2002 

364-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

365-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Randal Elloway D.D.S., Dated October 16, 2002 
and William G. Terle, Dated October 14, 2002 

366-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

367-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Paula F. Terle, Dated October 14, 2002 
and Barbara Morton, Dated October 8, 2002 

368-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

369-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Dave Hubbard, Dated October 8, 2002 
and Gerald D. Carpenter, Dated October 9, 2002 

370-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

371-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from John H. Feltman, Dated October 10, 2002 
and J. J. Price, Dated October 11, 2002 

372-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

373-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Sandra D. Buckner, Dated October 14, 2002 
and Sandra J. Dobson, Dated October 14, 2002 

374-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

375-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Nancy Dobbins, Dated October 14, 2002 
and Mary Pierce, Dated October 14, 2002 

376-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

377-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Sue Hall, Dated October 15, 2002 
and Jane A. Nixon, Dated October 15, 2002 

378-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

379-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Stephen Maynard, Dated October 15, 2002 
and Jack Vine, Dated October 4, 2002 

380-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

381-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Stacey L. Wobbe, Dated October 15, 2002 
and Robert L. Dunbar, D.D.S., Dated October 15, 2002 

382-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

383-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Postcards from Edwin M. Houghtby, Dated October 10, 2002 
and Suzie W. Houghtby, Dated October 10, 2002 

384-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

385-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Dennis W. Schmidt, Dated October 22, 2002 
and Linda Schmidt, Dated September 25, 2002 

386-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

387-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Flyers from Anthony Kelley, Dated October 17, 2002 
and Carmen Kelley, Dated October 17, 2002 

388-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

389-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Comment Sheet from Cherry Jenkins 

390-1 Riprap rock covering exists in several sections of the river near 
Red Bluff. It is not know if any or all of this protective rock would be 
removed. 

390-2 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. 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 DEIS/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 economic impacts. Property taxes are determined by the 
local assessor. 

390-3 See Response to Comment 1-1. 

390-4 Answers are provided during the second phase of environmental 
planning (comment/response period). 
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Comment Sheet from Jack Vine 

391-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

391-2 TCCA cannot meet their agricultural water customer needs with the 
present 4-month operation of RBDD. Before the gates are lowered in 
May, TCCA must use their CHO to divert water via Stony Creek. 
This temporary method of delivery will not be allowed by agencies 
into the future. TCCA is supporting a pump station to improve 
water supply reliability. 
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Letter from John & Marion McMahon, Dated October 12, 2002 

392-1 Thank you for your comment. Quantifying the positive economic 
impact of an improved fishery to the local economy would be 
difficult; however, it is conceivable that there will be one. An 
improved fishery certainly has a net positive benefit for the local 
area and the state. 

392-2 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Godie (Harriet) LaFlamme, Dated October 14, 2002 

393-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Mey Wong, P.E., California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, Dated September 26, 2002 

394-1 This comment letter is duplicate to Comment Letter 298.  
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Letter from Mey Wong, P.E., California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, Continued 
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Letter from Mey Wong, P.E., California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, Continued 
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Letter from Mey Wong, P.E., California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, Continued 
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Letter from Tim Miles, Department of Toxic Substances Control, 
Dated October 9, 2002 

395-1 This comment letter is duplicate to Comment Letter 348.  
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Letter from Tim Miles, Department of Toxic Substances Control, 
Continued 
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Letter from Tim Miles, Department of Toxic Substances Control, 
Continued 
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Letter from Jane Cirrincione, Northern California Power Agency, 
Dated October 30, 2002 

396-1 It is anticipated that construction funding could be derived from 
multiple sources, including local, state, and federal budgets. Precise 
allocations from these sources are difficult to determine, and would 
be subject to annual budget decisions made by multiple agencies. As 
noted by the commentor, authorization for the project is derived, in 
part, from CVPIA, and has also been considered as part of the 
CALFED ROD. DEIS/EIR Section 1.6 discusses permits and 
regulatory approvals necessary for construction of the project. 
Funding support would be considered throughout the subsequent 
phases of the project, similar to other large-scale fish screen projects 
on the Sacramento River. 
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