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OR85 River Islands 

 

 

Response to comment OR85-1  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR85-2  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR85-3  
The range of alternatives analyzed in this EIR is a reasonable range of 
alternatives based on thorough consideration of public input and the 
requirements of CEQA, all as described in Subsections 2.3.1.4 through 
2.3.1.6 of the DEIR. An additional, sixth alternative, the Revised Project, 
was analyzed in the RDEIR. The selection of alternatives was informed by 
comments to the Delta Stewardship Council from agencies, organizations, 
and the public. While there may be variations on aspects of these 
alternatives, the range analyzed in the EIR is reasonable. Please refer to 
Master Response 3.  

Response to comment OR85-4  
Comment noted. 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



OR86 NCWA et al 

 

 

Response to comment OR86-1 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR86-2 
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

Response to comment OR86-3 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



OR87 Nicole Suard 

 

 

Response to comment OR87-1  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-2 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-3  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-4 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR87-6  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-7  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-8  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-9  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-10  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-11  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-12  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-13  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-14  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-15  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-16  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-17  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-18  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-19  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-20  
Comment noted.  

Response to comment OR87-21 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-22  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-23  
Comment noted. This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR87-24  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-25  
Comment noted. The island names on maps included in the Delta Plan and 
the Draft Program EIR have been changed from the map included in this 
comment. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-26  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-27 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-28 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-29  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-30  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-31  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-32 
The hydrologic areas and groundwater basins presented in the Delta Plan 
and the EIR are based upon the hydrologic basins used by the Department 
of Water Resources in 2009 Water Plan Update. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-33 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment OR87-34  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Delta Plan Policy DP P2 
requires that public lands are considered first in selecting sites for 
ecosystem restoration projects. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-35  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Regarding the 
relationship of BDCP to the Delta Plan, please see Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR87-36  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-37  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-38  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-39 
Mitigation Measure 4-1 addresses the potential invasive species-related 
impacts of projects under the Delta Plan and specifies that "An invasive 
species management plan shall be developed and implemented for any 
project to ensure that invasive plant species and populations are kept 
below preconstruction abundance and distribution levels." The mitigation 
will thus be refined and made more specific at the project level. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-40 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR87-41 
The Delta Plan and the EIR have included both the legal Delta and the 
Suisun Marsh in the "Delta" in accordance with the Delta Reform Act 
(Water Code § 85058). 

Response to comment OR87-42 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-43  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-44  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-45  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-46  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-47 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-48 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-49  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-50  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-51 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-52 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-53 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-54 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-55 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-56  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-57  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-58  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-59  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-60  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-61 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-62  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-63  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-64  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-65  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-66 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-67 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-68 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-69  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-70  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-71  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-72 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-73 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-74 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-75 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-76  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-77  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-78  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-79  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-80  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR87-81  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-82  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-83 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-84 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-85 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-86  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-87  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-88 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-89 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-90  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-91  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-92  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-93  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-94  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-95 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-96  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR87-97  
Comment noted. 

 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
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No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
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No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
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No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
 



OR88 Venoco Inc 

 

 

Response to comment OR88-1  
Based upon a review of the California Department of Conservation 
records, it was determined that no Mineral Resource Zones (MRZ) of 
regional or statewide importance exist within the Delta or Suisun Marsh. 
The MRZs have been defined by the State Geologist in accordance with 
the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) (Pub. 
Resources Code section 2710 et seq.). The minerals considered under 
SMARA for inclusion in MRZs include mineral resources used for: 
(1) construction (e.g., sand, gravel, crushed rock); (2) industrial or 
chemical processing (e.g., limestone, dolomite, marble, sand, clays, 
phosphate, borates and gypsum, building stone, rock); (3) metals and rare 
minerals (e.g., gold, silver, platinum, iron, copper, lead, zinc, mercury, 
gemstones); and (4) non-fluid mineral fuels (coal, peat, organic shale, tar 
sand). Because SMARA does not address fluid mineral fuels (e.g., oil or 
natural gas), natural gas resources are not included within the MRZ 
designations. Impact 13.2, however, analyzes the impacts to other 
resources of local importance, including gas wells. See DEIR at 13-10; 
RDPEIR at 13-6. 

Response to comment OR88-2  
Please refer to response to comment OR88-2. Projects encouraged by the 
Delta Plan will be subject to complete environmental review at the time 
they are proposed. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



 

OR89 TLRA 

 

 

Response to comment OR89-1 
The Trinity River watershed is included in the study area because it 
provides water to the Delta through CVP operations as referenced on 
page 3-4 of the DEIR. The Delta Plan does not directly or indirectly affect 
actions that occur in the Trinity River watershed, and no significant 
environmental impacts would occur due to implementation of the Delta 
Plan. In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 
in this FEIR. Please also see Master Response 5. 

Response to comment OR89-2 
Comment noted. 



 

 

 

Response to comment OR89-3  
Please refer to OR89-1. 



 

 

 

Response to comment OR89-4  
Please refer to response to comment OR89-1. Economic impacts are not 
effects on the environment under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR 
(CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131). Please refer to Master 
Response 2. 

Response to comment OR89-5  
Please refer to responses to comments OR89-1 and OR89-4. Compliance 
with the public trust doctrine is required by the Delta Reform Act, as 
recognized in Water Code sections 85022(c)(3) and 85032(h).  

Response to comment OR89-6  
Comment noted. 



 

 

 

Response to comment OR89-7 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR89-8 
Please refer to response to comment OR89-1 and Master Response 5. 
Section 3 of the Draft Program EIR describes the CVP Trinity Lakes 
facilities. 

Response to comment OR89-9 
Please refer to response to comment OR89-1. 

Response to comment OR89-10 
Please refer to response to comment OR89-1. 



 

 

 

Response to comment OR89-11 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR89-12 
Please see responses to comments OR89-1 and OR89-9.  

Response to comment OR89-13 
Upper watershed existing conditions are described in the Environmental 
Setting subsections of EIR Sections 3 through 21. Section 6 covers Land 
Use and Planning. This EIR concludes that there would be no reduction in 
water supplies to areas in the upper Delta watershed due to the Delta Plan; 
therefore, there would be no change with respect to existing conditions 
based on the available water supply. Please see responses to comments 
OR89-1 and OR89-15. 

Response to comment OR89-14 
Section 18.3.3.1 Reservoirs and Lakes, specifically identifies all reservoirs 
(including Trinity) and lakes in the text and in Tables 18 -7 and 18-8 
within the Sacramento, Trinity, and San Joaquin watersheds. Please also 
refer to response to comment OR89-1.  

Response to comment OR89-15  
Please refer to response to comments OR89-14 and OR89-1. Trinity 
Reservoir levels will not be negatively impacted by the project. 



 

 

 

Response to comment OR89-16  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR89-17  
Please refer to responses to comments OR89-1 and OR89-14. Reservoir 
levels would not decline due to implementation of the proposed Delta 
Plan. 

Response to comment OR89-18  
Please refer to response to comment OR89-1. 

Response to comment OR89-19  
Please refer to response to comment OR89-1. 



 

 

 

Response to comment OR89-20  
Comment noted. 



OR90 ACWA 

 

 

Response to comment OR90-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR90-2 
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR90-3 
The Revised Draft PEIR analyzes the environmental impacts of the Final 
Draft Delta Plan, which the Council will consider for approval. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR90-4  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR90-5  
Regarding the development and selection of the range of alternatives 
considered in the EIR, please refer to master Response 3. The sentence 
quoted in the comment refers to Alternative 1B’s “reduced conservation 
and water efficiency measures” as compared to the Proposed Project, not 
to existing conditions. Regarding the EIR’s approach to the analysis of 
environmental impacts, please refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR90-6  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR90-7  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR90-8  
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR90-9  
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR90-10 
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR90-11 
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR90-12 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



OR91 CSAC 

 

 

Response to comment OR91-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR91-2 
Regarding the EIR’s approach to analyzing the Delta Plan’s environmental 
impacts, please refer to Master Response 2. 

Regarding the EIR’s consideration of the Delta Plan’s ability to meet its 
objectives and the determination of the environmentally superior 
alternative, please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR91-3  
Concerning the EIR’s approach to analyzing environmental impacts, 
please refer to Master Response 2. Comments concerning the authority of 
the Delta Stewardship Council and the counties are comments on the 
project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR91-4  
Regarding the EIR’s approach to analyzing environmental impacts, please 
refer to Master Response 2. Regarding the designation of the 
environmentally superior alternative, please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR91-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR91-6  
Comment noted. 

 



OR92 Delta Vision Foundation 

 

 

Response to comment OR92-1  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR92-2  
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR92-3 
Regarding the EIR’s approach to the analysis of environmental impacts, 
please refer to Master Response 2. Regarding the Delta Stewardship 
Council’s consideration of the Delta Plan and the alternatives’ ability to 
meet the project objectives, please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR92-4 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR92-5 
Alternative 1A would result in less overall levee maintenance and 
modifications, because it would prioritize levees that protect water supply 
corridors. This approach could result in less aggressive levels of flood risk 
reduction in other parts of the Delta. 

Response to comment OR92-6 
When an alternative sets priorities among types of projects, the EIR 
assumes, in order to meaningfully reflect the prioritization in its analysis, 
that the lower-priority projects will proceed more slowly than higher-
priority projects. 

Response to comment OR92-7  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR92-8  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

Response to comment OR92-9 
Comment noted. 

 



OR93 Delta Wetlands 

 

 

Response to comment OR93-1  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR93-2  
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR93-3  
The EIR identifies mitigation measures for all of the Delta Plan’s 
potentially significant impacts in sections 3 through 21 (e.g., 
section 11.5.3.6). These are listed in abbreviated form in Table ES-1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR93-4  
Please refer to Master Response 4. 

Response to comment OR93-5  
Please refer to Master Response 4. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR93-6  
Chapter 22 of the EIR considers the Delta Wetlands Project’s contribution 
to all cumulative impacts related to agriculture and forestry, not just those 
specifically concerning Williamson Act contracts. The EIR for the Delta 
Wetlands Project finds that it would have significant and unavoidable 
impacts related to inconsistencies with the Contra Costa County General 
Plan and to the conversion of agricultural lands to other uses. These 
impacts, in combination with the impacts of the Delta Plan and other past, 
present, and future projects, could contribute to significant cumulative 
impacts. 

Response to comment OR93-7  
Regarding the EIR’s approach to the named surface water projects, please 
refer to Master Response 1. Regarding mitigation measures and future 
projects under the Delta Plan, please refer to Master Response 4. 



OR94 MCWRA 

 

 

Response to comment OR94-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR94-2 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.  

  



 

 

Response to comment OR94-3 
Regarding the EIR’s approach to the analysis of environmental impacts, 
please refer to Master Response 2. Regarding the development, selection, 
and analysis of the range of alternatives considered in the EIR, and the 
determination of the environmentally superior alternative, please refer to 
Master Response 3.  

Response to comment OR94-4 
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR94-5 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR94-6 
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR94-7 
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR94-8 
Regarding the impacts of the Delta Plan’s water supply-related policies 
and recommendations, please refer to Master Response 5. Please refer to 
the discussions of Impacts 3-2 and 3-3 in Section 3, Water Resources, 
which address the water supply available for agricultural land uses and the 
effects of implementing the Delta Plan. Section 7.4.3.1.5 on page 7-27 of 
the Draft Program EIR acknowledges that implementing projects 
encouraged by the Delta Plan could result in reduced water deliveries to 
areas outside the Delta that receive Delta water. The discussion also states 
that during some drier hydrologic conditions, deliveries to agricultural 
lands may be reduced, which could increase the fallowing of irrigated 
lands. Continuous, longer term fallowing and changes in agricultural 
practices resulting from reduced water deliveries could eventually result in 
the physical conversion of agricultural land to a nonagricultural use. 

Response to comment OR94-9 
The Delta Plan encourages the SWRCB to complete the updated Bay-
Delta Water Quality Control Plan flow objectives. However, only the 
SWRCB has authority to set those objectives. The Delta Plan and the EIR 
therefore cannot project what those objectives will be. The Delta Plan and 
the sources it cites (including especially the SWRCB’s 2010 Flow Criteria 
Report) explains that the flow objectives that best advance the coequal 
goals will be those that bring about more natural functional flows within 
and out of the Delta. See Delta Plan, pp. 136 to 142, 155, and sources cited 
therein. The EIR thus assumes, consistent with CEQA, that the SWRCB 
will adopt updated objectives that will advance such a flow regime. The 
general assumption of a more natural flow regime is sufficient for the 
EIR’s programmatic approach. The impacts of the flow objectives are 
analyzed in greater, quantitative detail, in the SWRCB’s Public Draft 
Substitute Environmental Document in Support of Potential Changes to 
the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay-
Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta Estuary: San Joaquin River Flows and 
Southern Delta Water Quality (December 2012). See Master Response 5 



for further discussion. Delta Plan Policy ER P1 has been recategorized as 
Recommendation ER R1 and has been amended. It states that the SWRCB should 
adopt updated flow objectives for the Delta by 2014 and flow objectives for high-
priority tributaries by 2018. Under ER P1, after the flow objectives are revised, they 
will be used to determine consistency with the Delta Plan. The “Delta Ecosystem 
Restoration” subsection of each of sections 3 through 21 of the EIR analyzes the 
impacts of these and other ecosystem-related Delta Plan policies and 
recommendations. The “Water Supply Reliability” subsection of each of sections 3 
through 21 analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the Delta Plan policies 
and recommendation in furtherance of the coequal goal of providing a more reliable 
water supply for California. For further discussion of the impacts of these policies 
and recommendations, and of the ability of local and regional water projects to meet 
demand, please see Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR94-10 
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

Response to comment OR94-11 
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR94-12 
Regarding the impacts of Delta Plan policies and recommendations, please 
refer to response to comment OR94-9.  

Response to comment OR94-13 
Please refer to response to comment OR94-9. 

Response to comment OR94-14 
Please refer to response to comment OR94-9. 

Response to comment OR94-15 
Please refer to response to comment OR94-9. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR94-16 
As described in Section 7, Agricultural and Forestry Resources, of the 
Draft Program EIR (pages 7-27 and 7-29), reduced delivery of Delta water 
could have significant and unavoidable impacts, including the conversion 
of land to non-agricultural uses, in areas outside of the Delta that use Delta 
water. 

Response to comment OR94-17 
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

Response to comment OR94-18 
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

Response to comment OR94-19 
Alternative 1B does not include the same aggressive schedule to complete 
the Delta water quality improvement actions as the proposed Delta Plan. 
This slower schedule could result in more water supplies for areas outside 
the Delta that use Delta water (SWP and CVP water users) because of 
delayed implementation of revised flow objectives that would be more 
protective of public trust resources, as described in Section 2A and 
Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR.  

  



 

 

Response to comment OR94-20 
 Through Delta Plan Policy WR P1, the Revised Project (the Final Draft 
Delta Plan), would encourage feasible projects that increase local and 
regional self-reliance and reduce reliance on Delta water, by requiring the 
implementation of such projects as a condition of actions involving water 
in the Delta. Alternative 1B does not include such a policy, and therefore 
would not encourage local and regional water projects as strongly as the 
Revised Project would. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR94-21 
Comment noted. 

 



 

OR95 Rossmann and Moore LLP 

 

 

Response to comment OR95-1  
Please refer to responses to comments OR95-2 through OR95-23. 



 

 

 

Response to comment OR95-2  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



 

 

 

Response to comment OR95-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.  

Response to comment OR95-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR95-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The Final Draft Delta 
Plan (the Revised Project) was issued in November 2012 and was 
analyzed in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR (Volume 3 of the Draft 
Program EIR), which was circulated for public review and comment from 
November 30, 2012, through January 14, 2013. Reliable water supply is 
defined in the Delta Reform Act to include meeting the needs for 
reasonable and beneficial uses of water, sustaining the economic vitality 
of the State, and improving water quality to protect human health and the 
environment (Water Code § 85302(d)(1)(3)). Please refer to Final Draft 
Delta Plan, Chapter 3. 



 

 

 

Response to comment OR95-6 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Policy WR P1 has been 
amended in the Final Draft Delta Plan to state that water shall not be 
exported from, transferred through, or used in the Delta under conditions 
that include failure of water suppliers to contribute to reduced reliance on 
the Delta and to improve regional self reliance (Section 2, FEIR). 

Response to comment OR95-7 
Policy ER P1 has been recategorized as Recommendation ER R1 and has 
been amended. It states that the SWRCB should adopt updated flow 
objectives for the Delta by 2014 and flow objectives for high-priority 
tributaries by 2018. Under ER P1, after the flow objectives are revised, 
they will be used to determine consistency with the Delta Plan. Please see 
Section 2 of this FEIR for a complete text of the policies and 
recommendations. 



 

 

 

Response to comment OR95-8 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Policy WR P2 has been 
amended in the Final Delta Plan to state that the contracting process for 
water from the State Water Project and the Central Valley Project must be 
done in a publicly transparent manner. Please see Section 2 of this FEIR. 

Response to comment OR95-9 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Policy ER P2 has been 
amended in the Final Draft Delta Plan to refer to specific conservation 
strategy guidance and Delta Plan Figure 4-5 for determining appropriate 
habitat restoration actions (RDEIR, Appendix C, Table C-11, p. C-6 and 
Attachment C-8; Final Draft Delta Plan, p. 156, Figure 4-5, and 
Appendix H). The final policy also provides for deviations based on best 
available science. Please see Section 2 of this FEIR for a complete text of 
the policy. 

Response to comment OR95-10 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Policy ER P3 has been 
amended in the Final Delta Plan to require significant impacts on 
opportunities to restore habitat in the areas specified in the policy to be 
avoided or mitigated. Please see Section 2 of this FEIR for a complete text 
of the policy. 

Response to comment OR95-11 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Policy ER P4 has been 
amended to require that levee projects in areas specified in the policy must 
evaluate alternatives and incorporate them where feasible. Please see 
Section 2 of this FEIR for a complete text of the policy. 

Response to comment OR95-12  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Policy ER P5 has been 
amended in the Final Draft Delta Plan to require that for any project which 
has the reasonable probability of introducing nonnative invasive species, 
that potential must be fully considered, and avoided or mitigated (RDEIR, 
Appendix C, Table C-11, p. C-7; Final Draft Delta Plan, p. 162). Please 
see Section 2 of this FEIR for a complete text of the policy. 



 
Response to comment OR95-13  
Please refer to Master Response 2. 



 

 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

 

Response to comment OR95-14 
Please refer to Master Response 2.  

Response to comment OR95-15 
As described in Section 2B of the Draft Program EIR, the Delta 
Stewardship Council does not propose or contemplate directly authorizing 
any physical activities, including but not limited to construction or 
operation of infrastructure. Rather, through the Delta Plan, the Delta 
Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, activities, and/or 
projects of other agencies, the details of which would be under the 
jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will propose them in the 
future and conduct future environmental review. Accordingly, in the 
absence of specific proposed physical projects, this EIR makes a good 
faith effort to disclose the potentially significant environmental effects of 
the types of projects that may be encouraged by the Delta Plan and to 
identify program-level mitigation measures. Impacts on each of the 
potentially affected resources areas are analyzed at a program level in 
Sections 3 through 21 of this EIR. Please refer to Master Responses 2 
and 4.  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR95-16 
Please refer to Master Response 3. 



 

 

 

Response to comment OR95-17 
Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 2 and response to comment 
OR95-5. 

Response to comment OR95-18  
As described on page 2A-39, Lines 38 through 40, of the Draft Program 
EIR and Master Response 5, it is anticipated that implementation of 
updated water quality and flow objectives by the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) could increase Delta outflow, reduce current 
reverse flow conditions in the south Delta, increase flows in restored Delta 
floodplains, and result in a more “natural flow regime” in the Delta. 
Neither the Delta Plan nor the SWRCB’s flow objectives will affect water 
rights. Following the adoption of its flow objectives, the SWRCB will 
engage in a further public proceeding, including complete environmental 
review, concerning implementation of the objectives, which may include 
altering water rights. Please see Master Response 5 for further discussion 
of the EIR’s analysis of the updated flow objectives and the protections for 
exiting water uses and users. 

Response to comment OR95-19  
The impact analysis in this EIR compares implementation of the proposed 
Delta Plan and the alternatives to the existing conditions at the time the 
Notice of Preparation was issued. The existing conditions assume 
implementation of the Monterey Agreement, including the transfer of the 
Kern Water Bank to local water agencies, and other ongoing water 
resources programs.  

Response to comment OR95-20  
The selection of a reasonable range of alternatives to be analyzed in the 
EIR was informed by comments to the Delta Stewardship Council from 
agencies, organizations and the public, including several environmental 
interest groups. Alternative 2 does not represent one specific proposal. 
Alternative 2 assumes that water users located in the area outside of the 
Delta that use Delta water will replace the loss of Delta exports by taking 
actions to conserve water and to use water more efficiently, by water 
transfers, and by developing local and regional water supplies including 
recycled water, groundwater treatment, ocean desalination, and/or local 
storage facilities. Alternative 2 reduces reliance on Delta water supplies 



 
compared to the proposed Delta Plan. However, reduced reliance on Delta water 
supplies could increase the need for implementation of new and/or expanded local 
and regional water supplies to serve agricultural and municipal and industrial water 
users in the San Joaquin Valley, San Francisco Bay Area, Central Coast, and 
Southern California areas. Alternative 2 would have more emphasis than the Delta 
Plan on development of water quality objectives and Total Maximum Daily Loads, 
and this could result in an increased level of construction of facilities to meet the 
new water quality objectives. Alternative 2 could result in less levee construction 
due to floodplain expansion than the Delta Plan, but more construction activities in 
the Delta to relocate structures from the floodplain. Drainage-impaired lands would 
likely remain in cultivation by using non-Delta water for irrigation. Please refer to 
Master Response 3. 



 

 

 

Response to comment OR95-21  
Section 21 of the EIR addresses the impacts of greenhouse gas emissions 
and climate change, and Section 22 addresses the cumulative impacts of 
greenhouse gas emissions and climate change. The DWR studies cited in 
the comment were used as reference documents.  

Response to comment OR95-22  
As described in the response to comment OR95-20, it is assumed in 
Alternative 2 that local and regional water supplies, including desalination 
and reverse osmosis facilities, would be constructed in response to a 
reduction in Delta exports. The effects of climate change that will occur 
through the Year 2030 (the study period considered in this EIR) has been 
analyzed in Section 21, for the proposed Delta Plan and the alternatives, 
with respect to reduced water supplies from the Delta watershed and 
increased restrictions on the ability to divert freshwater from the Delta due 
to salinity intrusion that would occur with sea level rise.  

Response to comment OR95-23  
Compliance with the public trust doctrine is required by the Delta Reform 
Act, as recognized in Water Code sections 85022(c)(3) and 85032(h). 
Please see EIR Section 2A, Proposed Project and Alternatives. Please refer 
to Master Response 1.  



 

 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

 

Response to comment OR95-24  
Comment noted. 



OR96 Earth Law Center 

 

 

Response to comment OR96-1  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR96-2  
The SWRCB report, Development of Flow Criteria for the Sacramento-
San Joaquin Delta Ecosystem, published on August 3, 2010 (Flow Criteria 
Report, SWRCB 2010a) was developed in response to a requirement of 
the Delta Reform Act to provide flow criteria to protect aquatic resources 
in the Delta. The Flow Criteria Report indicates that water supply 
modifications cannot necessarily affect existing water users with water 
rights in the Delta watershed. The Flow Criteria states that for “ flow 
objectives with regulatory effect, [the SWRCB] must ensure the 
reasonable protection of beneficial uses, which may entail balancing of 
competing beneficial uses of water, including municipal and industrial 
uses, agricultural uses, and other environmental uses” (page 3 of the Flow 
Criteria Report). The Flow Criteria Report also indicated that, prior to 
adoption of revised water quality and flow objectives and criteria, future 
analysis would be conducted by the SWRCB of the impacts of “new flow 
objectives on the environment in the watersheds in which Delta flows 
originate, the Delta, and the areas in which Delta water is used. It will also 
include an analysis of the economic impacts that result from changed flow 
objectives” (page 3 of the Flow Criteria Report). The Flow Criteria Report 
also states that “Nothing in either the Delta Reform Act or in this report 
amends or otherwise affects the water rights of any person” (page 3 of the 
Flow Criteria Report). See also Master Response 5. The development of 
the range of alternatives for the EIR is described in Sections 2A of the 
Draft Program EIR and the Recirculated Draft Program EIR. See also 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR96-3 
Alternative 2 was informed by information provided in comments to the 
Delta Stewardship Council from several environmental groups and does 
not represent one specific proposal. Alternative 2 includes the assumption 
that water users located in the area outside of the Delta that use Delta 
water would replace reduced Delta exports with water use efficiency and 
conservation actions, water transfers, and development of local and 
regional water supplies including recycled water, groundwater treatment, 
ocean desalination, and/or local storage facilities. Alternative 2 reduces 
reliance on Delta water supplies as compared to the Delta Plan. However, 
reduced reliance on Delta water supplies could increase the need for 



implementation of new and/or expanded local and regional water supplies to serve 
agricultural and municipal and industrial water users in the San Joaquin Valley, San 
Francisco Bay Area, Central Coast, and Southern California areas. Alternative 2 
would place more emphasis than the Delta Plan on development of water quality 
objectives and Total Maximum Daily Loads, which could result in an increased 
level of construction of facilities to meet the developed water quality objectives. 
Alternative 2 could result in less levee construction due to floodplain expansion 
than the Delta Plan, but more construction activities in the Delta to relocate 
structures from the floodplain. Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR96-4 
The Revised Project, which is the November 2012 Final Draft Delta Plan, was 
analyzed in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR (Volume 3 of the Draft Program 
EIR) which was circulated for public review and comment from November 30, 
2012 through January 14, 2013. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR96-5  
Regarding the range of alternatives considered, please refer to Master 
Response 3.  

As described in Section 1 of the EIR and in Master Response 2, the study 
period for the EIR is through Year 2030. As described in Section 2B of the 
Draft Program EIR, the Delta Stewardship Council does not propose or 
contemplate directly authorizing any physical activities. Rather, through 
the Delta Plan, the Delta Stewardship Council seeks to influence the 
actions, activities, and/or projects of other agencies, the details of which 
would be under the jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will 
propose them in the future and conduct future environmental review. The 
Delta Stewardship Council does not have the authority to establish water 
rights for waterways, as suggested in this comment. See Master 
Response 1. 

Response to comment OR96-6  
Please refer to response to comment OR96-5 and to Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR96-7  
Please refer to response to comment OR96-3. 

Response to comment OR96-8  
Comment noted. 

 



OR97 Environmental Water Caucus 

 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-1  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-2  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

As stated in the Revised Draft PEIR at page ES-4, the Project’s objectives 
are: “Furthering achievement of the coequal goals and the eight ‘inherent’ 
objectives, in a manner that (1) furthers the statewide policy to reduce 
reliance on the Delta in meeting the state’s future water supply needs 
through regional self-reliance, (2) is consistent with specific statutory 
content requirements for the Delta Plan, (3) is implementable in a 
comprehensive, concurrent, and interrelated fashion, and (4) is 
accomplished as rapidly as realistically possible without jeopardizing 
ultimate success.” These objectives reflect the priorities and goals that the 
Legislature set for the Delta Plan and the Delta Stewardship Council in the 
Delta Reform Act, including the coequal goals (Public Resources Code § 
29702(a), the objectives inherent in those goals (Water Code § 85020), 
and the statewide policy to reduce reliance on the delta (Water Code § 
85021). 

The Delta Plan encourages the SWRCB to complete the updated Bay-
Delta Water Quality Control Plan flow objectives. However, only the 
SWRCB has authority to set those objectives. The Delta Plan and the EIR 
therefore cannot project what those objectives will be. The Delta Plan and 
the sources it cites (including especially the SWRCB’s 2010 Flow Criteria 
Report) explains that the flow objectives that best advance the coequal 
goals will be those that bring about more natural functional flows within 
and out of the Delta. See Delta Plan, pp. 136 to 142, 155, and sources cited 
therein. The EIR thus assumes, consistent with CEQA, that the SWRCB 
will adopt updated objectives that will advance such a flow regime. The 
general assumption of a more natural flow regime is sufficient for the 
EIR’s programmatic approach. The impacts of the flow objectives are 
analyzed in greater, quantitative detail, in the SWRCB’s Public Draft 
Substitute Environmental Document in Support of Potential Changes to 
the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay-
Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta Estuary: San Joaquin River Flows and 
Southern Delta Water Quality (December 2012). See Master Response 5 
for further discussion. 

Response to comment OR97-3  
Please see responses to comment OR97-2 and OR97-7.  



The Final Draft Delta Plan, which was analyzed in the Recirculated Draft PEIR, 
includes performance measures to help gauge the Plan’s furtherance of the coequal 
goals. For example, the performance measures for A More Reliable Water Supply 
for California are found in Final Draft Delta Plan Chapter 3, page 117. Final Draft 
Delta Plan Chapter 2, Delta Plan, covers Science and Adaptive Management on 
pages 42 to 45. Recommendation G R1 on page 61 concerns development by the 
Delta Stewardship Council’s Science Program of a Delta Science Plan.  

Social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and 
are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131). Please 
refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-4  
The range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR is a reasonable range of 
alternatives based on thorough consideration of public input and the 
requirements of CEQA, all as described in Subsections 2.3.1.4 through 
2.3.1.6 of the DEIR. An additional alternative, the Revised Project, was 
analyzed in the RDEIR. Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding program-level environmental 
review. The policies and recommendations in Chapter 4 of the Delta Plan 
encourage projects to protect, restore, and enhance the Delta ecosystem. 
As described in Section 2B of the Draft Program EIR, the Delta 
Stewardship Council does not propose or contemplate directly authorizing 
any physical activities, including but not limited to construction or 
operation of infrastructure. Rather, through the Delta Plan, the Delta 
Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, activities, and/or 
projects of other agencies, the details of which would be under the 
jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will propose them in the 
future and conduct future environmental review. To the extent known, 
projects that may be encouraged by the Delta Plan are named in the EIR. 
In addition, types of projects that may be encouraged by the Delta Plan are 
identified. Accordingly, in the absence of specific proposed physical 
projects, this EIR makes a good faith effort to disclose the potentially 
significant environmental effects of the types of projects that may be 
encouraged by the Delta Plan and to identify program-level mitigation 
measures. Impacts on each of the potentially affected resources areas are 
analyzed at a program level in Sections 3 through 21 of this EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-5  
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR97-6  
Please refer to Master Response 2. As described in Section 2B of the Draft 
Program EIR, the Delta Stewardship Council does not propose or 
contemplate directly authorizing any physical activities, including but not 
limited to construction or operation of infrastructure. Rather, through the 
Delta Plan, the Delta Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, 
activities, and/or projects of other agencies, the details of which would be 
under the jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will propose them 
in the future and conduct future environmental review. To the extent 
known, projects that may be encouraged by the Delta Plan are named in 
the EIR. In addition, types of projects that may be encouraged by the Delta 
Plan are identified. Accordingly, in the absence of specific proposed 
physical projects, this EIR makes a good faith effort to disclose the 
potentially significant environmental effects of the types of projects that 
may be encouraged by the Delta Plan and to identify program-level 
mitigation measures. Impacts on each of the potentially affected resources 
areas are analyzed at a program level in Sections 3 through 21 of this EIR. 

Response to comment OR97-7  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Compliance with the public trust doctrine is required by the Delta Reform 
Act, as recognized in Water Code sections 85022(c)(3) and 85032(h). 
Please see DEIR Sections 2A, 2B and 3. The Final Staff Draft Delta Plan 
discusses the public trust doctrine throughout, particularly at pages 81 
through 83. The EIR analyzes the Delta Plan’s impacts on all relevant 
public trust resources, including water resources (Section 3), fisheries 
(Section 4), recreation (Section 18), and navigation (Section 24). 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-8  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-7. The environmental setting 
(baseline) for the analysis in this EIR consists of the existing conditions at 
the time of the publication of the Notice of Preparation of this EIR in 
December 2010, which is the normal CEQA environmental baseline 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a). Sections 3 through 21 and 
Appendix D of the DPEIR describe the existing environmental and 
regulatory conditions relevant to the resource under discussion, including 
declining conditions in the Delta, such as deteriorating water quality in 
Section 4.3.2.1, Factors Affecting the Delta Ecosystem. The 
Environmental Setting and Regulatory Framework for the DPEIR are 
unchanged in the RDPEIR. The environmental setting for Section 3, Water 
Resources, includes the criteria of SWRCB Decision 1641 and the current 
biological opinions issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 

Response to comment OR97-9  
Alternative 2 was informed by comments to the Delta Stewardship 
Council from several environmental interest groups and does not represent 
one specific proposal. Alternative 2 included the assumption that water 
users located in the area outside of the Delta that use Delta water would 
replace the loss of Delta exports with water use efficiency and 
conservation actions, water transfers, and development of local and 
regional water supplies including recycled water, groundwater treatment, 
ocean desalination, and/or local storage facilities. Alternative 2 reduces 
reliance on Delta water supplies compared to the Delta Plan. However, 
reduced reliance on Delta water supplies could increase the need for 
implementation of new and/or expanded local and regional water supplies 
to serve agricultural and municipal and industrial water users in the San 
Joaquin Valley, San Francisco Bay Area, Central Coast, and Southern 
California areas. Alternative 2 would place more emphasis than the Delta 
Plan on development of water quality objectives and Total Maximum 
Daily Loads, which could result in an increased level of construction of 
facilities to meet the developed water quality objectives. Alternative 2 
could result in less levee construction due to floodplain expansion than the 
Delta Plan, but more construction activities in the Delta to relocate 
structures from the floodplain. Please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-10  
Social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment under 
CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) 
and 15131). 

The proposed BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is not 
part of the Delta Plan. It is being evaluated by the Department of Water 
Resources as the CEQA lead agency. The cumulative impacts of the 
proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the impact of the proposed 
BDCP, are described in EIR Sections 22 and 23. Please refer to Master 
Response 1. 

Response to comment OR97-11  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR97-12  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The Revised Project and 
the alternatives assume that ongoing water quality improvement programs 
will be completed within the schedules currently approved by the SWRCB 
and RWQCBs. Water quality impacts are analyzed in Section 3 (Water 
Resources) of the EIR. 

Response to comment OR97-13  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9 and Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR97-14  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9. As discussed in Master 
Response 3 and Section 25 of the Recirculated Draft PEIR, the Revised 
Project (the Final Draft Delta Plan) is environmentally superior to 
Alternative 2 because Alternative 2 would cause more uncertainty 
regarding water supply and more conversion of agricultural land to non-
agricultural uses than the Revised Project. Economic impacts are not 
effects on the environment under CEQA and are not analyzed in the EIR 
(CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131); accordingly, costs are not 
considered in identifying the environmentally superior alternative. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-15  
The impact analysis in the EIR compares the proposed Delta Plan and the 
alternatives to the existing conditions. Please see response to comment 
OR97-8. The existing conditions include implementation of the Monterey 
Agreement, including the transfer of the Kern Water Bank to local water 
agencies, and other ongoing water resources programs (DPEIR p. 3-54).  

Response to comment OR97-16  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-15. 

Response to comment OR97-17  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-15. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-18  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Policy WR P1 in the Delta Plan implements the State policy to reduce 
reliance on the Delta and improve regional self reliance through locally 
cost effective and technologically feasible programs and projects to 
increase water use efficiency and conservation and diversify local water 
supply portfolios. Recommendations WR R1, WR R2, WR R3, WR R4, 
WR R5, WR R6, WR R7, and WR R8 promote implementation of water 
efficiency and water supply reliability programs. 

Response to comment OR97-19  
Economic impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and 
are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131). 
CEQA does not require a cost-benefit analysis.  

Response to comment OR97-20  
Please refer to Master Response 1. The proposed BDCP is a reasonably 
foreseeable future project that is not part of the Delta Plan. It is being 
evaluated by the Department of Water Resources as the CEQA lead 
agency. The cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in 
combination with the impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in EIR 
Sections 22 and 23.  

Response to comment OR97-21  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Please refer to Master 
Response 2. As described in Section 2B of the Draft Program EIR, the 
Delta Stewardship Council does not propose or contemplate directly 
authorizing any physical activities. Rather, through the Delta Plan, the 
Delta Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, activities, and/or 
projects of other agencies, the details of which would be under the 
jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will propose them in the 
future and conduct future environmental review. Due to this uncertainty 
and the programmatic nature of the EIR, it is not appropriate to speculate 
regarding details such as phasing of future projects. 



Response to comment OR97-22  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-23  
Please refer to Master Response 1 regarding the project description. The 
Revised Project is the 2012 Final Draft Delta Plan, which is analyzed in 
RDPEIR. See, e.g., RDPEIR, p. ES-1. The revised project description is 
Section 2, Description of Revised Project, of the RDPEIR. The Final Draft 
Delta Plan includes policies, recommendations, performance measures, 
and issues for future evaluation and coordination (RDPEIR pp. 2-2 to 2-3). 
The Fifth Staff Draft Delta Plan, which was the “Proposed Project” 
analyzed in the DPEIR, is now referred to as the Proposed Project 
Alternative for purposes of clarity, and is analyzed in the RDPEIR as an 
alternative. See, e.g., RDPEIR Section 25.3. Please see Master Response 2 
regarding program-level environmental review, and Master Response 3 
regarding the range of alternatives. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 
15126.6(a) and (c), the alternatives analyzed in an EIR are required to be 
capable of meeting “most of the basic objectives of the project.”  

Response to comment OR97-24 
CEQA does not require a cost-benefit analysis. Social and economic 
impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and are not 
analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131). Please 
see Master Response 2. 

The proposed BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is not 
part of the Delta Plan. It is being evaluated by the Department of Water 
Resources as the CEQA lead agency. The cumulative impacts of the 
proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the impact of the proposed 
BDCP, are described in EIR Sections 22 and 23. Please refer to Master 
Response 1. Growth inducing impacts are analyzed in Section 24 (Other 
CEQA Considerations) of the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-25  
The description of alternatives explains the differences between the 
Project and the alternatives, at the same level of detail, thereby minimizing 
redundancy. 

Please refer to response to comment OR97-9, regarding Alternative 2, and 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR97-26  
The effects of climate change within the study period (through Year 2030) 
are described in Section 21 (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions) of the EIR. Please refer to response to comment OR97-10, and 
to Master Response 1 regarding BDCP. 

Response to comment OR97-27  
The Delta Plan includes development of local surface water and 
groundwater storage in areas located outside the Delta that use Delta 
water, as described in Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR and Section 2 
of the Recirculated Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment OR97-28  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR97-29  
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-30  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Policies WR P1 and WR P2 in the Delta Plan address water transfers. 

Response to comment OR97-31  
Please refer to Master Response 2. To the extent known, projects that may 
be encouraged by the Delta Plan are named in the EIR. In addition, types 
of projects that may be encouraged by the Delta Plan are identified. The 
potential environmental effects of these projects, which would be indirect 
effects of the Delta Plan, are disclosed in the EIR. 

Response to comment OR97-32  
Please refer to Master Response 2. The descriptions cited by the 
commenters are pertinent to the evaluation in Sections 3 through 21 of the 
EIR of the significant environmental effects of the activities described 
(i.e., reliable water supply projects). 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-33  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The EIR describes 
potential impacts of water storage actions in Sections 3 through 21 of the 
EIR. 

Response to comment OR97-34  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR97-35  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-27. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-36  
The significant environmental effects of local and regional water supply 
projects, including ocean desalination projects are discussed in Sections 3 
through 21 of the EIR. Please see response to comment OR98-6 and 
Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR97-37  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9 and Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR97-38  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9 and Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR97-39  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9, and Master Responses 1 
and 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-40  
 In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment OR97-41  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9. 

Response to comment OR97-42  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9. 

Response to comment OR97-43  
Comment noted. Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9. 

  



 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-44  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-9. Regarding the EIR’s 
analysis of Alternative 2 and the determination of the environmentally 
superior alternative, please see Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR97-45  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-8 regarding the environmental 
setting (baseline). 

As described on page 2A-67 and Section 2.3.2 of the Draft Program EIR 
and as required by CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e), the No Project 
Alternative, consists of the environment if no Delta Plan is adopted and 
assumes that existing relevant plans and policies would continue. The No 
Project Alternative also includes physical activities and projects that are 
permitted and funded at this time. The analysis of the No Project 
Alternative in Sections 3 through 21 of the DEIR and RDEIR assumes all 
of these conditions. The No Project Alternative does not include future 
projects that would require future studies, environmental documentation, 
or permitting, including projects encouraged by the proposed Delta Plan or 
one of the alternatives. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-46  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-9. Section 3 of the Draft 
Program EIR discusses water quality issues that have been identified by 
the SWRCB and Central Valley and San Francisco Bay RWQCBs and that 
are being addressed in ongoing programs, including water quality 
objectives to be addressed with ongoing Total Maximum Daily Load 
programs.  

The Delta Plan and the alternatives assume that ongoing water quality 
improvement programs will be completed within the schedules currently 
approved by the SWRCB and RWQCBs. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-47  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-9 and Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-48  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-9. 

The comment on societal value and pricing of water is a comment on the 
project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR97-49  
As described in Section 3 of the EIR, Alternative 2 would result in 
significant adverse impacts primarily due to the construction and operation 
of local and regional water supplies to replace reductions in Delta water 
supplies in areas outside of the Delta, as well as the construction and 
operation of water quality improvement facilities. Mitigation measures 
were, therefore, identified in the EIR. Please see response to comment 
OR97-9 and Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR97-50  
The Trinity River watershed is included in the study area because it 
provides water to the Delta through the CVP operations. The Delta Plan 
does not directly affect actions that occur in the Trinity River watershed, 
and no significant environmental effects would occur in the Trinity 
watershed due to implementation of the Delta Plan. Please refer to Master 
Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-51  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-9. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-52  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-49. Alternative 2 would 
involve more local and regional water supply reliability projects than the 
proposed Delta Plan. RDEIR, p. 25-4. 

Response to comment OR97-53  
The proposed BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is not 
part of the Delta Plan. It is being evaluated by the Department of Water 
Resources as the CEQA lead agency. The cumulative impacts of the 
proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the impact of the proposed 
BDCP, are described in EIR Sections 22 and 23. Please refer to Master 
Response 1. 

The Delta Plan encourages the SWRCB to complete the updated Bay-
Delta Water Quality Control Plan flow objectives. However, only the 
SWRCB has authority to set those objectives. The Delta Plan and the EIR 
therefore cannot project what those objectives will be. The Delta Plan and 
the sources it cites (including especially the SWRCB’s 2010 Flow Criteria 
Report) explains that the flow objectives that best advance the coequal 
goals will be those that bring about more natural functional flows within 
and out of the Delta. See Delta Plan, pp. 136 to 142, 155, and sources cited 
therein. The EIR thus assumes, consistent with CEQA, that the SWRCB 
will adopt updated objectives that will advance such a flow regime. The 
general assumption of a more natural flow regime is sufficient for the 
EIR’s programmatic approach. The impacts of the flow objectives are 
analyzed in greater, quantitative detail, in the SWRCB’s Public Draft 
Substitute Environmental Document in Support of Potential Changes to 
the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay-
Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta Estuary: San Joaquin River Flows and 
Southern Delta Water Quality (December 2012). See Master Response 5 
for further discussion. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-54  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR97-55  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR97-56  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-14. 

Response to comment OR97-57  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-4.  

Response to comment OR97-58  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-59  
As indicated in subsection 5.3.5 of the Draft Program EIR, this 
information is based on the Department of Water Resources Delta Risk 
Management Strategy, Risk Analysis Report. 

Response to comment OR97-60  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR97-61  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR97-62  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-63  
The impact analysis in Section 5 (Delta Flood Risk) of the EIR evaluates 
construction impacts that would occur in the vicinity of the facilities that 
would be constructed, and operational impacts at the facilities locations 
and other areas within the study area such as impacts on drainage patterns 
due to project operations (RDEIR pp. 5-3 to 5-4).  

Response to comment OR97-64  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-6 and Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR97-65  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-9 and Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-66  
Section 6 (Land Use and Planning) of the EIR evaluates land use impacts 
throughout the entire study area. 

Response to comment OR97-67  
Potential conflicts with NCCPs and HCPs are discussed in Section 4 
(Biological Resources) of the EIR. The pertinent impact discussions are 
Impacts 4-5a, 4-5b, 4-5c, 4-5d, and 4-5e.  

Reclamation districts are discussed in the Delta Plan, as well as in Delta 
Plan recommendation RR R2 

Response to comment OR97-68  
Impact analysis in Section 11, Geology and Soils, of the EIR analyzes 
potential increased risk associated with risks during seismic events and/or 
unstable soils (including landslides, erosion, or expansive soils) due to 
implementation of the Delta Plan and the alternatives. 

Response to comment OR97-69  
As required by CEQA, this EIR analyzes changes to the physical 
environmental that may be caused by the proposed Delta Plan and the 
alternatives. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-70 
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9. 

Response to comment OR97-71 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-72  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-6. Section 21 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the EIR analyzes impacts due to 
greenhouse gas emissions from the Delta Plan, including projects 
construction and operation of projects encouraged by the Delta Plan, as 
well as the alternatives. Cumulative greenhouse gas emissions impacts are 
analyzed in Section 22 (Cumulative Impacts) of the EIR, Section 22.2.19. 

Response to comment OR97-73  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-72. The decision whether to 
use this EIR for tiering purposes will be made by future lead agencies at 
the time that projects are proposed and environmental review begins. 

Response to comment OR97-74  
Induced growth is acknowledged as a potential outcome of the Delta Plan, 
and the environmental effects of induced growth are described in Section 
24.1.4 of the EIR. This section includes greenhouse gas emissions among 
the list of potential impacts from induced growth. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-75 
As described in Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR, the Proposed 
Project and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 encourage users of Delta water 
to reduce reliance on the Delta, in accordance with the Delta Reform Act, 
through implementation of water use efficiency program and local and 
regional water supplies, including future desalination facilities and 
recycled water and stormwater projects, as described in Subsection 2.2.1.4 
and 2.2.1.5, respectively, of the Draft Program EIR. The potential effects 
on GHG emissions of these actions are evaluated in Section 21 of the EIR. 
Results of analysis in Section 7 (Agricultural and Forestry Resources) of 
the EIR conclude that alternative water supplies are not available for many 
agricultural areas and that lands may be periodically fallowed or retired. 
Establishment of replacement agricultural crops outside of existing 
cultivated areas is too speculative to be considered in the cumulative 
impact analysis. 

Response to comment OR97-76 
As described in the Draft Program EIR, Alternative 2 would result in 
significant adverse impacts primarily due to the construction, but not 
operation, of Delta ecosystem restoration projects (DPEIR Sections 
21.5.3.2, 21.5.7.1.3, and 21.5.8.13). Please refer to the response to 
comments OR97-9. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-77  
Please refer to Master Response 2. CEQA does not require a cost-benefit 
analysis. Social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment 
under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
§§ 15064(e) and 15131). Please refer to response to comment OR97-7 and 
Master Response regarding public trust considerations and BDCP. 

Response to comment OR97-78  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9 and Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-79  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR97-80  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9 and Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR97-81  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR97-82  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-83  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 

 



OR98 Yolo Basin Foundation 

 

 

Response to comment OR98-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR98-2 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR98-3 
Currently there are several studies underway to evaluate different 
restoration plans for all or portions of the Yolo Bypass, however as of this 
writing, these documents are not publicly available. None of those projects 
have been completed and plans have not been selected. The proposed 
BDCP (including efforts being completed under the DHCCP) is a 
reasonably foreseeable future project that is being evaluated by the 
Department of Water Resources as the CEQA lead agency. The 
cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the 
impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in EIR Sections 22 and 23. 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR98-4 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR98-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR98-6 
Economic impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and 
are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131). 
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR98-7  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



OR99 CFBF 

 

 

Response to comment OR99-1  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR99-2  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR99-3  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR. In addition, the Delta 
Protection Commission completed its Economic Sustainability Plan for the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (“Economic Sustainability Plan”) after 
issuance of the Draft EIR (RDEIR p. 2-13; Final Draft Delta Plan, pp. 
178-179). The Final Draft Delta Plan incorporates recommendations from 
this document, which are particularly relevant to discussions of 
socioeconomic effects in the primary zone of the Delta. See, e.g., Final 
Draft Delta Plan, pp. 178-179, 211; Economic Sustainability Plan, 
p. 20-22. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR99-4  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR99-5  
As described in Section 3 of the EIR, changes to water quality related to 
implementation—which includes both construction and operation—of any 
of the alternatives remains significant and unavoidable after mitigation.  

As described in Master Response 4, the impacts of the Delta Plan are the 
impacts of the future projects that the Plan will encourage; the appropriate 
mitigation measures to reduce or avoid those impacts will, similarly, apply 
to those future specific projects. The EIR thus considers the impacts of, 
and identifies mitigation for, all of the different types of projects 
encouraged by the Delta Plan: water supply reliability projects, Delta 
ecosystem restoration projects, water quality improvement projects, flood 
risk reduction projects, and projects to protect and enhance the Delta as an 
evolving place. It would be inappropriately premature and speculative for 
the EIR to address detailed mitigation measures in the absence of specific 
information regarding proposed projects. 

Response to comment OR99-6  
The Delta Plan and other alternatives in the EIR assume that water users 
would be encouraged to implement reliable water supply actions to offset 
any reductions in water diverted from the Delta. Such measures could 
include wastewater and stormwater recycling, water use efficiency and 
conservation, and ocean desalination. As described in Section 3.4.3.1.2, 
neither the construction nor the operation of these activities is expected to 
substantially deplete groundwater or substantially interfere with its 
recharge. Likewise, the EIR concludes that the Delta Plan would not 
substantially change water supplies available to users of Delta water under 
impact 3-3. Please also see Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR99-7  
The proposed Delta Plan encourages development of local and regional 
water supplies, including water use efficiency, water recycling, 
desalination, water transfers, conservation, and groundwater conjunctive 
use programs to meet water demands projected in existing general plans 
and to offset any reductions in diversions from the Delta. The Delta Plan 
also encourages development of local and regional water supplies in 
response to increased salinity in the Delta due to implementation of 
reliable water supply, Delta ecosystem restoration, improved water 
quality, and flood risk reduction actions. The potential for secondary 
impacts associated with the potential for reduced water supplies for some 
users is discussed in Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR99-8  
The Delta Plan policy, RR P3 in the Revised Project, uses the word 
"encroachment“ as defined in the Department of Water Resources’ Interim 
Levee Design Criteria for Urban and Urbanizing Areas in the Sacramento-
San Joaquin Valley, as indicated in Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR. 
Federal and State agencies currently use adopted criteria to determine if 
future projects would impede flows or reduce flood protection, as 
described in existing conditions of Section 5 and Appendix D of the EIR 
and in the Final Draft Delta Plan. Due to the programmatic nature of the 
EIR, the EIR assumed that these types of analysis would be used in the 
future by these agencies and the Council. Please refer to Master 
Response 2. 

Response to comment OR99-9  
As described in Sections 5, 7, and 11 of the EIR, implementation of Delta 
ecosystem restoration actions could result in significant adverse impacts 
on agricultural resources and soils due to the occurrence of high 
groundwater in adjacent areas that have not been converted to ecosystems 
habitat. Delta ecosystem restoration actions also could expand the 
floodplains in some areas and reduce the flood storage space in others. 
Therefore, as described in Section 5 of the EIR, the Delta Plan could result 
in significant adverse impacts to both drainage courses and flood risks to 
people and structures. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR99-10  
Please refer to Master Response 4. 

Response to comment OR99-11  
The Delta Plan, Revised Project, and Alternatives 1A, 2, and 3 include 
provisions to minimize or prevent future encroachments of structures into 
the floodways and bypasses. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR99-12  
Social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment under 
CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) 
and 15131). See Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR99-13  
As described in Section 5.4.3.3 of the Recirculated Draft Program EIR, the 
Revised Project includes measures to reduce impacts on agricultural lands. 
Representative measures include: 1) development of new water 
management facilities, habitat restoration areas, and flood management 
infrastructure in areas to avoid conflicts with existing or planned land 
uses; 2) prioritization of the use of public lands for ecosystem restoration 
prior to purchase of new public lands for ecosystem restoration, and, if 
property purchases are necessary, prioritization of the land purchase from 
willing sellers; and 3) support of the vitality of agricultural practices and 
protection of recreational resources (RDEIR p. 5-15). 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR99-14  
The Delta Plan assumes that water supply agencies would be encouraged 
to reduce reliance on the Delta water through implementation of local and 
regional water supplies, including water use efficiency, water recycling, 
and groundwater conjunctive use programs to meet water demands 
projected in existing general plans. The EIR acknowledges that the 
reduced availability of Delta water may cause the conversion of 
agricultural land to other uses (DPEIR p. 7-27). Master Response 5 
discusses this and other potential water-supply impacts of the Delta 
Plan. The Reliable Water Supply subsection of sections 3 through 
21 analyzes the impacts of the development of local and regional 
water supplies. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR99-15  
For purposes of addressing potential environmental impacts in accordance 
with CEQA, consistency with existing zoning or applicable land 
management plans is used as a basis for assessing the compatibility of a 
project with existing planning goals and objectives. Although a change in 
zoning or general plan designation would eliminate an inconsistency, it 
would not eliminate the overall incompatibility of a project with existing 
planning goals or objectives. For this and other reasons, it is expected that 
a significant impact would result, even with implementation of mitigation. 
A mitigation measure requiring that a conditional use permit be obtained 
or that zoning be changed would not alleviate this impact. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR99-16  
Please refer to response to comment OR99-14. 

Response to comment OR99-17  
The EIR addresses drainage in several sections. The impacts associated 
with maintaining drainage systems are discussed in Section 5. The impacts 
associated with high groundwater levels that would cause further drainage 
issues are discussed in Section 11. Impacts associated with 
implementation of the Delta Plan and alternatives could result in 
significant adverse impacts to flood management and soils, as described in 
Sections 5 and 11 of the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR99-18 
The finding of less than significant was based upon the findings of the 
analogous projects, as described on page 14-20 of the Draft Program EIR. 
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR99-19  
As described on page 2B-2 of the Draft Program EIR, the Delta 
Stewardship Council does not propose or contemplate directly authorizing 
any physical activities. Rather, through the Delta Plan, the Delta 
Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, activities, and/or 
projects of other agencies, the details of which would be under the 
jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will propose them in the 
future and conduct future environmental review. Accordingly, this EIR 
makes a good faith effort to disclose the potentially significant 
environmental effects of the types of projects that may be encouraged by 
the Delta Plan and to identify program-level mitigation measures. 
Moreover, CEQA does not require—nor does the EIR provide—analysis 
of social and economic impacts, nor does it require cost-benefit analysis. 
Please see Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR99-20  
As described in Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR, the Delta Plan and 
several alternatives would encourage the development of new or expanded 
water and recycled wastewater or stormwater facilities to reduce reliance 
on the Delta water. These facilities would be part of the Delta Plan or 
alternatives, but would not cause the need for additional water supply and 
treatment capacity in addition to the facilities encouraged under the Delta 
Plan or alternatives to meet additional demands. Impacts associated with 
the facilities encouraged for implementation under the Delta Plan are 
described in other chapters of the Draft Program EIR, including the need 
for new water treatment facilities. These impacts are primarily described 
in Section 3, Water Resources and Section 4, Biological Resources.  

In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR.  

Response to comment OR99-21 
Section 21 of the EIR discussed that implementation of the alternatives 
(including actions to support reliable water supplies, Delta ecosystem 
restoration, improved water quality, Delta enhancements, and flood risk 
reduction) would result in significant adverse impacts related to GHG 
emissions. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



OR100 Conservation Groups 

 

 

Response to comment OR100-1  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR100-2  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR100-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR100-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR100-5  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR100-6  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR100-7  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR100-8  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR100-9  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR100-10  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR100-11  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR100-12  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR100-13  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR100-14  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR100-15  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR100-16  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR100-17  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR100-18  
Regarding the EIR’s approach to analysis of environmental impacts, 
please refer to Master Response 2; regarding the comparison of 
alternatives, please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR100-19  
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR100-20  
Section 2A of the Draft PEIR describes the Fifth Staff Draft Delta Plan, 
and Section 2 of the Recirculated Draft PEIR describes the changes made 
in the Final Draft Delta Plan. All of the Delta Plan policies and 
recommendations are included in Appendix C to the RDPEIR. Because 
the EIR analyzes the Delta Plan’s significant adverse impacts on the 
physical environment, the EIR’s project description focuses on the 
physical projects that the Plan would encourage. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR100-21  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR100-22  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR100-23  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR100-24  
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR100-25  
The Final Staff Draft Delta Plan discusses the public trust doctrine 
throughout, particularly at pages 81 through 83. The EIR analyzes the 
Delta Plan’s impacts on all relevant public trust resources, including 
fisheries (Section 4), water resources (Section 3), navigation (Section 24), 
and recreation (Section 18) . 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR100-26  
Comment noted. 

 



OR101 CSD 

 

 

Response to comment OR101-1  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR101-2  
Please refer to the specific responses below. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR101-3  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR101-4  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR101-5  
CEQA does not require that every alternative considered in an EIR meet 
the project objectives to the same degree, or in the same manner, as the 
proposed project. See CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(b). Alternative 2 
would provide a reliable water supply for California, by establishing a 
water contract regime under which contract amounts would be provided at 
least 75% of the time. This consistency meets, in part, the coequal goal of 
“reliability,” although it potentially provides less water to some users than 
does the current regime. This reduction could result in some impacts 
related to water supply, which the EIR acknowledges and which 
contributes to the EIR’s determination that the Revised Project, and not 
Alternative 2, is the environmentally superior alternative. See DPEIR at 
3-99 through 100; RDPEIR at 25-6, 25-17 through 18.  

Regarding the ability of a more natural flow regime to meet project 
objectives, please refer to Master Response 5.  

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR101-6  
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR101-7  
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR101-8  
As it concerns the science underlying the Delta Plan, this is a comment on 
the project, not on the EIR. Regarding the Council’s consideration of the 
ability of the Revised Project and alternatives to meet the project 
objectives, please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR101-9  
Please refer to the preceding responses to comments. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



OR102 CSPA et al. 

 

 

Response to comment OR102-1 
This EIR is not intended to be a NEPA environmental impact statement; 
however, all of the alternatives are analyzed at an equal level of detail as 
under NEPA. The statute authorizing the Delta Plan is the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta Reform Act of 2009 (“Delta Reform Act”), Water Code 
section 85000 et seq. 

Response to comment OR102-2 
Comment noted. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-3 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-4 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Compliance with the 
public trust doctrine is required by the Delta Reform Act, as recognized in 
the Delta Reform Act in Water Code sections 85022(c)(3) and 85032(h). 
Please see DEIR Sections 2A, 2B and 3. The Final Staff Draft Delta Plan 
discusses the public trust doctrine throughout, particularly at pages 81 
through 83. The EIR analyzes the Delta Plan’s impacts on all relevant 
public trust resources, including water resources (Section 3), fisheries 
(Section 4), recreation (Section 18), and navigation (Section 24).  



 

 

Response to comment OR102-5 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR102-6 
Neither the Delta Reform Act nor the Delta Plan affects water rights 
(Water Code §§ 85031, 85032(i)). Please see Master Response 5 for 
further discussion of the EIR’s analysis of the protections for exiting water 
uses and users. These protections are included in all of the alternatives 
analyzed in the EIR. The cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, 
in combination with the impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in 
DEIR and RDEIR Sections 22 and 23. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-7 
The section of the Delta Reform Act quoted in the comment refers to the 
Delta Plan, not to this EIR. As described in the Recirculated Draft 
Program EIR, the Delta Stewardship Council does not propose or 
contemplate directly authorizing any physical activities, including but not 
limited to construction or operation of infrastructure. Rather, through the 
Delta Plan, the Delta Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, 
activities, and/or projects of other agencies, the details of which would be 
under the jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will propose them 
in the future and conduct future environmental review. Without specific 
details of future projects, it is not possible for the Delta Stewardship 
Council to develop quantitative thresholds of significance, conduct site-
specific quantitative analyses, and design site-specific mitigation 
measures. Accordingly, in the absence of proposing specific physical 
projects, this EIR makes a good faith effort to disclose the potentially 
significant environmental effects of the types of projects that may be 
encouraged by the Delta Plan. Impacts on each of the potentially affected 
resources areas are analyzed at a program level in Sections 3 through 21 of 
the DEIR and RDEIR.  



 

 

Response to comment OR102-8 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR102-9 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-7. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-10 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. CEQA does not require 
a cost-benefit analysis. See CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131 
(social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment under 
CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR). Please refer to Master 
Response 2. 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-11 
The effects of climate change within the study period (through the year 
2030) are described in Section 21, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, of the Draft Program EIR. 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-12 
Please refer to Master Response 2. The Council will adopt CEQA findings 
at the time it approves the Delta Plan. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-13 
Please refer to Master Response 2. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-14 
Please refer to Master Response 3 and responses to comments OR102-15 
through OR102-191, below. 

Response to comment OR102-15 
Please refer to Master Response 5. Reliable water supply is defined in the 
Delta Reform Act to include meeting the needs for reasonable and 
beneficial uses of water, sustaining the economic vitality of the State, and 
improving water quality to protect human health and the environment 
(Water Code § 85302(d)(1)-(3)). Please refer to Final Draft Delta Plan, 
Chapter 3. 

Response to comment OR102-16 
The existing conditions that constitute the baseline for purposes of 
environmental review include implementation of the Monterey 
Agreement, including the transfer of the Kern Water Bank to local water 
agencies, and other ongoing water resources programs. However, in 
response to comments, the discussion on page 22-3 of the Draft Program 
EIR has been amended to discuss the cumulative effects due to the 
uncertainties of other water supplies. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-17 
The selection of a reasonable range of alternatives to be analyzed in the 
EIR was informed by comments to the Delta Stewardship Council from 
agencies, organizations and the public, including several environmental 
interest groups. Alternative 2 does not represent one specific proposal. 
Alternative 2 assumes that water users located in the areas outside of the 
Delta that use Delta water will replace the loss of Delta exports by taking 
actions to conserve water and to use water more efficiently, by water 
transfers, and by developing local and regional water supplies including 
recycled water, groundwater treatment, ocean desalination, and/or local 
storage facilities. Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR102-18 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-11. 

Response to comment OR102-19 
Section 1 of the Draft Program EIR and existing conditions subsections in 
Sections 3 through 21 of the Draft Program EIR describe the existing 
environment, including the issues stated in the sections of the Delta 
Reform Act quoted in the comment. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-20 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-21 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The EIR describes 
existing conditions in Sections 3 through 21 of the DEIR, including 
declining conditions in the Delta such as deteriorating water quality, for 
example, in Section 4.3.2.1, Factors Affecting the Delta Ecosystem.  

Response to comment OR102-22 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR102-23 
Comment noted. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-24 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-21. 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-25 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

The Delta Plan encourages the SWRCB to complete the updated Bay-
Delta Water Quality Control Plan flow objectives. However, only the 
SWRCB has authority to set those objectives. The Delta Plan and the EIR 
therefore cannot project what those objectives will be. The Delta Plan and 
the sources it cites (including especially the SWRCB’s 2010 Flow Criteria 
Report) explains that the flow objectives that best advance the coequal 
goals will be those that bring about more natural functional flows within 
and out of the Delta. See Delta Plan, pp. 136 to 142, 155, and sources cited 
therein. The EIR thus assumes, consistent with CEQA, that the SWRCB 
will adopt updated objectives that will advance such a flow regime. The 
general assumption of a more natural flow regime is sufficient for the 
EIR’s programmatic approach. The impacts of the flow objectives are 
analyzed in greater, quantitative detail, in the SWRCB’s Public Draft 
Substitute Environmental Document in Support of Potential Changes to 
the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay-
Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta Estuary: San Joaquin River Flows and 
Southern Delta Water Quality (December 2012). See Master Response 5 
for further discussion. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-26 
Please refer to Master Response 1. The BDCP will be evaluated for 
consistency with the Delta Plan when it is presented to the Department of 
Fish and Wildlife and to the Delta Stewardship Council for incorporation 
in the Delta Plan pursuant to the procedures in Water Code section 85320. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-27 
As described in the response to comment OR102-7, the Delta Plan 
encourages others to implement actions. The Final Draft Delta Plan 
(evaluated in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR) includes more specific 
performance measures than the Fifth Staff Draft Delta Plan. 

Response to comment OR102-28 
The potential environmental impacts of the proposed Delta Plan were 
determined through a comparison with existing conditions. Descriptions of 
existing conditions and the results of the impact analyses are presented in 
each resource chapter. 

Response to comment OR102-29 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-17. 

Response to comment OR102-30 
This EIR is not intended to be a NEPA environmental impact statement. 
However, consistent with the requirements of NEPA, all of the alternatives 
have been analyzed at an equal level of detail. The sentence referred to in 
this comment on page 1-14, Line 7, of the Draft Program EIR indicates 
that the Draft Program EIR was prepared to be consistent with most of the 
requirements of NEPA, but not all of the requirements. The sentence 
referred to in this comment on page 2A-85, Line 21, of the Draft Program 
EIR refers to subsection 1.3.1 that describes a summary of historical and 
current conditions. Existing conditions that serve as the baseline for the 
CEQA impact assessment are included in each resource sections of the 
EIR. Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR102-31 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-7 and Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR102-32 
The Trinity River watershed is included in the study area because it 
provides water to the Delta through CVP operations as referenced on page 
3-4 of the DEIR. The Delta Plan does not directly or indirectly affect 
actions that occur in the Trinity River watershed, and no significant 
environmental impacts would occur in the Trinity River watershed due to 
implementation of the Delta Plan. In response to this comment, please see 



text change(s) in Section 5 in this FEIR. Please also see Master Response 5. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-33 
Comment noted. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-34 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR102-35 
Please see Master Response 1. As described on page 2A-67 and Section 
2.3.2 of the Draft Program EIR and as required by CEQA Guidelines 
section 15126.6(e), the No Project Alternative, consists of the environment 
if no Delta Plan is adopted and assumes that existing relevant plans and 
policies would continue to be implemented. The No Project Alternative 
also includes physical activities and projects that are permitted and funded 
at this time. The analysis of the No Project Alternative in Sections 3 
through 21 of the EIR assumes all of these conditions. The No Project 
Alternative does not include future projects that would require future 
studies, environmental documentation, or permitting, including projects 
encouraged by the proposed Delta Plan or one of the alternatives. 

The environmental setting (baseline) for the analysis in this EIR consists 
of the existing conditions at the time of the publication of the Notice of 
Preparation of this EIR in December 2010, which is the normal CEQA 
environmental baseline pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a). 
Sections 3 through 21 and Appendix D of the EIR describe the existing 
environmental and regulatory conditions relevant to the resource under 
discussion. The Environmental Setting and Regulatory Framework for the 
DPEIR are unchanged in the RDPEIR. The environmental setting for 
Section 3, Water Resources, includes the criteria of SWRCB Decision 
1641 and the current biological opinions issued by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service. 

Response to comment OR102-36 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-37 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-7 and Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR102-38 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-7 and Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR102-39 
Please refer to Master Response 1. The term “conveyance” is used 
throughout the Delta Reform Act separately from BDCP. For example, 
please compare Water Code section 85020(f) to Water Code section 
85320. 

Response to comment OR102-40 
A detailed description of existing conditions related to water quality in the 
San Joaquin Valley is presented in subsection 3.3.4.2.2 of the Draft 
Program EIR. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-41 
The analysis of the Proposed Project and the existing conditions is 
presented in Sections 3 through 21 of the Draft Program EIR. Please refer 
to response to comment OR102-7 and Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR102-42 
The Final Draft Delta Plan contains recommendations for funding of 
future recreational facilities. Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding 
economic impacts. 

Response to comment OR102-43 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The scoping comments 
were considered in the preparation of the Draft Program EIR. The Final 
Draft Delta Plan (evaluated in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR) 
includes more specific performance measures than the Fifth Staff Draft 
Delta Plan. 

Response to comment OR102-44 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-7. The proposed Delta Plan, 
which is described in Sections 2 of the RDEIR, includes policies, 
recommendations, and performance measures that are not part of the No 
Project Alternative. 

Response to comment OR102-45 
The sentence referred to in this comment on page 2A-85 of the Draft 
Program EIR refers to subsection 1.3.1 that describes a summary of 
historical and current conditions. Existing conditions that serve as the 
baseline for the CEQA impact assessments are included in Sections 3 
through 21 of the Draft Program EIR. Please see response to comment 
OR102-27 and Master Response 2. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-46 
The differences between Alternatives 1A and 1B are described in Section 
2A and Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR, and include, among other 
items, more studies prior to physical actions, and more invasive species 
management in Alternative 1B. Please see response to comment 
OR102-17. 

Response to comment OR102-47 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-17. 

Response to comment OR102-48 
Please refer to responses to comments OR102-49 through OR102-57. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-49 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-17. 

Response to comment OR102-50 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-17. 

Response to comment OR102-51 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-17. 

Response to comment OR102-52 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment OR102-53 
Alternative 2 would result in fewer islands being inundated for ecosystem 
restoration of tidal marsh than the Proposed Project. Please refer to 
response to comment OR102-17. 

Response to comment OR102-54 
Alternative 2 would result in more focus on floodplain restoration and 
removal of land uses from floodplains, as compared to protection of those 
land uses under the proposed Delta Plan. Please refer to response to 
comment OR102-17. 

Response to comment OR102-55 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-54. 

Response to comment OR102-56 
Regarding the EIR’s analysis of Alternative 2 and the determination of the 
environmentally superior alternative, please see Master Response 3. 

As discussed in Master Response 4 and Section 25 of the Recirculated 
Draft PEIR, The Revised Project is environmentally superior to 
Alternative 2, because Alternative 2 would create more uncertainty 
regarding water supply and more conversion of agricultural land to non-
agricultural uses than the Revised Project. 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-57 
The discussion of mitigation for Alternative 2 in Section 9.5.7.2 states 
“Mitigation measures for Alternative 2 would be the same as those 
described in Section 9.5.3.6.1 (Mitigation Measure 9-1) for the Proposed 
Project.” These measures, described on page 9-38 of the Draft Program 
EIR, include, but are not limited to, Best Management Practices for 
fallowed lands, including implementation of conservation cropping 
sequences and wind erosion protection measures such as maintenance of 
vegetation and avoiding tillage, which are similar to measures suggested 
in this comment. However, these mitigation measures would not fully 
eliminate dust emissions because the impacts are caused by construction 
and operation of facilities under Alternative 2, not only from fugitive dust 
from fallowed or retired lands. The discussion of mitigation for 
Alternative 2 explains that because it is not known whether the mitigation 
measures listed would reduce air quality impacts or if the mitigation 
measures would be implemented by others, the potential impacts are 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

Response to comment OR102-58 
Please refer to response to comments OR102-7 and OR102-32. Please also 
see Masters Response 2 and 5. 

Response to comment OR102-59 
The Trinity River and its connection to the Sacramento River are 
discussed on page 3-4 of the DEIR. Figure 3-1 and associated text under 
Section 3.3.2, Overview of California Water Resources, is intended to 
provide an overview of the major elements of the statewide water supply 
infrastructure. Not all tributaries to the major rivers within the system are 
specifically identified. Please also see Master Response 5. 

Response to comment OR102-60 
Please see response to comment OR102-32 and Master Response 5. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-61 
 Please see the response to comments OR102-32 and OR102-59 and 
Master Response 5. 

Response to comment OR102-62 
The quoted statement is provided in the introductory section of the 
Environmental Setting for DEIR Section 3, Water Resources, as part of an 
overview of California water resources. The text is discussing that in 
California, water supplies are met both by surface water and groundwater 
sources to meet demands. Furthermore, it is stated that conjunctive use 
(management of both surface water and groundwater resources together) is 
a necessary option to better use the state's water resources, without mining 
them. This EIR does not state that past water management practices should 
continue to be used. Further analysis of groundwater overdraft is provided 
in the Impacts Analysis portion of Section 3 in the RDEIR. 

Response to comment OR102-63 
The existing conditions at the time of the publication of the Notice of 
Preparation of this EIR in December 2010, which is the normal CEQA 
environmental baseline pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a), 
are compared to the projected conditions under the proposed Delta Plan 
and the alternatives. The existing water resources condition is variable due 
to annual changes in hydrology and water demands. However, these 
changes are best represented by information collected within the recent 
past. 

Response to comment OR102-64 
Comment noted. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-65 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR102-66 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR102-67 
Comment noted. Table D-2 is a listing of TMDLs promulgated by the 
State. Therefore, the text was not changed. 

Response to comment OR102-68 
The text describes the major users of Delta surface water: local Delta 
agricultural users, and SWP and CVP users. 

Response to comment OR102-69 
The pumping plant periodically conveys 4,600 cfs according to Bureau of 
Reclamation documents. 

Response to comment OR102-70 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR102-71 
The potential implications of the implementation of the CVPIA in the 
context of overall CVP operations and environmental water use, including 
refuge supplies, are summarized on pages 3-15, 3-21, 3-34, and 3-43 and 
Appendix D of the DEIR. Please see the response to comments OR102-32 
and OR102-59 and Master Response 5 related to Trinity River flows. 

Response to comment OR102-72 
Please see response to comment OR102-32 and Master Response 5. 

Response to comment OR102-73 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-61. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-74 
The level of detail is adequate for the programmatic analysis in this EIR. 
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR102-75 
The sentence quoted by the commenter is followed by a discussion of 
"persistent drawdown" areas in the Sacramento Valley: Sacramento 
County, Chico area (Butte County), West Glenn County. This EIR 
acknowledges, therefore, that there are areas of groundwater level decline 
in the Sacramento Valley Groundwater Basin. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-76 
The Cascade Range is discussed on page 3-16, Line 39, of the Draft 
Program EIR as a contributor of tributary flows to the Sacramento Valley 
watershed. 

Response to comment OR102-77 
DWR and Bureau of Reclamation are conducting evaluations for Sites 
Reservoir, including analyses of water quality issues as part of the ongoing 
EIR/EIS preparation. The level of detail is adequate for the programmatic 
analysis in this EIR. 

Response to comment OR102-78 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-79 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-61. 

Response to comment OR102-80 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR102-81 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR102-82 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR102-83 
The level of detail is adequate for the programmatic analysis in this EIR. 

Response to comment OR102-84 
The information on groundwater storage capacity for the various 
groundwater basins that are present in the study area is provided to 
describe the physical characteristics of the basins. This is part of the 
general description of existing conditions of groundwater basins. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-85 
 Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR102-86 
The level of detail is adequate for the programmatic analysis in this EIR. 

Response to comment OR102-87 
The level of detail is adequate for the programmatic analysis in this EIR. 

Response to comment OR102-88 
Several of the actions initiated under the Vernalis Adaptive Management 
Program continue to be implemented because the long-term operating 
criteria will not be developed until the adaptive management process is 
completed. 

Response to comment OR102-89 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR102-90 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-91 
In response to this comment, the discussion on page 22-3 of the Draft 
Program EIR has been amended to discuss the cumulative effects due to 
the uncertainties of other water supplies. 

Response to comment OR102-92 
The environmental water is as defined by the Department of Water 
Resources 2009 Water Plan Update and is related to instream flow 
requirements throughout the San Francisco Bay region, especially in the 
North Bay Area. 

Response to comment OR102-93 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR102-94 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-7 and Master Response 2. 
The thresholds of significance used in this EIR are based on Appendix G 
of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Response to comment OR102-95 
The impact assessment presented in Section 3 through 21 compare 
conditions under the proposed Delta Plan and the alternatives to existing 
conditions to identify significant adverse program-level impacts based 
upon the level of detail available at this time about future actions. Please 
refer to response to comment OR102-7 and Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR102-96 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-7 and Master Response 2. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-97 
As noted in Section 3 of the Draft Program EIR, implementation of 
reliable water supply actions would result in significant adverse water 
quality impacts that are not projected to be mitigated to a level of less than 
significant based upon this programmatic analysis. 

Response to comment OR102-98 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-97. 

Response to comment OR102-99 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-7 and Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR102-100 
The proposed Delta Plan includes policies (WR P1) and recommendations 
(WR R9, WR R10, and WR R11) to sustainably use groundwater and to 
reduce groundwater overdraft situations. As described in Section 2A of the 
Draft Program EIR and Section 3 of the RDEIR, it is anticipated that 
under the proposed Delta Plan, water users would develop other local and 
regional water supplies in accordance with Delta Plan policies and 
recommendations. This EIR recognizes that in some geographical areas 
that this could lead to retiring land from agricultural production, as 
described in Section 7, Agriculture and Forestry Resources. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-101 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-100. Impacts on depletion 
and recharge of groundwater due to construction of reliable water supply 
projects would be less-than-significant because groundwater use would be 
temporary, and there would be no impact from operation of reliable water 
supply projects. 

Response to comment OR102-102 
Please refer to the responses to comments OR102-100 and OR102-7. 

Response to comment OR102-103 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-100. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-104 
Please refer to responses to comments OR102-100 and OR102-7. The 
cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the 
impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in DEIR and RDEIR 
Sections 22 and 23. Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR102-105 
The text referred to in this comment on page 3-84, Line 32, of the Draft 
Program EIR refers to groundwater levels near land that would become 
inundated due to Delta ecosystem restoration activities under the proposed 
Delta Plan. 

Response to comment OR102-106 
The existing conditions, proposed Delta Plan, and alternatives assume 
compliance with existing operations criteria, including biological opinions 
that require maintenance of cold water carryover storage in CVP and SWP 
reservoirs to protect downstream aquatic resources. Mitigation Measure 
4.4 is proposed to reduce the effects of Impacts 4-4a through 4-4e, 
Interfere Substantially with the Movement of Any Native Resident or 
Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species or with Established Native Resident or 
Migratory Wildlife Corridors. Potential effects on the spawning, 
incubating, and rearing of salmon, steelhead and other species are 
described in Impacts 4-2 and 4-3 and would be mitigated through 
Mitigation Measures 4-2 and 4-3.  

Response to comment OR102-107 
The proposed Delta Plan assumes implementation of many programs not 
included in the No Project Alternative, including programs that are 
currently being evaluated in ongoing studies. None of the alternatives 
considered in this EIR include a Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey 
water diverted from the Delta. 

Response to comment OR102-108 
Alternative 2 reduces reliance on Delta water supplies compared to the 
proposed Delta Plan. Reduced reliance on Delta water supplies could 
increase the need for implementation of new and/or expanded local and 
regional water supplies to serve agricultural and municipal and industrial 
water users in the San Joaquin Valley, San Francisco Bay Area, Central 
Coast, and Southern California areas. Alternative 2 would have more 



emphasis than the proposed Delta Plan on development of water quality objectives 
and Total Maximum Daily Loads, and this could result in an increased level of 
construction of facilities to meet the developed water quality objectives. Alternative 
2 would result in less levee construction due to floodplain expansion than the 
proposed Delta Plan, but more construction activities in the Delta to relocate 
structures from the floodplain. Please refer to response to comment OR102-17. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-109 
Alternative 2 is assumed to reduce Delta water to areas outside the Delta 
that use Delta water to a greater degree than the Proposed Project, and 
therefore, would result in more alternative local water supplies such as 
water transfers. Please refer to response to comment OR102-17. 

Response to comment OR102-110 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-17. 

Response to comment OR102-111 
Please refer to responses to comments OR102-59 through OR 102-61. 

Response to comment OR102-112 
Please see response to comment OR102-106. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-113 
The goals for wetland habitat in the Delta are those of the Central Valley 
Joint Venture, not the Delta Plan and the reference document that 
describes these goals is cited in this section. 

Response to comment OR102-114 
This section describes the value of agricultural land (specifically rice) to 
wildlife species that use this particular crop type. The CVPIA is described 
in Appendix D. 

Response to comment OR102-115 
Please see response to comment OR102-32 and Master Response 5. 

Response to comment OR102-116 
The cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in combination with 
the impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in DEIR and RDEIR 
Sections 22 and 23. Please refer to Master Response 1. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-117 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-116. 

Response to comment OR102-118 
The significance thresholds for water quality impacts are described in 
Section 3 and for air quality impacts are described in Section 9 of the 
Draft Program EIR along with impacts in both of these resource areas. 

Response to comment OR102-119 
Please refer to responses to comments OR102-32, and OR102-59 through 
OR102-61. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-120 
The Delta Reform Act does not authorize the Delta Stewardship Council 
to modify water rights, which are under the authority of the SWRCB. 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-25. 

Response to comment OR102-121 
Please see response to OR102-120. 

Response to comment OR102-122 
This section describes potential impacts on sensitive natural communities, 
not the species that inhabit these communities. Mortality to special-status 
species from the Delta pumps, both directly and indirectly through take at 
the pumps and modification of flows and habitats is discussed in Section 
4.4.3.1.2. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-123 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-122.  

Response to comment OR102-124 
The conclusions are based on previously completed environmental 
analyses. Please refer to Master Response 2.  

Response to comment OR102-125 
The existing conditions, proposed Delta Plan, and the alternatives assume 
that ongoing water quality improvement programs will be completed 
within the schedules currently approved by the SWRCB and RWQCBs. 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-126 
Please see response to comment OR102-106. 

Response to comment OR102-127 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR102-128 
Please see response to OR102-17 regarding Alternative 2. The EIR 
assumes compliance with water quality criteria to limit discharge of 
selenium, boron, and salts from irrigated lands in the San Joaquin Valley 
as required by the State Water Resources Control Board and Central 
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board under the No Project 
Alternative as well as the Revised Project and other alternatives. However, 
it is assumed that irrigation could continue in portions of the San Joaquin 
Valley using water supplies other than Delta water, such as water 
transferred from water rights holders in the San Joaquin Valley foothills, 
and that existing water quality problems due to irrigation would continue 
to be addressed through agricultural drainage management programs. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-129 
Please see responses to comments OR102-108 and OR102-128. 

Response to comment OR102-130 
Please see responses to comments OR102-108 and OR102-128. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-131 
Please see responses to comments OR102-108 and OR102-128. 

Response to comment OR102-132 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-17 and Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR102-133 
A revised Figure 5-3 was issued as an erratum to the Draft Program EIR 
on November 4, 2011. 

Response to comment OR102-134 
Please see responses to comments OR102-108 and OR102-128. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-135 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR102-136 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR102-137 
Please refer to the responses to Comments OR102-17 and OR102-108. 

Response to comment OR102-138 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-17. 

Response to comment OR102-139 
The proposed BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is 
being evaluated by DWR as the CEQA lead agency. The cumulative 
impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the impact of the 
proposed BDCP, are described in DEIR and RDEIR Sections 22 and 23. 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR102-140 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR102-141 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-139, Master Response 1, and 
Master Response 5. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-142 
Please see response to comment OR102-108. 

Response to comment OR102-143 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-61. 

Response to comment OR102-144 
Impacts on Cultural Resources are discussed in DEIR and RDEIR 
Sections 10, Cultural Resources. Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR102-145 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-61. 

Response to comment OR102-146 
Please refer to Master Response 1. The proposed BDCP is a reasonably 
foreseeable future project that is not part of the Delta Plan. It is being 
evaluated by the Department of Water Resources as the CEQA lead 
agency. The cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in 
combination with the impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in EIR 
Sections 22 and 23. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-147 
Please see responses to comments OR102-108 and OR102-128. 

Response to comment OR102-148 
Please see responses to comments OR102-108 and OR102-128. 

Response to comment OR102-149 
Alternative 2 as evaluated in the Draft Program EIR does not have the 
fewest significant adverse impacts of the alternatives (including the 
Revised Project) analyzed in the EIR. 

Response to comment OR102-150 
Selenium is discussed in Section 3 of the Draft Program EIR. Alternative 
2 as evaluated in the Draft Program EIR does not necessarily reduce 
irrigation on lands with selenium, as described in response to comment 
OR102-108 and OR102-128. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-151 
Please refer to the response to Comment OR102-150. The U.S. Geological 
Survey paper referred to in this comment is part of an ongoing process that 
may result in future changes to the water quality objectives, but are not 
part of the existing conditions. 

Response to comment OR102-152 
As described in response to comment OR102-7, the Draft Program EIR 
analysis is program-level, not a quantitative analysis. As described in 
responses to comments OR102-108 and OR102-128, Alternative 2 in the 
Draft Program EIR could result in continued irrigation of lands with 
selenium deposits, as under existing conditions, with the implementation 
of other water supply projects. As explained in response to comment 
OR102-139 and Master Response 1, the proposed Delta Plan and the 
alternatives do not include implementation of the Bay Delta Conservation 
Plan, which is currently being developed and reviewed by a different lead 
agency. 

Response to comment OR102-153 
Please refer to the response to comments for OR102-152. 

Response to comment OR102-154 
Please refer to responses to comments OR102-108 and OR102-128. 

Response to comment OR102-155 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The list of actions on 
pages 14-26 and 14-27 of the Draft Program EIR are specifically named in 
the proposed Delta Plan policies or recommendations. The Grasslands 
Bypass Project, Panoche Demonstration Selenium Treatment Plan, and the 
San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation program were not included in 
the policies and recommendations of either the Revised Project or any of 
the alternatives. The Grasslands Bypass Project was reviewed as an 
analogous project during preparation of the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment OR102-156 
As described on page 2A-42 of the Draft Program EIR, the CV Salts 
program is in the planning phase at this time. The proposed Delta Plan 
encourages completion of this project, as stated on page 14-27 of the Draft 
Program EIR.



 

 

Response to comment OR102-157 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR102-158 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment OR102-159 
Please refer to the responses to comments OR102-108 and OR102-128. 

Response to comment OR102-160 
Please refer to the response to comment OR102-108. 

Response to comment OR102-161 
Please refer to the responses to comments OR102-108 and OR102-128. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-162 
Please refer to the responses to comments OR102-108, OR102-128, and 
OR102-147. 

Response to comment OR102-163 
Please refer to the response to comment OR102-108. Alternative 2 would 
result in more constructions of groundwater, ocean desalination, and 
recycled water facilities, potentially resulting in a greater likelihood that 
recreational facilities or activities would be degraded, impaired, or 
eliminated under Alternative 2 than the proposed Delta Plan.  
Alternative 2 would partially restore the historic Tulare Lake and, due to 
size and scope of construction and operations, has the potential to result in 
significant impacts to recreational resources. 

Response to comment OR102-164 
Please refer to the response to comment OR102-108. 

Response to comment OR102-165 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR102-166 
Please see responses to comments OR102-32, and OR102-59 through 
OR102-61. 

Response to comment OR102-167 
The analysis in this EIR assumes that groundwater water supplies would 
not become overdrafted because the proposed Delta Plan encourages 
establishment of balanced groundwater management programs. Therefore, 
it is assumed that other water supplies, including recycled water, local 
water storage facilities, ocean desalination, water use efficiency and 
conservation, and water transfers, would be used to meet the water 
demands projected in adopted general plans instead of groundwater. 

Response to comment OR102-168 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-169 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-61. 

Response to comment OR102-170 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-17 and Master Responses 1 
and 2. Cumulative impacts for all resource areas analyzed in DEIR and 
RDEIR Sections 22, Cumulative Impact Assessment. 

Response to comment OR102-171 
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR102-172 
Regarding the EIR’s analysis of Alternative 2 and the determination of the 
environmentally superior alternative, please see Master Response 3. 

As discussed in Master Response 4 and section 25 of the Recirculated 
Draft PEIR, Alternative 2 is not environmental superior to the Revised 
Project (the Final Draft Delta Plan), because it would bring about more 
uncertainty regarding water supply and more conversion of agricultural 
land to non-agricultural uses than the Revised Project. Please refer to 
response to comment OR102-108. The EIR assumes compliance with 
water quality criteria to limit discharge of selenium, boron, and salts from 
irrigated lands in the San Joaquin Valley as required by the State Water 
Resources Control Board and Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board under the No Project Alternative as well as the Revised 
Project and other alternatives. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-173 
Please refer to responses to comments OR102-108, OR102-128, and 
OR102-172.  

Response to comment OR102-174 
Please refer to responses to comments OR102-108 and OR102-172. 

Response to comment OR102-175 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-108. 

Response to comment OR102-176 
Please refer to responses to comments OR102-17 and OR102-108. 

Response to comment OR102-177 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-108 and Master Response 1. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-178 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-108. 

Response to comment OR102-179 
As described in response to comment OR102-108, Alternative 2 would 
have a greater focus on reducing reliance on Delta water supplies 
compared to the proposed Delta Plan. This could result in less diversions 
from CVP and SWP reservoirs for water deliveries under Alternative 2 
compared to the proposed Delta Plan and the other alternatives. However, 
Alternative 2 also would have an increased emphasis on development of a 
natural flow regime which could result in lower reservoir water elevations, 
especially in the late summer and fall months which could result in 
exposure of historical resources within the reservoir inundation areas. 
Therefore, Section 10, pages 57-59, identified that the impacts of 
implementation of Alternative 2 related to water supply operations could 
be significant. 

Response to comment OR102-180 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR102-181 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-108. 

Response to comment OR102-182 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-108. 

Response to comment OR102-183 
Please refer to responses to comments OR102-108 and OR102-128. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-184 
Please refer to responses to comments OR102-108, OR102-128, and 
OR102-147. 

Response to comment OR102-185 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-108. 

Response to comment OR102-186 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-108. 

Response to comment OR102-187 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR102-188 
Please refer to response to comment OR102-164. 

Response to comment OR102-189 
Alternative 2 will result in less construction activities in some areas, and 
more in others. Please refer to the response to comment OR102-108. 

Response to comment OR102-190 
Please refer to the response to comment OR102-108. 



 

 

Response to comment OR102-191 
Please refer to responses to comments OR102-108, OR102-128, and 
OR102-172 and Master Response 3 regarding determination of the 
environmentally superior alternative. 

Response to comment OR102-192 
Comment noted. 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



OR103 CVCWA 

 

 

Response to comment OR103-1  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR103-2  
Regarding the EIR’s project description, please refer to Master 
Response 1. Regarding the analysis of the proposed Delta Plan and the 
alternative’s respective abilities to meet the project objectives, please refer 
to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR103-3 
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR103-4 
The Final Draft Delta Plan, the environmental impacts of which are 
analyzed in the Recirculated Draft PEIR, includes performance measures. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR103-5 
Section 21 of the EIR considers the greenhouse gas-related impacts of the 
operation of recycled water facilities, along with other types of projects 
that the Delta Plan would encourage to further water supply reliability and 
water quality (DEIR at 21-11, 21-20; RDEIR at 21-4, 21-16). It 
determines that quantification of operational emissions would be too 
speculative at this program level because of unknown project details, 
localized variables, and operational considerations, and that the potential 
impact is significant and unavoidable. Sections 3 through 21 of the EIR 
addresses the potential impacts of construction and operation of the 
advanced treatment, including membrane filtration and desalination of the 
recycled water, ocean or brackish water, or contaminated groundwater, 
and indicates that the potential impacts could be significant. The EIR does 
not analyze economic impacts. The reference to drinking water quality in 
Section 2A of the EIR is related to drinking water quality in disadvantaged 
communities, as addressed in the Delta Plan in recommendation for Issues 
for Future Evaluation and Coordination. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR103-6 
As described on page 2A-67 and Section 2.3.2 of the Draft Program EIR 
and as required by CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e), the No Project 
Alternative, consists of the environment if no Delta Plan is adopted and 
assumes that existing relevant plans and policies would continue. The No 
Project Alternative also includes physical activities and projects that are 
permitted and funded at this time. The analysis of the No Project 
Alternative in Sections 3 through 21 of the DEIR and RDEIR assumes all 
of these conditions. The No Project Alternative does not include future 
projects that would require future studies, environmental documentation, 
or permitting, including projects encouraged by the proposed Delta Plan or 
one of the alternatives. 

Response to comment OR103-7 
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR103-8 
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR103-9 
The EIR’s thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G to the 
CEQA Guidelines. Appendix G’s thresholds include XVI(d): “Have 
sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?” 
This was modified for the present EIR, as the Delta Plan is not a project 
that would be served by a water supply. Instead, it may impact suppliers’ 
ability to provide water for existing projects. Thus, the EIR considers 
whether the Delta Plan would “substantially change water supply 
availability to water users that use Delta water.” The thresholds in 
Appendix G, section II, Agricultural Resources, are used essentially in the 
form they are provided in Appendix G with only minor changes in 
wording. 

Regarding the EIR’s analysis of Alternative 2 and the determination of the 
environmentally superior alternative, please see Master Response 3. 
Mitigation measures have been identified in Sections 3 through 21 to 
reduce adverse impacts of construction and operation of water, 
wastewater, and stormwater treatment systems 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR103-10  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR103-11  
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment OR103-12  
Existing water quality conditions are discussed in Section 3 of the Draft 
Program EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR103-13 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR103-14 
The Delta Plan includes Ecosystem Restoration Policy (ER P5) which 
states: "The potential for new introductions of, or improved habitat 
conditions for, nonnative invasive species must be fully considered and 
avoided or mitigated in a way that appropriately protects the ecosystem." 
The EIR analyzes the Delta Plan’s significant adverse impacts on the 
environment. It provides a general description of the existing conditions in 
Sections 3 through 21 of the DEIR including declining conditions in the 
Delta, such as invasive species in Section 4, but does not analyze the 
impacts of current operations and programs there, except as part of the No 
Project alternative, as discussed in Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR103-15 
Please refer to response to comment OR103-14. 

Response to comment OR103-16 
While it is true that much more is known about the impacts of habitat loss 
and entrainment than is known about the effects of toxic chemicals, the 
USFWS (2008a) identifies contaminants as one of the factors affecting 
Delta smelt. Other factors identified include water diversions and reservoir 
operations, changes in the Delta food web, microcystis, climate change, 
and "other stressors" such as aquatic macrophytes, predators, and 
competition. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR103-17  
The Delta Plan’s ability to advance the project objectives is discussed in 
Master Response 3. Mitigation measures that could be utilized on future 
projects are included in Sections 3 through 21 of the EIR. Impacts of 
recycled water facilities related to greenhouse gas emissions, energy, and 
cumulative impacts are addressed in Sections 21, 24, and 22, respectively. 

Response to comment OR103-18  
Please refer to Master Responses 4. 

Response to comment OR103-19  
The EIR addresses impacts of the Proposed Project and the alternatives as 
compared to the existing conditions. The EIR does not offer mitigation 
measures for continuation of the existing conditions. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR103-20  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR103-21  
Section 2A describes the Delta Plan in sufficient detail for the EIR’s 
program-level analysis. The EIR is not required to include the entire Delta 
Plan. 

Response to comment OR103-22  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR103-23  
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR103-24  
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment OR103-25  
Please refer to the preceding responses. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



 

OR104 CWA 

 

 

Response to comment OR104-1  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR104-2  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR104-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Policy ER P2 has been 
amended in the Final Draft Delta Plan to refer to specific conservation 
strategy guidance and Delta Plan Figure 4-5 for determining appropriate 
habitat restoration actions. RDEIR, Appendix C, Table C-11, p. C-6 and 
Attachment C-8; Final Draft Delta Plan, p. 156, Figure 4-5, and 
Appendix H.  

Response to comment OR104-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Policy ER P3 has been 
amended in the Final Draft Delta Plan to require significant impacts on 
opportunities to restore habitat in the areas identified in Policy ER P2 to 
be avoided or mitigated. RDEIR, Appendix C, Table C-11, p. C-7; Final 
Draft Delta Plan, p. 157. Please refer to response to comment OR104-3. 

Response to comment OR104-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR104-6  
The impacts of the proposed Delta Plan on biological resources, including 
wetlands, natural communities, and fish, wildlife and plant species, are 
discussed in Section 4 of the EIR. As described in Section 2B of the Draft 
Program EIR, the Delta Stewardship Council does not propose or 
contemplate directly authorizing any physical activities, including but not 
limited to construction or operation of infrastructure. Rather, through the 
Delta Plan, the Delta Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, 
activities, and/or projects of other agencies, the details of which would be 
under the jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will propose them 
in the future and conduct future environmental review. Accordingly, in the 
absence of specific proposed physical projects, this EIR makes a good 
faith effort to disclose the potentially significant environmental effects of 
the types of projects that may be encouraged by the Delta Plan and to 
identify program-level mitigation measures. Impacts on each of the 
potentially affected resources areas are analyzed at a program level in 
Sections 3 through 21 of this EIR. Social and economic impacts are not 
effects on the environment under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR 
(CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131). Please refer to Master 
Response 2.  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR104-7  
As described on page 2A-39, Lines 38 through 40, of the Draft Program 
EIR and Master Response 5, it is anticipated that implementation of 
updated water quality and flow objectives by the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) could increase Delta outflow, reduce current 
reverse flow conditions in the south Delta, increase flows in restored Delta 
floodplains, and result in a more “natural flow regime” in the Delta. 
Neither the Delta Plan nor the SWRCB’s flow objectives will affect water 
rights. Following the adoption of its flow objectives, the SWRCB will 
engage in a further public proceeding, including complete environmental 
review, concerning implementation of the objectives, which may include 
altering water rights. Please see Master Response 5 for further discussion 
of the EIR’s analysis of the updated flow objectives and the protections for 
exiting water uses and users.  

The Delta Plan encourages the SWRCB to complete the updated Bay-
Delta Water Quality Control Plan flow objectives. However, only the 
SWRCB has authority to set those objectives. The Delta Plan and the EIR 
therefore cannot project what those objectives will be. The Delta Plan and 
the sources it cites (including especially the SWRCB’s 2010 Flow Criteria 
Report) explains that the flow objectives that best advance the coequal 
goals will be those that bring about more natural functional flows within 
and out of the Delta. See Delta Plan, pp. 136 to 142, 155, and sources cited 
therein. The EIR thus assumes, consistent with CEQA, that the SWRCB 
will adopt updated objectives that will advance such a flow regime. The 
general assumption of a more natural flow regime is sufficient for the 
EIR’s programmatic approach. The impacts of the flow objectives are 
analyzed in greater, quantitative detail, in the SWRCB’s Public Draft 
Substitute Environmental Document in Support of Potential Changes to 
the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay-
Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta Estuary: San Joaquin River Flows and 
Southern Delta Water Quality (December 2012). See Master Response 5 
for further discussion. 

The environmental setting (baseline) for the analysis in this EIR consists 
of the existing conditions at the time of the publication of the Notice of 
Preparation of this EIR in December 2010, which is the normal CEQA 
environmental baseline pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a). 
Sections 3 through 21 and Appendix D of the DPEIR describe the existing 
environmental and regulatory conditions relevant to the resource under 



 
discussion, including CVPIA. The Environmental Setting and Regulatory 
Framework for the DPEIR are unchanged in the RDPEIR. The EIR’s analyses 
assume that Delta water operations will comply with existing requirements, 
including firm water supplies for Central Valley wildlife refuges and wildlife 
habitat areas mandated by the CVPIA. 

Response to comment OR104-8 
Comment noted. 

 



OR105 Delta Caucus 

 

 

Response to comment OR105-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR105-2 
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR105-3 
Please refer to Master Response 2. The Revised Project, which is the 
November 2012 Final Draft Delta Plan, was analyzed in the Recirculated 
Draft Program EIR (Volume 3 of the Draft Program EIR) which was 
circulated for public review and comment from November 30, 2012, 
through January 14, 2013. The Council is not the lead agency for any of 
named projects, nor can it cause them to move forward.  

  



 

 

Response to comment OR105-4 
Please refer to Master Responses 2 and 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR105-5 
Please refer to Master Response 1. Social and economic impacts are not 
effects on the environment under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR 
(CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131). See also Master Response 2.  

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR105-6 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR105-7 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Moreover, analysis of 
environmental impacts—if any—from possible future changes in counties’ 
permitting requirements without any project- or location-specific data 
would be inappropriately speculative at this time. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR105-8  
Please refer to Master Response 4. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR105-9 
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR105-10 
As described in Sections 7 and 11 of the Draft Program EIR, conversion of 
agricultural land to ecosystem habitat would result in significant adverse 
impacts on both agricultural resources and soils due to the occurrence of 
high groundwater in adjacent areas that have not been converted to 
ecosystems habitat. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR105-11  
Social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment under 
CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) 
and 15131). See also Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR105-12  
An additional threshold of significance is not necessary to evaluate the 
potential for cancellation of Williamson Act contracts to result in 
secondary physical impacts. The analysis presented in the discussions of 
Impacts 7-2a, 7-2b, 7-2c, 7-2d, and 7-2-e of the EIR acknowledges that 
significant and unmitigable impacts on agricultural resources could occur 
from projects constructed after adoption of the Delta Plan but that these 
project-level impacts would be addressed in future site-specific 
environmental analysis conducted when such projects are proposed by 
lead agencies. Implementing Mitigation Measure 7-2 would reduce the 
potential for cancellation of Williamson Act contracts that lead to the 
conversion of agricultural lands; however, even with these measures, the 
EIR concludes that the impact would remain significant. This impact 
could be reduced further by amending Mitigation Measure 7-1 but would 
remain significant. 

Response to comment OR105-13  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR105-14  
Alternative 3 was informed by information provided in comments to the 
Delta Stewardship Council from several community and agricultural 
groups that represent interests in the Delta and does not represent one 
specific proposal. All of the alternatives were developed to address 
potential policies and regulations related to the coequal goals, including 
the community, industrial, agricultural, recreational, and environmental 
interests in the Delta. Please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR105-15  
The existing conditions information was presented in Section 7 of the EIR 
to provide a basis for comparison of the physical changes in the 
environment that could occur with implementation of the alternatives 
evaluated in the EIR. The Delta Protection Commission completed its 
Economic Sustainability Plan for the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
(“Economic Sustainability Plan”) after issuance of the Draft EIR (RDEIR 
p. 2-13; Final Draft Delta Plan, pp. 178-179). The Final Draft Delta Plan 
incorporates recommendations from this document, which are particularly 
relevant to discussions of socioeconomic effects in the primary zone of the 
Delta. See, e.g., Final Draft Delta Plan, pp. 178-179, 211; Economic 
Sustainability Plan, p. 20-22. Where socioeconomic issues could translate 
into physical changes, the EIR evaluates the potential adverse 
environmental consequences of those potential physical changes. 
Otherwise, social and economic impacts are not effects on the 
environment under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA 
Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131). See also Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR105-16 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 of this 
FEIR. Please also refer to response LO229-13. 

Response to comment OR105-17  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR105-18  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR105-19  
ER P3 requires that covered actions, other than habitat restoration, within 
specific areas of the Delta demonstrate that any adverse impacts on the 
opportunity for habitat restoration would be avoided or mitigated within 
the Delta. This does not create a conflict with existing land use plans. 
Rather, it requires mitigation if a covered action in the specified areas has 
the described effect. In addition, land uses currently allowed in areas 
affected by ER P3 are primarily designated as agricultural, parks and 
recreation, natural preserve, public, and water. Because these existing 
designations generally do not support the kinds of actions that would 
require mitigation under ER P3, the EIR finds that ER P3 is unlikely to 
cause significant conflicts with local land use plans in the Delta as a whole 
(RDEIR p. 6-8). Nonetheless, in the absence of project-specific 
information, the EIR conservatively finds this impact to be significant. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR105-20  
Please see the response to comment OR105-19.  

Response to comment OR105-21  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Moreover, the Revised 
Project evaluated in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR addresses 
preference for use of public lands for development of ecosystem 
restoration. 

Response to comment OR105-22  
The Proposed Project, Revised Project, and Alternatives 1A, 2, 3 as 
evaluated in the EIR anticipate that reliance on Delta water supplies will 
be reduced as well as development of Delta ecosystem restoration areas. 
As described for these alternatives, it is anticipated that users of Delta 
water would develop local and regional water supplies and implement 
water use efficiency and conservation methods to meet water demands 
required for existing general plans. Neither the Delta Reform Act nor the 
Delta Plan affects water rights (Water Code §§ 85031, 85032(i)). Please 
see Master Response 5 for further discussion of the EIR’s analysis of the 
protections for exiting water uses and users. These protections are 
included in all of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR. 

Response to comment OR105-23  
The Delta Plan encourages the SWRCB to complete the updated Bay-
Delta Water Quality Control Plan flow objectives. However, only the 
SWRCB has authority to set those objectives. The Delta Plan and the EIR 
therefore cannot project what those objectives will be. The Delta Plan and 
the sources it cites (including especially the SWRCB’s 2010 Flow Criteria 
Report) explains that the flow objectives that best advance the coequal 
goals will be those that bring about more natural functional flows within 
and out of the Delta. See Delta Plan, pp. 136 to 142, 155, and sources cited 
therein. The EIR thus assumes, consistent with CEQA, that the SWRCB 
will adopt updated objectives that will advance such a flow regime. The 
general assumption of a more natural flow regime is sufficient for the 
EIR’s programmatic approach. The impacts of the flow objectives are 
analyzed in greater, quantitative detail, in the SWRCB’s Public Draft 
Substitute Environmental Document in Support of Potential Changes to 
the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay-
Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta Estuary: San Joaquin River Flows and 



Southern Delta Water Quality (December 2012). See Master Response 5 for further 
discussion. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR105-24  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Policy RR P3 in the 
Revised Project (similar to RR P1 in the Proposed Project) prohibits 
encroachments “in a floodway unless it can be demonstrated by 
appropriate analysis that the encroachment will not unduly impede the free 
flow of water in the floodway or jeopardize public safety.” 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR105-25  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR105-26  
Social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment under 
CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) 
and 15131). Please refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR105-27  
Neither the Delta Reform Act nor the Delta Plan affects water rights 
(Water Code §§ 85031, 85032(i)). Similarly, the SWRCB’s update of the 
flow objectives will not directly affect water rights. Please see Master 
Response 5 for further discussion of the EIR’s analysis of the protections 
for exiting water uses and users. These protections are included in all of 
the alternatives analyzed in the EIR. 

Response to comment OR105-28  
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



OR106 Downey Brand LLP 

 

 

Response to comment OR106-1  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR106-2  
Please refer to the responses to comment letter number OR90, from the 
Association of California Water Agencies.  

 



OR107 Ducks Unlimited 

 

 

Response to comment OR107-1  
Please refer to the responses to comments OR107-2 through OR107-6 
below. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR107-2  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR107-3  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR107-4  
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

Response to comment OR107-5  
The Delta Protection Commission completed its Economic Sustainability 
Plan for the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (“Economic Sustainability 
Plan”, DPC 2012) after issuance of the Draft EIR. RDEIR (Vol. 3), p. 2-
13; Final Draft Delta Plan, pp. 178-179. The Final Draft Delta Plan 
incorporates recommendations from this document, which are particularly 
relevant to discussions of socioeconomic effects in the primary zone of the 
Delta (see, e.g., Final Draft Delta Plan, pp. 178-179, 211; Economic 
Sustainability Plan, p. 20-22). Where socioeconomic issues could translate 
into physical changes, the EIR evaluates the potential adverse 
environmental consequences of those potential physical changes. 
Otherwise, social and economic impacts are not effects on the 
environment under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA 
Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131). See also Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR107-6  
As described in Section 2B of the Draft Program EIR and Master 
Response 2, the Delta Stewardship Council does not propose or 
contemplate directly authorizing any physical activities, including but not 
limited to construction or operation of infrastructure. Rather, through the 
Delta Plan, the Delta Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, 
activities, and/or projects of other agencies, the details of which would be 
under the jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will propose them 
in the future and conduct future environmental review. Without specific 
details of future projects, it is not possible for the Delta Stewardship 
Council to develop quantitative thresholds of significance, conduct site-
specific quantitative analyses, and design site-specific mitigation 
measures. Accordingly, in the absence of specific proposed physical 
projects, this EIR makes a good faith effort to disclose the potentially 
significant environmental effects of the types of projects that may be 
encouraged by the Delta Plan and to identify program-level mitigation 
measures. Impacts on each of the potentially affected resources areas are 
analyzed at a program level in Sections 3 through 21 of this EIR.  

To the extent that the comment refers to the proposed BDCP, this is a 
reasonably foreseeable future project that is being evaluated by the 
Department of Water Resources as the CEQA lead agency. The 
cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the 
impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in EIR Sections 22 and 23. 
See also Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR107-7  
Comment noted. 

 



OR108 LBBS LLP 

 

 

Response to comment OR108-1  
This is a program-level EIR. As described in Section 2B of the Draft 
Program EIR, the Delta Stewardship Council does not propose or 
contemplate directly authorizing any physical activities, including but not 
limited to construction or operation of infrastructure. Rather, through the 
Delta Plan, the Delta Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, 
activities, and/or projects of other agencies, the details of which would be 
under the jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will propose them 
in the future and conduct future environmental review. Accordingly, this 
EIR makes a good faith effort to disclose the potentially significant 
environmental effects of the types of projects that may be encouraged by 
the Delta Plan. Impacts on each of the potentially affected resources areas 
are analyzed at a program level in Sections 3 through 21 of the EIR. This 
EIR is not intended to be a NEPA environmental impact statement; 
however, all of the alternatives are analyzed at an equal level of detail as 
under NEPA. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-2  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR108-3  
Please refer to Master Responses 2, 3 and 4; response to comment 
OR108-1; and responses to comments OR108-7 through OR108-113, 
below. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-4  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-1. Without specific details of 
future projects, it is not possible for the Delta Stewardship Council to 
develop quantitative thresholds of significance, conduct site-specific 
quantitative analyses, and design site-specific mitigation measures.  



 

 

Response to comment OR108-5  

Please refer to responses to comment OR108-1, OR108-4, and OR108-7 
through OR108-13. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-6  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-4. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-7 
The Delta Stewardship Council is the CEQA lead agency with regard to 
the Delta Plan, which it proposes to adopt and carry out pursuant to Water 
Code section 85300. A Notice of Preparation was sent to all responsible, 
trustee and interested public agencies, including San Joaquin County on 
December 10, 2010. The comment period on the NOP was from 
December 10, 2010, to January 28, 2011, and scoping meetings were held 
on January 18, 19, 20, 24, 25, and 26 of 2011. No agency that requested to 
meet with the Delta Stewardship Council during scoping was denied an 
opportunity to meet. Please refer to Master Response 2. 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-8 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-9  
Please refer to Master Response 2. The EIR describes existing conditions 
in Sections 3 through 21 of the DEIR including declining conditions in the 
Delta, such as deteriorating water quality in Section 4.3.2.1, Factors 
Affecting the Delta Ecosystem. The comment on outcome performance 
measure is a comment on the project, not the EIR. Furthermore, this 
outcome performance measure in the November 2012 Final Draft Delta 
Plan does not contain any references to CVPIA.  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-10 
The range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR is a reasonable range of 
alternatives based on thorough consideration of public input and the 
requirements of CEQA, all as described in Subsections 2.3.1.4 through 
2.3.1.6 of the DEIR. An additional alternative, the Revised Project, was 
analyzed in the RDEIR. Please refer to Master Response 3.  



 

 

Response to comment OR108-11 
Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 3. The impacts of the proposed 
Delta Plan on agriculture are discussed in EIR Section 7, Agriculture and 
Forestry Resources. Economic impacts are not effects on the environment 
under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 
15064(e) and 15131). The proposed BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable 
future project that is being evaluated by the Department of Water 
Resources as the CEQA lead agency. The cumulative impacts of the 
proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the impact of the proposed 
BDCP, are described in DEIR and RDEIR Sections 22 and 23. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-12  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Please refer to Master 
Response 1. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-13  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The coequal goals must 
be achieved in a manner that protects and enhances the unique cultural, 
recreational, natural resource, and agricultural values of the Delta as an 
evolving place (Water Code § 85054). Please refer to Master Response 1 
and Final Draft Delta Plan, Chapter 5. 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-14  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-13. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-15  
Neither the Delta Reform Act nor the Delta Plan affects water rights 
(Water Code §§ 85031, 85032(i)). Similarly, the SWRCB’s update of the 
flow objectives will not directly affect water rights. Please see Master 
Response 5 for further discussion of the EIR’s analysis of the protections 
for exiting water uses and users. These protections are included in all of 
the alternatives analyzed in the EIR. The proposed BDCP is a reasonably 
foreseeable future project that is being evaluated by the Department of 
Water Resources as the CEQA lead agency. The cumulative impacts of the 
proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the impact of the proposed 
BDCP, are described in DEIR and RDEIR Sections 22 and 23. 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-16  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-15. Conveyance options are 
currently being studied in detail by the agencies and interested parties 
preparing the BDCP and the related EIR/EIS. The Delta Plan does not 
contain any policies regarding conveyance, and there are no policies or 
recommendations linking conveyance options with water transfers. The 
Delta Plan, as described in Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR, would 
encourage water transfers that are consistent with the Delta Plan. In 
particular, WR R3 in the Revised Project (which is similar to WR R5 in 
the Fifth Staff Draft of the Delta Plan) addresses compliance with existing 
legal requirements that govern applications for a new water right or a new 
or changed point of diversion, place of use, or purpose of use. Thus, the 
SWRCB must evaluate such applications for consistency with the 
constitutional principle of reasonable and beneficial use; Water Code 
sections 85021, 85023, 85031; and other provisions of California law. 
This recommendation does not change existing requirements that govern 
the affected transfers, including compliance with wheeling statues, if 
applicable.  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-17  
Please refer to Master Response 2. Air quality impacts are analyzed in 
Section 9, Air Quality, of the DEIR and RDEIR. The Delta Plan is not a 
federal action; therefore a Clean Air Act conformity analysis is not 
required. 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-18  
The Delta Plan must be reviewed at least once every five years and may be 
revised as the Council deems appropriate pursuant to Water Code section 
85300(c). Hence, the Delta Plan would be amended when the BDCP is 
ready for incorporation.  



 

 

Response to comment OR108-19  
The temporary water transfer exemption was created by the Legislature in 
Water Code section 1729. Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR108-20  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-4 and Master Response 2. 
The projects named in the Delta Plan and mentioned in the comment are 
anticipated to be encouraged by the Delta Plan, but the Delta Stewardship 
Council is not the lead agency for these projects. The lead agency for 
BDCP is the Department of Water Resources, and the lead agency for 
setting flow criteria is the State Water Resources Control Board. 
Nevertheless, this EIR thus makes a good faith effort to analyze the 
reasonably foreseeable impacts of activities likely to be influenced or 
encouraged by the Delta Plan, consistent with CEQA’s information 
disclosure mandate.  



 

 

Response to comment OR108-21  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-22  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-15. 

Response to comment OR108-23  
The comment does not specify how the Delta Plan would degrade wetland 
and coastal resources. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-24  
This EIR is not intended to be a NEPA environmental impact statement; 
however, all of the alternatives are analyzed at an equal level of detail as 
under NEPA. Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR108-25  
Compliance with the public trust doctrine is required by the Delta Reform 
Act, as recognized in Water Code sections 85022(c)(3) and 85032(h). 
Please see EIR Sections 2A, 2B and 3. Please refer to Master Response 1. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-26  
Nothing in the Delta Plan precludes reasonable, continued agricultural 
operations pursuant to San Joaquin County’s right-to-farm ordinance. 
Compliance with the Delta Plan applies only to covered actions, as 
described in Section 2.1.2 of the Draft Program EIR. Please refer to 
Master Response 1. Continuing agricultural operations would be classified 
as covered actions only if the activities require a lease, permit, license, 
certificate, or other entitlement for use by one or more public agencies. 
The Delta Plan itself would not affect the ability of farmers to continue 
agricultural operations absent the introduction of a new activity that also 
triggers public agency review and approval. Even if CEQA review were 
triggered, covered action status would apply only to projects that have a 
significant impact on achievement of one or both of the coequal goals or 
the implementation of government-sponsored flood control programs to 
reduce risks to people, property, and State interests in the Delta, as defined 
in Water Code Section 85057.5(a)(4). The potential for ecosystem 
restoration to convert farmland is analyzed in EIR Section 7, Agriculture 
and Forestry Resources, of the DEIR and RDEIR.  

Response to comment OR108-27  
The Final Draft Delta Plan, which is the Revised Project analyzed in the 
Recirculated Draft Program EIR, contains more policies and 
recommendations to maintain Delta agricultural resources than the Fifth 
Staff Draft Delta Plan analyzed in the DEIR. Impacts on Agriculture and 
Forestry Resources are analyzed in DEIR and RDEIR Section 7. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-28  
Please refer to responses to comments OR108-26 and OR108-27. With 
regard to invasive weeds, insects, diseases, and rodents that could be 
detrimental to agriculture and lead to conversion of adjacent or nearby 
agricultural lands to other uses, mitigation measures proposed as part of 
future ecosystem restoration projects (Mitigation Measure 7-1 requires 
implementation of invasive species management measures, such as 
acquisition of easements, and using buffers and control of invasive species 
to protect agricultural uses). Water Code Section 85302(e) requires that 
the Delta Plan contain measures that promote a healthy Delta ecosystem, 
including reducing the risk of take and harm from invasive species. Policy 
ER P5 of the Final Draft Delta Plan implements this requirement. 
Recommendations RR R2 and RR R3 suggest funding mechanisms to 
finance local flood management activities. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-29  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-26. 

Response to comment OR108-30  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR108-31  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR108-32  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR108-33  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR108-34  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Please refer to response 
to comment OR108-18. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-35  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR108-36  
As described in Section 1 of the EIR, the study area includes "areas 
outside of the Delta that use Delta water," such as the service area of the 
SWP and CVP that divert Delta water from intakes in the Delta. The 
hydrologic areas presented in the Draft Program EIR are based upon the 
hydrologic basins used by the Department of Water Resources in 2009 
Water Plan Update, including the "Tulare Lake Hydrologic Region" in the 
California Water Plan Update 2009 (DWR 2009a). This hydrologic area is 
described as "essentially a closed basin because surface water drains north 
into the San Joaquin River only in years of extreme rainfall" (DWR 
2009a). 

Response to comment OR108-37  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR108-38  
The Draft Program EIR is using this spelling of "appendixes." 

Response to comment OR108-39  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR108-40  
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-41  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR108-42  
The project description of the proposed Delta Plan includes both 
floodplain expansion and floodway expansion, as described in subsection 
2.2.4.1 of the RDEIR. 

Response to comment OR108-43  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR108-44  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR108-45  
The proposed Delta Plan expands the definition of participation in flood 
insurance program from the definition under Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA). FEMA requires flood insurance for areas 
that are subject to inundation in a 100-year event. Recommendation RR 
R8 encourages mandatory participation in flood insurance programs in 
flood prone areas. The term "flood-prone" is described in the Final Draft 
Delta Plan as all properties in the Delta (the Delta was declared by the 
Legislature to be "inherently flood-prone" in 1992 (Public Resources Code 
section 29704)) (Final Draft Delta Plan, p. 259). The Delta Plan also 
encourages increased protection of floodways and floodplains and 
programs to reduce the risk to life and property from floods in the Delta. 

Response to comment OR108-46  
The sentence referred to in this comment on page 2A-49 provides a 
description of the Department of Water Resources (DWR) FloodSAFE 
2011 report, "A Framework for Department of Water Resources 
Investments in Delta Integrated Flood Management." DWR presented 
recommendations for flood management (page 8 of the DWR report). 
These recommendations are summarized on page 2A-49 of the Draft 
Program EIR. The Delta Plan would encourage other agencies to fund 
projects to meet the coequal goals. Economic impacts are not effects on 
the environment under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA 
Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131). 



Response to comment OR108-47  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Other alternatives considered in 
the EIR include different priorities. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-48  
The use of stockpiling materials and existing stockpiling locations would 
not be a covered action under the Delta Plan. Establishment of new 
locations for stockpiling materials could be a covered action. 

Response to comment OR108-49  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR108-50  
The proposed Delta Plan discussion on page 2A-55 of the RDEIR assumes 
that new buildings would be constructed in accordance with existing 
regulatory requirements, including flood protection criteria established by 
the local and regional agencies to comply with Federal Emergency 
Management Agency criteria. This could be accomplished in Legacy 
Towns through flood-proofing designs, including raising the elevation of 
the first residential floor above the 100-year flood elevation. 

Response to comment OR108-51  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR108-52  
The "Lower San Joaquin River Bypass" is included in Table 2B-1 for a 
Delta Ecosystem Project on page 2B-6 of the RDEIR. 

Response to comment OR108-53  
Delta salinity is influenced by many factors, including discharges, changes 
in Delta flow patterns, tidal dynamics that can be affected by expansion of 
open water areas in the Delta, and sea level rise. Please see DEIR and 
RDEIR Section 3. 

Response to comment OR108-54  
Comment noted, however, the text was not modified because the level of 
detail provided in the EIR is adequate for the programmatic analysis. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-55  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR108-56  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR108-57  
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR108-58  
As described in Section 4 of the EIR, although projects encouraged by the 
Delta Plan are not likely to conflict with adopted HCPs, NCCPs, or other 
conservation plans, they could conflict with local policies or ordinances, 
or could affect the availability of land for mitigation actions by 
conservation plan permit holders, and are thus considered significant. 
Future site-specific environmental analyses conducted at the time specific 
projects are proposed by lead agencies will address those impacts, once 
sufficient information is available to support such an analysis. The 
cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the 
impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in EIR Sections 22 and 23. 

Response to comment OR108-59  
Comment noted, however, the text was not changed because the comment 
is addressed by other provisions in Mitigation Measure 5-4. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-60 
Comment noted. The suggested measure is already under enforcement by 
Department of Water Resources, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board, as is thus sufficiently covered by 
these responsible agencies. 

Response to comment OR108-61 
The information in the EIR referred to in this comment is based on the 
referenced 2006 report, Safeguarding the Golden State: Preparing for 
Catastrophic Events, which summarized the four phases of emergency 
management: preparation, response, recovery, and mitigation (Little 
Hoover Commission 2006). 

Response to comment OR108-62 
The information in the EIR referred to in this comment is based on the 
referenced 2006 report, Safeguarding the Golden State: Preparing for 
Catastrophic Events, which summarized the four phases of emergency 
management: preparation, response, recovery, and mitigation (Little 
Hoover Commission 2006). 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-63  
Comment noted. The suggested measure is already under enforcement by 
Department of Water Resources, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board, as is thus sufficiently covered by 
these responsible agencies. 

Response to comment OR108-64  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR108-65 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-66  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-67  
Impacts on emergency response are analyzed in Section 17 of the DEIR 
and RDEIR. Economic impacts are not effects on the environment under 
CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) 
and 15131).  



 

 

Response to comment OR108-68  
The mitigation measures provide for flood prevention for new facilities 
constructed within the floodplains. Economic impacts are not effects on 
the environment under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA 
Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131).  

Response to comment OR108-69  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-68, 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-70  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-68. 

Response to comment OR108-71  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-67. 

Response to comment OR108-72  
Comment noted, however, text was not changed because the comment is 
addressed by Recommendations RR R2 and RR R3 in the Delta Plan, as 
well as other provisions contained in Mitigation Measure 5-4. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-73  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR108-74  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR108-75  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR108-76  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-77  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR108-78  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR108-79  
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR108-80  
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment OR108-81  
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment OR108-82  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-83  
Comment noted. The term "septic tanks" is used in CEQA guidelines and 
in this EIR, as well as the term "septic system." These terms are the same 
as the term "onsite wastewater treatment systems" used by most State 
agencies. 

Response to comment OR108-84  
The portion of the onsite wastewater treatment system that is affected by 
soil characteristics is related to the water disposal function of the system. 
Therefore, the text has not been changed. 

Response to comment OR108-85  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-84. 

Response to comment OR108-86  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-83. 

Response to comment OR108-87  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-83. 

Response to comment OR108-88  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-83. 

Response to comment OR108-89  
Please refer to responses to comments OR108-83 and OR108-84. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-90  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-83. 

Response to comment OR108-91  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-83. 

Response to comment OR108-92  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-83. 

Response to comment OR108-93  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-83. 

Response to comment OR108-94  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-83. 

Response to comment OR108-95  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-83. 

Response to comment OR108-96  
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 of the 
FEIR. 

Response to comment OR108-97  
As described on page 2A-56, financing would rely upon other agencies to 
authorize or to establish mechanisms for the development of funding 
and/or collection of funds, steps which would not result in changes in 
physical conditions in the environment in addition to those that are already 
discussed and analyzed in the EIR. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-98  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR108-99  
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-100  
Please refer to responses to comments OR108-99 and 108-104. 

Response to comment OR108-101  
Impacts on Population and Housing are analyzed in EIR Section 16. 
Although different population segments may have unique characteristics 
and may experience different types of social and economic impacts, the 
secondary impacts to the physical and natural environment are expected to 
be less than significant regardless of the characteristics of the affected 
population. As described in Section 16, some relocation may occur for 
some types of projects but relocation is not expected to result in secondary 
environmental impacts. Hardships from relocation may be greater for 
some populations than for others, but those hardships are not 
environmental impacts under CEQA. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-102  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR108-103  
Please refer to response to comment OR108-104. 

Response to comment OR108-104  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment OR108-105  
The statement on page 20-12, Lines 29-35, of the Draft Program EIR 
provides a summary of information included in a previous document for 
the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project, which is an analogous project 
used as an example to illustrate the types of effects that could occur. 
Projects encouraged by the Proposed Project and alternatives would be 
required to comply with current federal, state, and local regulations which 
generally do not allow on-site disposal of non-soil materials. Therefore, 
the potential impacts on solid waste facilities were found to be significant. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-106 
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR108-107 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR108-108  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR108-109  
Please refer to Master Response 1. The cumulative impacts of the BDCP 
on agricultural resources are discussed in EIR Subsection 23. 

Response to comment OR108-110  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Growth Inducing 
Impacts are analyzed in EIR Subsection 24. 

Response to comment OR108-111  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 



 

 

Response to comment OR108-112  
In the San Luis Drainage Area, the soils may not be able to support long-
term vegetation without supplemental water supplies. However, in other 
areas of California, such as the Delta, fallowed and retired agricultural 
lands do support a wide range of vegetation without irrigation. 

Response to comment OR108-113  
Use of local and regional water supplies, water use efficiency and 
conservation, and ocean desalination are assumed to occur in all of the 
alternatives, including Alternative 2. Alternative 2 would result in the 
greatest reduction in the availability of Delta water supplies compared to 
the other alternatives evaluated in the EIR; therefore, the water supply 
options to replace the reduced Delta water supplies would be less for 
Alternative 2 than the other alternatives. 
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OR109 NCWA 

 

 

Response to comment OR109-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR109-2 
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR109-3 
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR109-4 
The EIR includes the Sacramento River watershed in its description of the 
environmental setting for the Water Resources analysis. This discussion 
notes operational constraints including those related to flows (DEIR, 
p. 3-21). For a discussion of the referenced “more natural flow regime” 
and related impacts, please refer to Master Response 5. As described in 
Section 2B of the Draft Program EIR and Master Response 2, the Delta 
Stewardship Council does not propose or contemplate directly authorizing 
any physical activities, including but not limited to construction or 
operation of infrastructure. Rather, through the Delta Plan, the Delta 
Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, activities, and/or 
projects of other agencies, the details of which would be under the 
jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will propose them in the 
future and conduct future environmental review. Thus, it would be 
inappropriately speculative and premature for the EIR to provide 
quantitative modeling of specific, hypothetical flow requirements and any 
related impacts on the environment. See Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR109-5 
Please refer to response to comment OR109-4 and Master Response 5. 
References used in the discussion of “natural flow regime” in Section 3 of 
the EIR include: SWRCB (State Water Resources Control Board) 2010a, 
Draft Technical Report on the Scientific Basis for Alternative San Joaquin 
River Flow and Southern Delta Salinity Objectives, and SWRCB (State 
Water Resources Control Board) 2010c, Development of Flow Criteria for 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Ecosystem. August 3.  

  



 

 

Response to comment OR109-6 
Please refer to response to comment OR109-4 and Master Response 5. 
The Delta Plan assumes that water supply agencies would be encouraged 
to reduce reliance on the Delta water through implementation of local and 
regional water supplies, including water use efficiency, water recycling, 
and groundwater conjunctive use programs to meet water demands 
projected in existing general plans. In addition, subsection 3.4.3.1 of the 
RDEIR addresses water supply impacts of the final draft Delta Plan, 
including on areas upstream of the Delta.  

  



 

 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR109-7 
Please refer to response to comment OR109-4 and Master Response 5. In 
addition, the SWRCB report, Development of Flow Criteria for the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Ecosystem published on August 3, 2010 
(Flow Criteria Report, SWRCB 2010a) states that in development “of 
Delta flow objectives with regulatory effect, [the SWRCB] must ensure 
the reasonable protection of beneficial uses, which may entail balancing of 
competing beneficial uses of water, including municipal and industrial 
uses, agricultural uses, and other environmental uses” (Flow Criteria 
Report, p. 3). The Flow Criteria Report also states that prior to adoption of 
revised water quality and flow objectives and criteria, future analysis 
would be conducted by the SWRCB of the impacts of “new flow 
objectives on the environment in the watersheds in which Delta flows 
originate, the Delta, and the areas in which Delta water is used. It will also 
include an analysis of the economic impacts that result from changed flow 
objectives.” Id.  

  



 

 

Response to comment OR109-8 
Please refer to Master Response 5. In addition, subsection 4.4.3 of the EIR 
analyzes impacts of the Delta Plan on biological resources, including 
migratory birds, as well as mitigation measures (see, e.g., RDEIR, pp. 4-7, 
4-15, 4-32, and DPEIR starting at p. 4-65). 

Response to comment OR109-9 
The EIR analyzes the Delta Plan’s impact on farmlands in Section 7 and 
Biological Resources in Section 4. Regarding water supply availability as 
a result of the referenced more natural flow regime, please refer to Master 
Response 5. As noted in this comment, the EIR finds that the Delta Plan 
could have significant impacts as a result of conversion of agricultural 
lands to non-agricultural uses (Table ES-1, DPEIR). The RDEIR also 
concludes that, given the potential for an increased number and severity of 
actions in the Delta watershed under the Revised Project, the overall 
adverse biological resource impacts resulting from the Revised Project 
would be greater than the Proposed Project. RDEIR, p. 4-6. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR109-10 
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR109-11 
Federal and state wildlife refuges receive water pursuant to federal and 
state law and would continue to do so under any new flow regime. DPEIR 
pp. 4-54 to 4-58. Please refer to response to Master Response 5. 

Response to comment OR109-12 
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR109-13 
As described in Section 2B of the Draft Program EIR and Master 
Response 2, the Delta Stewardship Council does not propose or 
contemplate directly authorizing any physical activities, including but not 
limited to construction or operation of infrastructure. Rather, through the 
Delta Plan, the Delta Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, 
activities, and/or projects of other agencies, the details of which would be 
under the jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will propose them 
in the future and conduct future environmental review. Without specific 
details of future projects, it is not possible for the Delta Stewardship 
Council to conduct site-specific quantitative analyses and design site-
specific mitigation measures. Accordingly, in the absence of specific 
proposed physical projects, this EIR makes a good faith effort to disclose 
the potentially significant environmental effects of the types of projects 
that may be encouraged by the Delta Plan and to identify program-level 
mitigation measures.  

Policy ER P1 has been recategorized as Recommendation ER R1 and has 
been amended. It states that the SWRCB should adopt updated flow 
objectives for the Delta by 2014 and flow objectives for high-priority 
tributaries by 2018. Under ER P1, after the flow objectives are revised, 
they will be used to determine consistency with the Delta Plan. Please see 
Section 2 of this FEIR. Recommendation WR R5 also has been revised to 
recommend preparation by DWR of guidelines for water supply reliability 
elements in urban water management plans by 2014. RDEIR, Appendix C, 
Table C-12, p. C-13; Final Draft Delta Plan, p. 109. Please refer to Master 
Response 5 regarding the impacts associated with policy ER P1 and 
recommendation WR R5. Recommendation WR R3 in the Revised Project 
(which is similar to WR R5 in the Fifth Staff Draft of the Delta Plan) 
addresses compliance with existing legal requirements that govern 
applications for a new water right or a new or changed point of diversion, 
place of use, or purpose of use. Thus, the SWRCB must evaluate such 
applications for consistency with the constitutional principle of reasonable 
and beneficial use; Water Code sections 85021, 85023, 85031; and other 
provisions of California law. This may require submission of an urban 
water management plan, agricultural water management plan, and 
environmental analysis to the SWRCB. 

Neither the Delta Reform Act nor the Delta Plan affect water rights (Water 
Code §§ 85031, 85032(i)). Similarly, the SWRCB’s update of the flow 
objectives will not directly affect water rights. Please see Master Response 



5 for further discussion of the EIR’s analysis of the protections for exiting water 
uses and users. These protections are included in all of the alternatives analyzed in 
the EIR. In addition, the RDEIR considers impacts of the final draft Delta Plan on 
areas upstream of the Delta, including the Sacramento Valley. In particular, each 
section’s analysis of impacts resulting from projects designed to encourage a more 
reliable water supply notes that different areas have different resources available to 
them in developing local supplies or storage or reducing local demand (see, e.g., 
RDEIR, pp. 3-2, 4-2, 5-2, and 6-2). 

Finally, the Delta Plan does not preclude implementation of new management 
methods, but rather requires that they be consistent with the Delta Plan if they fall 
within the scope of covered actions. See Master Response 1. 
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OR110 PCCFA 

 

 

Response to comment OR110-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR110-2 
Regarding the authority of the Delta Stewardship Council to direct action 
by other state agencies, please refer to Master Response 1. 

Section 3 of the EIR addresses the Delta Plan’s impact on water supplies 
available to those who use Delta water. It concludes that, considering all 
aspects of the Delta Plan, including both the availability of alternative 
water supplies and the continued availability of Delta water supplies, there 
is no substantial evidence of significant impacts at this programmatic level 
of analysis (DEIR p. 3-85; RDEIR p. 3-9). See also Master Response 5. 

Compliance with the public trust doctrine is required by the Delta Reform 
Act, as recognized in Water Code sections 85022(c)(3) and 85032(h). 
Please see DEIR Section 2A. Social and economic impacts are not effects 
on the environment under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA 
Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131). See also Master Response 2.  

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-3 
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR.  

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-4 
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-5 
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR. See also Master 
Response 5. The proposed BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future 
project that is being evaluated by the Department of Water Resources as 
the CEQA lead agency. The cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta 
Plan, in combination with the impact of the proposed BDCP, are described 
in EIR Sections 22 and 23. The Delta Plan must be reviewed at least once 
every five years and may be revised as the Council deems appropriate 
pursuant to Water Code section 85300(c). Hence, the Delta Plan would be 
amended when the BDCP is ready for incorporation. See also Master 
Response 1. 

Response to comment OR110-6 
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR110-7 
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR. Please see the response 
to comment OR110-5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-8 
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-9 
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR. Please see Master 
Response 1. 

Response to comment OR110-10  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR. Please see Master 
Response 1. 

Response to comment OR110-11  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR. Please see Master 
Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-12  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR. Please see Master 
Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-13  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR. Please see Master 
Response 1. 

Response to comment OR110-14  
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-15  
As described in Section 2B of the Draft Program EIR and Master 
Response 2, the Delta Stewardship Council does not propose or 
contemplate directly authorizing any physical activities, including but not 
limited to construction or operation of infrastructure. Rather, through the 
Delta Plan, the Delta Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, 
activities, and/or projects of other agencies, the details of which would be 
under the jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will propose them 
in the future and conduct future environmental review. Without specific 
details of future projects, it is not possible for the Delta Stewardship 
Council to develop quantitative thresholds of significance, conduct site-
specific quantitative analyses, and design site-specific mitigation 
measures. Accordingly, in the absence of specific proposed physical 
projects, this EIR makes a good faith effort to disclose the potentially 
significant environmental effects of the types of projects that may be 
encouraged by the Delta Plan and to identify program-level mitigation 
measures. Impacts on each of the potentially affected resources areas—
including water resources—are analyzed at a program level in Sections 3 
through 22 of this EIR. 

Response to comment OR110-16  
Please refer to Master Responses 2 and 4. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-17  
Please refer to response to comment OR110-16. 

Response to comment OR110-18  
Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 2. Compliance with the public 
trust doctrine is required by the Delta Reform Act, as recognized in Water 
Code sections 85022(c)(3) and 85032(h). Please see DEIR Sections 2A 
and 2B. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-19 
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-20 
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR110-21 
Alternative 2 was informed by comments to the Delta Stewardship 
Council from several environmental groups and does not represent one 
specific proposal. Alternative 2 included the assumption that water users 
located in the area outside of the Delta that use Delta water would replace 
the loss of Delta exports with water use efficiency and conservation 
actions, water transfers, and development of local and regional water 
supplies including recycled water, groundwater treatment, ocean 
desalination, and/or local storage facilities. Alternative 2 reduces reliance 
on Delta water supplies as compared to the Delta Plan. However, reduced 
reliance on Delta water supplies could increase the need for 
implementation of new and/or expanded local and regional water supplies 
to serve agricultural and municipal and industrial water users in the San 
Joaquin Valley, San Francisco Bay Area, Central Coast, and Southern 
California areas. Alternative 2 would place more emphasis than the Delta 
Plan on development of water quality objectives and Total Maximum 
Daily Loads, which could result in an increased level of construction of 
facilities to meet the developed water quality objectives. Alternative 2 
could result in less levee construction due to floodplain expansion than the 
Delta Plan, but more construction activities in the Delta to relocate 
structures from the floodplain. Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR110-22  
Please refer to responses to comments OR110-5 and OR110-21. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-23  
Please refer to response to comment OR110-21. 

Response to comment OR110-24  
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment OR110-25  
Please refer to response to comment OR110-21. 

Response to comment OR110-26  
Please refer to response to comment OR110-21. 

Response to comment OR110-27  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-28 
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR110-29 
Please refer to response to comment OR110-21. Loss of agricultural land 
can constitute an impact on the environment under CEQA. 

Response to comment OR110-30 
Please refer to response to Master Responses 2 and 4. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-31  
Please refer to Master Response 2. Section 21 of the EIR evaluates 
impacts related to climate and greenhouse gas emissions, as does Section 
22.2.19 of the cumulative impacts analysis. 

Response to comment OR110-32  
Section 22 of the EIR assesses the cumulative impacts of the Delta Plan 
and alternatives in combination with past projects, other current projects, 
and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines § 15065(a)(3); Public 
Resources Code § 21083(b)(2)). This does not require the EIR to speculate 
about all future projects, but rather that it address those that are reasonably 
foreseeable. As discussed in Master Response 4, the EIR considers the 
impacts of, and identifies mitigation for, all of the different types of 
projects encouraged by the Delta Plan: water supply reliability projects, 
Delta ecosystem restoration projects, water quality improvement projects, 
flood risk reduction projects, and projects to protect and enhance the Delta 
as an evolving place. These impacts and mitigation, taken together, 
constitute the overall impacts of the Delta Plan and the appropriate 
mitigation. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-33  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-34  
This information is discussed in subsection 2.3.2.1 of the Draft Program 
EIR. 

Response to comment OR110-35  
Compliance with the public trust doctrine is required by the Delta Reform 
Act, as recognized in Water Code sections 85022(c)(3) and 85032(h). 
Please see DEIR Sections 2A, 2B and 3. The Delta Plan encourages the 
SWRCB to complete the updated Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan 
flow objectives. However, only the SWRCB has authority to set those 
objectives. The Delta Plan and the EIR therefore cannot project what those 
objectives will be. The Delta Plan and the sources it cites (including 
especially the SWRCB’s 2010 Flow Criteria Report) explains that the flow 
objectives that best advance the coequal goals will be those that bring 
about more natural functional flows within and out of the Delta. See Delta 
Plan, pp. 136 to 142, 155, and sources cited therein. The EIR thus 
assumes, consistent with CEQA, that the SWRCB will adopt updated 
objectives that will advance such a flow regime. The general assumption 
of a more natural flow regime is sufficient for the EIR’s programmatic 
approach. The impacts of the flow objectives are analyzed in greater, 
quantitative detail, in the SWRCB’s Public Draft Substitute 
Environmental Document in Support of Potential Changes to the Water 
Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay-Sacramento/San Joaquin 
Delta Estuary: San Joaquin River Flows and Southern Delta Water 
Quality (December 2012). See Master Response 5 for further discussion. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-36  
Please refer to response to OR110-35. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR110-37  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



OR111 STDCA 

 

 

Response to comment OR111-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR111-2 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR111-3 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR111-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR111-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR111-6  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR111-7  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR111-8  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR111-9 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR111-10 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR111-11 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR111-12 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR111-13 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR111-14 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. See also Master 
Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR111-15 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR111-16 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR111-17 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR111-18 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR111-19 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR111-20 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR111-21 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR111-22 
The proposed BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is 
being evaluated by the Department of Water Resources as the CEQA lead 
agency. The cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in 
combination with the impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in EIR 
Sections 22 and 23. In addition, the Delta Plan must be reviewed at least 
once every five years and may be revised as the Council deems 
appropriate pursuant to Water Code section 85300(c). Hence, the Delta 
Plan would be amended when the BDCP is ready for incorporation. Please 
refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR111-23 
Please refer to the response to comment OR111-22. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR111-24 
The EIR included the 2-Gate project in the Cumulative Analysis because 
the project has not been approved and the Bureau of Reclamation and 
California Department of Water Resources are continuing evaluations of 
alternatives related to the 2-gate project in accordance with information on 
those agencies respective websites. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR111-25 
Comment noted. 
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- n/a - 

 



OR112 WRA of Yolo County 

 

 

Response to comment OR112-1  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR112-2  
Comment noted. 

 



 

OR113 CWRA 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-1  
Please see responses to comments OR113-2 through OR 113-36 and 
Master Response 1.  

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-2  
Following the adoption of the CALFED ROD, the federal and state 
agencies have been implementing individual CALFED projects in 
accordance with the CALFED goals and objectives. Many of the projects 
have been completed and are included in this EIR in the existing 
conditions. Other projects are being evaluated. Those projects that are 
certain, such as projects that were under construction as of the date of the 
Notice of Preparation of this EIR, were included in the No Project 
Alternative (e.g., Contra Costa Canal Fish Screen Program). Projects that 
are less certain of completion because the projects are being evaluated 
(e.g., Fish Screen Project at Sherman and Twitchell Islands) are included 
in the cumulative impacts assessment. Future projects that have not been 
defined are too speculative to be considered in the EIR.  

Response to comment OR113-3  
Please refer to response to comment OR113-2. 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-4 
This EIR is not intended to replace the CALFED Programmatic EIR/EIS 
or to be used for tiered environmental review of future projects previously 
identified by CALFED. 

Response to comment OR113-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Federal and state 
agencies that are signatory to the CALFED ROD are responsible for 
implementation of the ROD commitments. Please refer to responses to 
comments OR113-2 and OR113-4. 

Response to comment OR113-6 
This EIR addresses ongoing programs that were implemented following 
the CALFED ROD as well as other programs implemented by federal and 
state agencies. The programs related to implementation of the Delta Plan 
are described in Appendix D of the EIR. Please refer to responses to 
comments OR113-2, OR113-4, and OR113-5. 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-7  
The Delta Stewardship Council consulted with a wide range of federal and 
state agencies during preparation of the Delta Plan and this EIR. Please 
refer to the Notice of Preparation in Appendix I of the EIR and Master 
Response 2. 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-8  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-9  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR113-10 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The Revised Project, 
which is the November 2012 Final Draft Delta Plan, was analyzed in the 
Recirculated Draft Program EIR (Volume 3 of the Draft Program EIR) 
which was circulated for public review and comment from November 30, 
2012 through January 14, 2013. The Final Draft Delta Plan contains 
performance measures. For example, the performance measures for A 
More Reliable Water Supply for California are found in Chapter 3, 
page 117. Final Draft Delta Plan Chapter 2, Delta Plan, covers Science 
and Adaptive Management on pages 42 to 45. Recommendation G R1 on 
page 61 concerns development by the Delta Stewardship Council’s 
Science Program of a Delta Science Plan.  

Response to comment OR113-11  
Please refer to response to comment OR113-10. 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-12 
Please refer to response to comment OR113-10. 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-13 
Please refer to response to comment OR113-10. 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-14 
Please refer to Master Response 1. Recommendation WR R12 has been 
amended in the Final Draft Delta Plan and now states that the BDCP 
should be completed by December 31, 2014. RDEIR, Appendix C, 
Table C-12, p. C-14; Final Draft Delta Plan, p. 112. 

Response to comment OR113-15  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-16 
Please refer to response to comment OR113-4 and Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR113-17 
The Final Draft Delta Plan (which is the Revised Project analyzed in the 
RDEIR) contains recommendations for actions that contribute to the 
recovery of listed threatened or endangered species and harvest 
management, including: ER R1, ER R5, ER R6, ER R7, and ER R8.  

Response to comment OR113-18  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Please refer to response 
to comment OR113-5 and Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-19  
 Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR113-20  
This is a comment on the Delta Plan, not on the EIR. Please refer to 
response to comment OR113-10.  

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-21  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR113-22  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-23  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR113-24  
Please refer to responses to comment OR113-2, OR113-4, and OR113-5. 
The goals and objectives of the Delta Plan were established by the 
Legislature in the Delta Reform Act. 

Response to comment OR113-25  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-26  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-27  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-28  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Final Draft Delta Plan 
Chapter 2, Delta Plan, covers governance issues.  

Response to comment OR113-29  
Please refer to response to comment OR113-28. 

Response to comment OR113-30  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Final Draft Delta Plan 
Chapter 2, Delta Plan, covers Science and Adaptive Management on 
pages 42 to 45. 

  



 

 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-31  
Please refer to response to comment OR113-30. 

Response to comment OR113-32  
Please refer to response to comment OR113-30. 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-33  
Please refer to response to comment OR113-28. 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR113-34  
Please refer to response to comment OR113-28. 

Response to comment OR113-35  
Please refer to response to comment OR113-28. 

Response to comment OR113-36  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Final Draft Delta Plan 
Chapter 8, Funding Principles to Support the Coequal Goals, covers 
funding and financing principles for the Delta Stewardship Council to use 
in developing a finance plan following adoption of the Delta Plan. 

 



OR115 NRDC et al 

 

 

Response to comment OR115-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR115-2 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR115-3 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR115-4 
Chapter 3 of the Final Draft Delta Plan, which was analyzed in the 
Recirculated Draft PEIR, discusses the meaning of a reliable water supply 
for California. The EIR provides, as required by CEQA Guidelines section 
15124(b), “[a]statement of objectives sought” by the Delta Plan (see 
RDPEIR at 2-25). Regarding the analysis of the Delta Plan’s ability to 
meet the coequal goals, please see Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR115-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR115-6 
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR115-7 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR115-8 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR115-9 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR115-10 
The EIR analyzes the Delta Plan’s significant adverse impacts on the 
environment. It provides a general description, sufficient to provide 
context for its program-level analysis, of the existing conditions in 
Sections 3 through 21 of the DEIR, including Delta inflows and outflows, 
but does not analyze the impacts of current operations and programs 
except, as discussed in Master Response 1, as part of the No Project 
alternative. Regarding the EIR’s comparison to the alternatives to the 
Final Draft Delta Plan, please refer to Master Response 3.  

Response to comment OR115-11 
The SWRCB’s 2010 Final Report on Development of Flow Criteria for 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Ecosystem was used throughout 
preparation of the EIR and has been added to the list of major sources of 
information and reference list in Section 4 of the Draft Program EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR115-12 
Many reports and data sets from the San Francisco Estuary Project were 
used in preparation of the EIR, as indicated in the references for Section 4. 

Response to comment OR115-13 
Regarding the EIR’s analysis of alternatives to the Final Staff Draft Delta 
Plan, please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR115-14 
Habitat degradation in Suisun Marsh is discussed at level of detail 
sufficient to support the EIR’s program-level analysis, in Section 4.3.2 of 
the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment OR115-15 
Section 7 of the EIR recognizes that even with the development of local 
and regional supplies encouraged by Delta Plan policies, reductions in the 
availability of Delta water to certain users may cause the long-term 
fallowing of agricultural land and its conversion to other uses (DEIR at 
7-27). 

Response to comment OR115-16 
The text at DEIR section 4.4.5 refers to the impacts of the construction 
and operation of new surface water projects, with respect to which 
Alternative 1A and the Final Draft Delta plan (known as the Revised 
Project) are equivalent. By contrast, the text on page ES-4 refers to the 
operations of the existing Delta water systems. The commenter is correct 
that with respect to operations of the existing system, Alternative 1A is 
likely to have greater environmental impacts than the Revised Project, as 
the RDPEIR recognizes at page 25-7. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR115-17 
Regarding Alternative 2 and the selection of the environmentally superior 
alternative, please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR115-18 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR115-19 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



OR116 PGE 

 

 

Response to comment OR116-1  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR116-2  
The integration of energy use and water supplies are considered in 
Sections 20 and 24 of the EIR and in Master Response 5. The integration 
of the Delta Plan and future energy supplies is expanded in the Final Draft 
Delta Plan and the Revised Project evaluated in the Recirculated Draft 
Program EIR. 

Response to comment OR116-3  
Comment noted. 

 



OR117 Restore the Delta 

 

 

Response to comment OR117-1  
Please refer to responses to comments OR118, OR95, OR102, OR108, 
LO185, LO229, and LO195. 

Response to comment OR117-2  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR117-3  
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR117-4  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR117-5  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR117-6  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR117-7  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR117-8 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR117-9  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The Draft Program EIR 
was prepared prior to completion of the Delta Protection Commission's 
Economic Sustainability Plan. The Final Draft Delta Plan evaluated in the 
Recirculated Draft Program EIR addressed information from the adopted 
Economic Sustainability Plan. 

Response to comment OR117-10  
Please refer to the responses to the preceding comments. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



 

OR118 Env Advocates 

 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR118-1 
Please refer to responses to comments OR118-2 through OR118-8. 

Response to comment OR118-2 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR118-3 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR118-4 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR118-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

 

Response to comment OR118-6 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Climate change is 
analyzed in Section 21 of this EIR.  

Response to comment OR118-7 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR118-8 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



OR119 CMUA 

 

 

Response to comment OR119-1  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR119-2  
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR119-3  
Comment noted. 

 



OR121 Rich Atwater 

 

 

Response to comment OR121-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR121-2 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Please see Master 
Response 5 for a description of Delta Plan Policy WR P1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR121-3 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR121-4 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR121-5 
The proposed BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is 
being evaluated by the Department of Water Resources as the CEQA lead 
agency. Please refer to Master Response 1. Section 3 of the EIR considers 
whether the Delta Plan and the alternatives would alter water supply 
availability to users. This analysis looks at the overall water supply, not 
solely the availability of water exported from the Delta. Similarly, the 
Delta Reform Act requires the Delta Plan to advance coequal goals, 
including “providing a more reliable water supply for California” (Water 
Code §§ 29702(a), 85300(a)). Again, the coequal goals focus on the 
reliability of the state’s overall water supply. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR121-6 
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR121-7 
Comment noted. 

 



I91 Terry Spragg 

 

 

Response to comment I91-1  
The Proposed Project and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3, as described in 
Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR, were developed in accordance with 
the framework of the Delta Plan. The Delta Plan, and specifically these 
alternatives, does not direct the construction of specific projects, nor 
would projects be implemented under the direct authority of the Delta 
Stewardship Council. Rather, the Delta Plan seeks to improve water 
supply reliability, Delta ecosystem restoration, Delta enhancement, water 
quality improvement, and Delta flood risk reduction projects by 
encouraging various actions which, if taken by other agencies and entities, 
could lead to construction and/or operation of projects. Therefore, the 
Delta Plan and the Proposed Project and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 to 
implement the Delta Plan do not specify materials, equipment, 
construction methods, locations of facilities, or specific operations of 
facilities. The Draft Program EIR describes general types of construction 
activities without specifically analyzing future construction projects which 
will be evaluated in environmental documentation completed by other 
agencies that recommend the projects. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 



I92 Brian Smith 

 

 

Response to comment I92-1 
Please see Master Response 1, which discusses the relationship of BDCP 
and the Delta Plan. 

Response to comment I92-2 
The Delta Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, activities, 
and/or projects of other agencies – the details of which are under the 
jurisdiction and authority of the individual agencies that will propose them 
in the future. Lead agencies that propose a covered action that occurs in 
part or in whole within the Delta or Suisun Marsh would need to develop 
the project to be consistent with the Delta Plan which includes policies to 
improve the Delta ecosystem. 

Response to comment I92-3 
As described in the Delta Plan, the Delta Stewardship Council will be 
implementing an adaptive management program to develop, implement, 
and update the Delta Plan and to determine the best available science used 
in support of the Delta Plan actions. 

Response to comment I92-4 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I92-5 
Comment noted. 



 

I93 Gary Arant 

 

 

Response to comment I93-1 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 



I95 Clare Spensley 

 

 

Response to comment I95-1  
Comment noted. 



I96 William Brooks 

 

 

Response to comment I96-1 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I96-2 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I96-3 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I96-4 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I96-5  
As described in Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR, the Proposed 
Project and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 encourage users of Delta water 
to reduce reliance on the Delta, in accordance with the Delta Reform Act, 
through implementation of water use efficiency program and local and 
regional water supplies, including modification of plumbing fixtures and 
irrigation systems, as described in Subsections 2.2.1.7 of the Draft 
Program EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I96-6 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I96-7 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

 



I97 Andrew Glass 

 

 

Response to comment I97-1 
As described in Subsection 2.3.5 of the Draft Program EIR, Alternative 2 
includes development of a large reservoir in the Tulare Lake bed. 

 



I98 Burt Wilson 

 

 

Response to comment I98-1 
Please see Master Response 1, which discusses the relationship of BDCP 
and the Delta Plan. 



I99 Richard Smith 

 

 

Response to comment I99-1 
Comment noted. 

 



I100 Robert Pyke 

 

 

Response to comment I100-1  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I100-2  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The Final Draft Delta 
Plan, which is analyzed in the Recirculated Draft PEIR, contains 
performance measures to gauge the Delta Plan’s furtherance of the 
coequal goals. Regarding the adequacy of the EIR’s description of the 
Project, please refer to Master Response 2.  

  



 

 

Response to comment I100-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I100-4  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I100-5  
Because the Delta Stewardship Council cannot direct the construction of 
specific projects nor would the projects be implemented under the direct 
authority of the Council, it is difficult to identify specific future projects, 
including their location. Due to this uncertainty and the programmatic 
nature of the EIR, it is not appropriate to speculate regarding details of 
future project-specific impacts or to attempt to quantify their impacts. 
Analyses associated with specific projects will provide such project-level 
details as they become available. For further discussion of the EIR’s 
approach to the analysis of environmental impacts, and the level of detail 
provided in those analyses, please see Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I100-6 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I100-7 
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



I101 Robert Pyke 

 

 

Response to comment I101-1 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I101-2 
The EIR analyzes the Delta Plan’s significant adverse impacts on the 
environment. It provides a general description of existing conditions, 
including concerns about sea level rise (e.g., DPEIR at 2A-89), but does 
not analyze the impacts of climate change on the existing environment. 

Response to comment I101-3 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The Final Draft Delta 
Plan includes performance measures to gauge the Plan’s furtherance of the 
coequal goals. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I101-4 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.  

Response to comment I101-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.  

  



 

 

Response to comment I101-6 
As revised in the Final Delta Plan, Policy RR P2 requires new residential 
development of five or more parcels outside of defined urban and 
urbanizing areas and Legacy Communities to be protected through 
floodproofing. Please see Section 2 of this FEIR for the complete text of 
the policy. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I101-7 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I101-8 
The EIR analyzes the impacts of the Delta Plan and provides mitigation 
for those impacts; it does not analyze or mitigate the impacts of ongoing 
operations and programs in the Delta (except through its analysis of the 
No Project Alternative, as described in Master Response 1). The Delta 
Plan is intended to further the coequal goals, which encompass reducing 
flood risk. This is, therefore, a comment on the project, not on the EIR.  

Response to comment I101-9 
To the extent that this comment concerns the merits of the Delta Plan, it is 
a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Regarding the EIR’s 
assumption that the Delta Plan will be implemented, please see Master 
Response 2. 

Response to comment I101-10  
Regarding the EIR’s approach to analysis of environmental impacts, 
including those of the specific projects named in the Delta Plan, please see 
Master Response 2. To the extent this comment concerns the merits of the 
Delta Plan, it is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I101-11 
Please see Master Response 2. As described in Section 2B of the Draft 
Program EIR, the Delta Stewardship Council does not propose or 
contemplate directly authorizing any physical activities. Rather, through 
the Delta Plan, the Delta Stewardship Council seeks to influence the 
actions, activities, and/or projects of other agencies, the details of which 
would be under the jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will 
propose them in the future and conduct future environmental review. To 
the extent known, projects that may be encouraged by the Delta Plan are 
named in the EIR. In addition, types of projects that may be encouraged 
by the Delta Plan are identified. Accordingly, in the absence of specific 
proposed physical projects, this EIR makes a good faith effort to disclose 
the potentially significant environmental effects of the types of projects 
that may be encouraged by the Delta Plan and to identify program-level 
mitigation measures. Impacts on each of the potentially affected resources 
areas are analyzed at a program level in Sections 3 through 21 of this EIR. 
In terms of Delta flood risk, the EIR determined that potential impacts 
from projects encouraged by the Delta Plan could be significant in impacts 
5-1, 5-2, 5-4, and 5-5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I101-12 
Please see Master Response 2 and the response to comment I102-11. As 
described on page 2B-3 of the Draft Program EIR, analogous information 
from referenced EIRs and EISs were used to provide information about 
potential impacts and mitigation measures. 



 

 

Response to comment I101-13  
Please refer to Master Response 2 and the response to comment I101-12 
regarding the EIR’s use of analogous projects in its analysis of 
environmental impacts. The proposed BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable 
future project that is not part of the Delta Plan. It is being evaluated by the 
Department of Water Resources as the CEQA lead agency. The 
cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the 
impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in EIR Sections 22 and 23. 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I101-14  
Under CEQA, an EIR must analyze a project’s significant adverse impacts 
on the physical environment, regardless of whether the project would also 
have environmental or other benefits. As described page 5-11 of the 
Recirculated Draft Program EIR, constructing setback levees or relocating 
levees could remove some water storage space from the floodplain by 
replacing areas currently within the floodplain with larger levees. 
Construction of new levees could cause water to accumulate on the land 
side of the new levee rather than against the original levee and flood areas 
not previously at risk of flooding. Therefore, although modified or new 
levees could provide benefits to some areas, other areas could have more 
potential flood risk than under existing conditions; and these impacts 
could potentially be significant. 

Response to comment I101-15  
The Delta Plan would not change the physical condition of agricultural 
drainage as compared to existing conditions. CEQA requires the EIR to 
consider all of the Delta Plan’s potential adverse environmental impacts, 
included those related to runoff and drainage; its analysis does not assume 
“conventional” drainage systems. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I101-16 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I101-17 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I101-18  
The EIR addresses the Delta Plan’s potential impacts related to flood risk 
in the delta using thresholds developed from Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines, as described in Master Response 2. The inclusion of 
thresholds for which the Delta Plan will not have an impact does not 
undermine that analysis. Furthermore, inundation by seiche in the Delta 
resulting from a seismic event is an actual risk. 

Response to comment I101-19  
As described in Subsection 2.3 of Section 2B and in Master Response 4, 
agencies undertaking covered actions must incorporate mitigation 
measures identified in the EIR into any covered action in order for any 
such covered action to be consistent with the Delta Plan. However, given 
the variety of covered actions, it is frequently not clear that the identified 
measures will be fully feasible and effective for every possible action. 
Moreover, for noncovered actions, the Delta Stewardship Council lacks 
authority to require that other agencies to adopt any particular mitigation. 
For these reasons, the Draft Program EIR concludes that each potentially 
significant environmental impact will be significant and unavoidable. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I101-20  
Please see the responses to the preceding comments. 

Response to comment I101-21  
Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the level of detail provided 
for the analysis of alternatives. 

Response to comment I101-22  
Please refer to Master Response No. 3. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I101-23  
Regarding the development and selection of alternatives for consideration 
in the EIR, please refer to Master Response 3.  

  



 

 

Response to comment I101-24  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I101-25  
Please see Master Response 3 regarding the selection of the 
environmentally superior alternative. Regarding Alternative 3, the quoted 
paragraph is consistent with the EIR’s description of the alternative, which 
would focus levee improvements on agricultural land and provide less 
emphasis to protecting other land uses (see DPEIR at 2A-103). As 
discussed in Master Response 3 and Section 25 of the Recirculated Draft 
PEIR, the Revised Project (the Final Draft Delta Plan) is environmentally 
superior to Alternative 2 because Alternative 2 would cause more 
uncertainty regarding water supply and more conversion of agricultural 
land to non-agricultural uses than the Revised Project. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I101-26  
Regarding the level of detail provided in the EIR, please refer to Master 
Response 2. The portion of this comment concerning the merits of the 
Delta Plan is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I101-27  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Regarding the EIR’s 
treatment of the benefits of projects under the Delta Plan, please see 
response to comment I101-14. 

Response to comment I101-28  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Regarding the EIR’s 
treatment of the benefits of projects under the Delta Plan, please see 
response to comment I101-14. 

Response to comment I101-29 
Please see responses to the preceding comments on the listed topics. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I101-30  
Please see responses to comments I101-23 and I101-25. 

Response to comment I101-31  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I101-32  
Comment noted. 
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- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



I102 John Armanino 

 

 

Response to comment I102-1 
As described in Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR, the Proposed 
Project and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 encourage users of Delta water 
to reduce reliance on the Delta, in accordance with the Delta Reform Act, 
through implementation of water use efficiency program and local and 
regional water supplies, including additional storage and expanded 
groundwater projects, as described in Subsections 2.2.1.2.4 and 2.2.1.3, 
respectively, of the Draft Program EIR. The Proposed Project and 
Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 do not contain any recommendations 
concerning new water facilities to convey water through the Delta, such as 
the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP), which is likely to be a major 
project involving large-scale improvements in water conveyance and 
large-scale ecosystem restorations in the Delta. The Proposed Project and 
Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 do recommend that agencies involved in 
BDCP complete the study. When completed, BDCP must be incorporated 
into the Delta Plan if it meets certain statutory requirements. Water Code 
section 85320 establishes a process for incorporation of the BDCP into the 
Delta Plan. 

 



I103 Lowell Jarvis 

 

 

Response to comment I103-1 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I103-2 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I103-3 
Hearings were held to receive comments on the Draft Program EIR in the 
Sacramento Valley in Sacramento and Willows. 

Response to comment I103-4 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Also, please refer to 
Master Response 2. 

Response to comment I103-5 
The Delta Plan encourages the SWRCB to complete the updated 
Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan flow objectives. However, only the 
SWRCB has authority to set those objectives. The Delta Plan and the EIR 
therefore cannot project what those objectives will be. The Delta Plan and 
the sources it cites (including especially the SWRCB’s 2010 Flow Criteria 
Report) explains that the flow objectives that best advance the coequal 
goals will be those that bring about more natural functional flows within 
and out of the Delta. See Delta Plan, pp. 136 to 142, 155, and sources cited 
therein. The EIR thus assumes, consistent with CEQA, that the SWRCB 
will adopt updated objectives that will advance such a flow regime. The 
general assumption of a more natural flow regime is sufficient for the 
EIR’s programmatic approach. The impacts of the flow objectives are 
analyzed in greater, quantitative detail, in the SWRCB’s Public Draft 
Substitute Environmental Document in Support of Potential Changes to 
the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay-
Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta Estuary: San Joaquin River Flows and 
Southern Delta Water Quality (December 2012). See Master Response 5 
for further discussion. Neither the Delta Reform Act nor the Delta Plan 
affect water rights (Water Code §§ 85031, 85032(i)). Similarly, the 
SWRCB’s update of the flow objectives will not directly affect water 
rights. Please see Master Response 5 for further discussion of the EIR’s 
analysis of the protections for exiting water uses and users. These 
protections are included in all of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR. The 
hydroelectric power generation at the SWP and CVP reservoirs is 
primarily used to convey SWP and CVP water. Water releases from the 
SWP and CVP reservoirs could continue to generate electricity, although 
in a different time of the year, and could be used to meet a portion of 



California's energy supply. Also, if less water is conveyed through the Delta by 
SWP and CVP, than there would be less demand for energy for conveyance of this 
water. The Delta Plan does not direct or encourage reservoir operations that would 
increase the risk of flooding in upstream locations, nor does it direct or encourage 
reservoir operations designed solely to protect the Delta from flooding. As stated on 
page 131 of the Delta Plan, “DWR is leading a System Reoperation Task Force with 
Reclamation, USACE, and other State, federal, and local agencies to study and 
assess opportunities for reoperating existing reservoir and conveyance facilities to 
improve flood protection and capture of available water runoff, particularly in the 
context of climate change.” 

  



 

 

Response to comment I103-6  
The proposed BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is not 
part of the Delta Plan. It is being evaluated by the Department of Water 
Resources as the CEQA lead agency. As described in Section 23 of the 
Recirculated Draft Program EIR, if completed and approved by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the BDCP must be considered 
by the Delta Stewardship Council and included in the Delta Plan as 
required by the Delta Reform Act (Water Code section 85320 
et seq.).Water Code section 85320 establishes a process for incorporation 
of the BDCP into the Delta Plan, including a requirement that the BDCP 
complies with the requirements for preparation of an Natural Community 
Conservation Plan (NCCP) (Chapter 10 [commencing with Section 2800] 
of Division 3 of the Fish and Game Code) which generally includes a 
monitoring program. Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I103-7 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I103-8 
As described in Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR, the Delta Plan and 
all the alternatives encourage users of Delta water to reduce reliance on 
the Delta, in accordance with the Delta Reform Act, through 
implementation of water use efficiency program and local and regional 
water supplies, including future desalination facilities and recycled water 
and stormwater reuse projects, as described in Subsection 2.2.1.4 and 
2.2.1.5, respectively, of the Draft Program EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I103-9 
Comment noted. 
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No comments 
- n/a - 

 



I104 Diana Wood 

 

 

Response to comment I104-1 
Comment noted. 

 



I105 Robert Pope 

 

 

Response to comment I105-1 
Please refer to Master Response 1, which discusses the relationship of 
BDCP to the Delta Plan. 

 



I106 Mark Pruner 

 

 

Response to comment I106-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I106-2 
Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 3, which discuss the project 
description and the process by which the Council will evaluate 
comparatively the ability of the project and alternatives to meet the project 
objectives. Also, the EIR evaluates potential environmental impacts to 
resources in the Delta, as noted in response I106-3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I106-3 
The Draft Program EIR discussed various aspects of the community issues 
in Section 6, Land Use and Planning; Section 7, Agricultural and Forest 
Resources; Section 8, Visual Resources; Section 10, Cultural Resources; 
and Section 18, Recreation. 

Response to comment I106-4 
Comment noted. 

 



I107 Wally Baumgartner 

 

 

Response to comment I107-1  
As described in Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR, the Proposed 
Project and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 encourage users of Delta water 
to reduce reliance on the Delta, in accordance with the Delta Reform Act, 
through implementation of water use efficiency program and local and 
regional water supplies, including future desalination facilities, as 
described in Subsection 2.2.1.4 of the Draft Program EIR. The Proposed 
Project and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 do not contain any 
recommendations concerning new water facilities to convey water through 
the Delta, such as the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP), which is 
likely to be a major project involving large-scale improvements in water 
conveyance and large-scale ecosystem restorations in the Delta. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



I108 Hirshel Mattingly 

 

 

Response to comment I108-1 
The Stockton Delta Water Supply Project was included in the No Project 
Alternative. The Stockton Delta Water Supply Project and the Woodland-
Davis Water Supply Project were included in the evaluation in the Draft 
Program EIR as example EIRs. The acknowledgement of the development 
of new water supply projects including the others mentioned in this 
comment, throughout California in combination with the Proposed Project 
or Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, or 3 could result in significant adverse 
cumulative impacts that could degrade water quality, reduce potential 
water supplies, and degrade habitat, as described in Subsections 22.2.1 and 
22.2.2 of the Draft Program EIR. However, because the Proposed Project 
or Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 also would encourage development of 
water use efficiency and local and regional water supplies that would 
reduce reliance on the Delta, it was determined that these alternatives 
would have a less than cumulatively considerable impact. In particular, the 
Proposed Project and Revised Project would not result in more Delta 
diversions so would not contribute to any cumulative impact of future 
north of Delta diversion. 

Response to comment I108-2 
As described in Subsection 1.4 of the Draft Program EIR, the Delta Plan is 
being developed for adoption by the Delta Stewardship Council, which is 
a State agency, and therefore, the analysis only involves California 
Environmental Quality Act analysis. If the Delta Stewardship Council 
adopts the Delta Plan pursuant to the federal Coastal Zone Management 
Act of 1972, the Delta Stewardship Council will submit the Delta Plan to 
the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Commerce for consideration 
under the Coastal Zone Management Act. At this time, there is no federal 
lead agency because, until the Delta Plan is adopted by the Delta 
Stewardship Council, no federal action will be formally requested. As 
described in Section 1 of the EIR, the EIR is being prepared to be 
consistent with most of the requirements of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) in anticipation that a federal agency will consider this 
document in preparation of a NEPA environmental analysis for the 
application of the Delta Plan to be considered part of the Coastal Zone 
Management Plan in California. This would occur in the future after 
adoption of the Delta Plan. 

Both Section 3 of the EIR and Chapter 3 of the Delta Plan discuss the 
Central Valley Project and federal involvement in California’s water 



resources. The project analyzed in this EIR is the proposed Delta Plan, which 
includes Chapter 8, Funding Principles to Achieve the Coequal Goals. As stated on 
page 308 of the Final Draft Delta Plan, “[t]he Council proposes to initiate 
development of a finance plan following adopting of the Delta Plan.” The Guiding 
Principles of the future finance plan are described on pages 308 to 309, and three 
funding recommendations are stated on page 310. Please refer to Master 
Response 2. The Delta Plan must be reviewed at least once every five years and 
may be revised as the Council deems appropriate pursuant to Water Code section 
85300(c). 

  



 

 

Response to comment I108-3  
The Proposed Project and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3, as described in 
Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR, were developed in accordance with 
the framework of the Delta Plan. The Delta Plan, and specifically these 
alternatives, does not direct the construction of specific projects, nor 
would projects be implemented under the direct authority of the Delta 
Stewardship Council. Rather, the Delta Plan seeks to improve water 
supply reliability, Delta ecosystem restoration, Delta enhancement, water 
quality improvement, and Delta flood risk reduction projects by 
encouraging various actions which, if taken by other agencies and entities, 
could lead to construction and/or operation of projects. The implementing 
agencies would consider the costs and benefits of future projects. 

Response to comment I108-4  
Please refer to response to Comment I108-1. 

Response to comment I108-5  
Please refer to response to Comment I108-2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I108-6  
Please refer to response to Comment I108-3. 

 



I109 Sacramento transcript 

 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I109-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I109-2 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I109-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I109-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, the proposed 
BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is being evaluated by 
the Department of Water Resources as the CEQA lead agency. The 
cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the 
impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in EIR Sections 22 and 23. 
The Delta Plan must be reviewed at least once every five years and may be 
revised as the Council deems appropriate pursuant to Water Code section 
85300(c). Hence, the Delta Plan would be amended when the BDCP is 
ready for incorporation. See Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I109-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, Section 3 of 
the EIR addresses water resources, including water supply reliability. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I109-6  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, the proposed 
Delta Plan analyzed in the EIR includes Chapter 8, Funding Principles to 
Achieve the Coequal Goals. As stated on page 308 of the Final Draft Delta 
Plan, “[t]he Council proposes to initiate development of a finance plan 
following adopting of the Delta Plan.” The Guiding Principles for the 
future finance plan are described on pages 308 to 309, and three funding 
recommendations are stated on page 310. Please refer to Master Response 
2. The Delta Plan must be reviewed at least once every five years and may 
be revised as the Council deems appropriate pursuant to Water Code 
section 85300(c). 

Response to comment I109-7 
Please refer to the response to comment I109-4. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I109-8 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I109-9 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I109-10  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I109-11 
Please refer to Master Response 3 for a discussion of alternatives, 
including proposals that informed each alternative. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I109-12 
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I109-13 
The Delta Plan assumes that water supply agencies would be encouraged 
to reduce reliance on the Delta water through implementation of local and 
regional water supplies, including water use efficiency, water recycling, 
desalination, water transfers, and groundwater conjunctive use programs 
to meet water demands projected in existing general plans. As discussed in 
Section 3 of the EIR, such programs should offset reductions in water 
diverted from the Delta. The potential for secondary impacts associated 
with the potential for reduced water supplies for some users is discussed in 
Master Response 5. 

Response to comment I109-14 
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I109-15 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I109-16 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I109-17 
The Delta Plan and the other alternatives only included recommendations 
for completion of the BDCP but not conveyance alternatives. The 
proposed BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is being 
evaluated by the Department of Water Resources as the CEQA lead 
agency. The cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in 
combination with the impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in EIR 
Sections 22 and 23. The Delta Plan must be reviewed at least once every 
five years and may be revised as the Council deems appropriate pursuant 
to Water Code section 85300(c). Hence, the Delta Plan would be amended 
when the BDCP is ready for incorporation. Please refer to Master 
Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I109-18 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I109-19 
The level of detail in the existing conditions section of Section 3, Water 
Resources, and Section 21, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, is adequate for the programmatic analysis provided by this 
EIR. See Master Response 2. In addition, Section 21 does address sea 
level rise, although not at the local level of detail referenced in this 
comment. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I109-20 
The level of detail in the existing conditions section of Section 3, Water 
Resources, and Section 11, Geology and Soils, is adequate for the 
programmatic analysis provided by this EIR. Please refer to Master 
Response 2. The EIR did not address Delta conveyance options, as 
described in the response to comment I109-17. 

Response to comment I109-21 
Please refer to the response to comment I109-17. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I109-22 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I109-23 
The proposed BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is 
being evaluated by the Department of Water Resources as the CEQA lead 
agency. The cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in 
combination with the impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in EIR 
Sections 22 and 23. The Delta Plan must be reviewed at least once every 
five years and may be revised as the Council deems appropriate pursuant 
to Water Code section 85300(c). Hence, the Delta Plan would be amended 
when the BDCP is ready for incorporation. See Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



I110 Sacramento transcript 

 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I110-1 
The EIR has been revised to correct mistakes in geographic labels 
specifically identified in comments. Please see the response to comments 
I93-1 and LO200-24 as examples.  



 

 

Response to comment I110-2  
The terms "Hidden Harbor" and "Snug Harbor" were not used in 
Section 6, Land Use and Planning, or Section 18, Recreation, of the Draft 
Program EIR, or in any portions of Sections 1 through 26 of the EIR. See 
also response to comment I110-1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I110-3 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I110-4  
These references are related to the Fifth Staff Draft Delta Plan. This is a 
comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I110-5  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I110-6  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, potential 
future ocean desalination projects were considered in the Proposed 
Project, Revised Project, and Alternatives 1A, 2, and 3 of the EIR, 
although neither the Delta Plan nor the alternatives mandate the use of 
specific technologies at this programmatic level. See Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I110-7 
Please refer to Master Response 3 for a discussion of alternatives, 
including proposals that informed each alternative. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I110-8  
Please refer to Master Response 3 for a discussion of alternatives, 
including proposals that informed each alternative. In addition, the Delta 
Plan would provide for more aggressive levee design criteria than 
provided for under PL84-99 criteria. 

Response to comment I110-9  
The assumes that water supply agencies would be encouraged to reduce 
reliance on the Delta water through implementation of local and regional 
water supplies, including water use efficiency, water recycling, 
desalination, water transfers, and groundwater conjunctive use programs 
to meet water demands projected in existing general plans. As discussed in 
Section 3 of the EIR, such programs should offset reductions in water 
diverted from the Delta. The Proposed Project and Alternatives 1A, 2, 
and 3 of the EIR also considered potential actions to encourage 
development of local and regional water supplies, ocean desalination, and 
increased water use efficiency and conservation. 

Response to comment I110-10 
Please refer to response to comment I110-9. As described in Section 3 of 
the EIR, the Delta Plan will have less than significant impacts on water 
supplies due in part to measures including those identified in this 
comment. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I110-11  
The EIR does not analyze Delta conveyance options. The proposed BDCP 
is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is being evaluated by the 
Department of Water Resources as the CEQA lead agency. The 
cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the 
impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in EIR Sections 22 and 23. 
The Delta Plan must be reviewed at least once every five years and may be 
revised as the Council deems appropriate pursuant to Water Code section 
85300(c). Hence, the Delta Plan would be amended when the BDCP is 
ready for incorporation. Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I110-12  
Please refer to the response to comment I110-11. 

Response to comment I110-13  
Please refer to the response to comment I110-11. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



I111 San Diego transcript 

 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-1  
Please refer to the responses to Draft Program EIR Comment Number 
LO216. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-2  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I111-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I111-5  
The coequal are defined in Water Code section 85054. The project 
objectives, which were corrected to conform the wording to the Delta 
Reform Act, are stated in subsection 2.1.9, page 2-25, of the RDEIR. 
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-6  
Section 2A of the DEIR provides a summary of the proposed project and 
the alternatives. The summary highlights differences between the 
proposed project and each alternative and minimizes redundancy on 
common elements. Each resources section of the EIR provides a detailed 
analysis of each alternative compared to the project. An additional 
alternative, the Revised Project, was analyzed in the RDEIR. Please refer 
to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I111-7  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-8  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I111-9  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-10  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-11  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I111-12  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I111-13  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-14  
The Final Draft Delta Plan (the Revised Project) was issued in November 
2012 and was analyzed in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR (Volume 3 
of the Draft Program EIR), which was circulated for public review and 
comment from November 30, 2012 through January 14, 2013. Please refer 
to response to comment I111-5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-15  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-16  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-17  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Please refer to Master 
Response 1 regarding the covered action review process. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-18  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-19  
Please refer to Master Response 2 and Final Draft Delta Plan, Chapter 7, 
Reduce Risk to People, Property, and State Interests in the Delta. 
Economic impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and 
are not analyzed in the EIR. CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131.  

 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-20  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I111-21  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-22  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I111-23  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-24  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Policy WR P1 has been 
amended in the Final Draft Delta Plan to state that water shall not be 
exported from, transferred through, or used in the Delta under conditions 
that include failure of water suppliers to contribute to reduced reliance on 
the Delta and to improve regional self reliance. RDEIR, Appendix C, 
Table C-11, page C-3; Final Draft Delta Plan, page 108. 
Recommendations WR R1 through WR R5 regarding local water 
management plans have been amended in the Final Draft Delta Plan to 
require compliance with water management planning laws and regulations 
and calling for preparation of State guidance for expanded local water 
reliability elements for water suppliers that use Delta Water. Final Draft 
Delta Plan, p. 109; RDEIR, Appendix C, Table C-12, pp. C-12 to C-13.  

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-25 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-26  
It is understood that the Delta water which has lower salinity than local 
supplies (e.g., recycled water) or other existing supplies (e.g., Colorado 
River water) and that Delta water currently is used to reduce the salinity of 
the other local and regional supplies prior to use for groundwater recharge. 
The PEIR alternatives assume that more extensive treatment, such as 
desalination of recycled water or other water supplies, would be 
implemented to increase the use of local and regional water supplies with 
less Delta water if reliance on Delta water is reduced. 

Response to comment I111-27  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-28  
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

Response to comment I111-29  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I111-30  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I111-31  
This is a comment on the Project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



I112 Pasadena transcript 

 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-1  
The Final EIR includes the Recirculated Draft Program EIR, which 
included an evaluation of the Final Staff Draft Delta Plan. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-2  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-3 
The Delta Plan assumes that water supply agencies would be encouraged 
to reduce reliance on the Delta water through implementation of local and 
regional water supplies, including water use efficiency, water recycling, 
desalination, water transfers, and groundwater conjunctive use programs 
to meet water demands projected in existing general plans. As discussed in 
Section 3 of the EIR, such programs should offset reductions in water 
diverted from the Delta. The potential for secondary impacts associated 
with the potential for reduced water supplies for some users is discussed in 
Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-4  
Responses to comments on the Draft Program EIR are included in the 
Final Program EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-5  
Please refer to the response to comment I112-4. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-6 
Please refer to the response to comment I112-3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-7  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, economic 
impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and are not 
analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131). See also 
Master Response 2.  

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-8  
Please refer to the response to comment I112-7. 

Response to comment I112-9  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-10  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, please refer 
to Master Response 1 for a discussion of covered actions. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-11 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-12 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I112-13 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Recommendation RR 
R1 in the Revised Project addresses emergency preparedness and response 
in the Delta. Please refer to Master Response 3 for a discussion of 
alternatives. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-14  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-15  
Comment noted. Please refer to the response to comment I112-13. 

Response to comment I112-16  
Comment noted. Please refer to responses to letter OR121. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-17 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-18  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-19  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I112-20  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, the proposed 
BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is being evaluated by 
the Department of Water Resources as the CEQA lead agency. The 
cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the 
impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in EIR Sections 22 and 23. 
The Delta Plan must be reviewed at least once every five years and may be 
revised as the Council deems appropriate pursuant to Water Code section 
85300(c). Hence, the Delta Plan would be amended when the BDCP is 
ready for incorporation. Please see the response to comment I112-3 
regarding water supply reliability. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-21  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, the proposed 
BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is being evaluated by 
the Department of Water Resources as the CEQA lead agency. The 
cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the 
impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in EIR Sections 22 and 23. 
The Delta Plan must be reviewed at least once every five years and may be 
revised as the Council deems appropriate pursuant to Water Code section 
85300(c). Hence, the Delta Plan would be amended when the BDCP is 
ready for incorporation. Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I112-22  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-23 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I112-24 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-25 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I112-26 
Please refer to the response to comment I112-21. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-27 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, Section 5 of 
the EIR addresses flood risk. 

Response to comment I112-28 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, Section 3 of 
the EIR addresses water resources, including water supply reliability. 

Response to comment I112-29 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-30 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-31 
Please refer to the response to comment I112-21 regarding the BDCP. 

Response to comment I112-32 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-33 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-34 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, the Delta 
Plan’s requirement regarding Urban Water Management Plans reflects the 
requirement found in section 10620 of the Water Code.  

Response to comment I112-35 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-36  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-37  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I112-38  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-39 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I112-40 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, Section 3 of 
the EIR addresses water resources, including water supply reliability. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-41 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, Section 3 of 
the EIR addresses water resources, including water supply reliability. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-42 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, Section 5 of 
the EIR addresses flood risk. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-43 
Reliable water supply is defined in the Delta Reform Act to include 
meeting the needs for reasonable and beneficial uses of water, sustaining 
the economic vitality of the State, and improving water quality to protect 
human health and the environment (Water Code § 85302(d)(1)-(3)). Please 
refer to Final Draft Delta Plan, Chapter 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-44  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I112-45  
Compliance with the public trust doctrine is required by the Delta Reform 
Act, as recognized in Water Code sections 85022(c)(3) and 85032(h). 
Please see DEIR Sections 2A and 2B. Economic impacts are not effects on 
the environment under CEQA, however, and are not analyzed in the EIR 
(CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131). See also Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I112-46  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
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No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I113-1 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I113-2  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I113-3 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I113-4 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I113-5  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I113-6  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Environmental stressors 
are discussed in the EIR. Please refer to the existing conditions in 
Sections 3 through 21 of the DEIR, such as deteriorating water quality and 
other stressors in Section 4.3.2.1, Factors Affecting the Delta Ecosystem. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I113-7 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I113-8  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I113-9  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
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No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-1  
The Draft Program EIR discusses the use of desalination as one of the 
reliable water supply actions that would be encouraged under the Delta 
Plan. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-2  
Please refer to response to comment I114-1. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-4  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-5 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-6 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-7  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I114-8  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-9 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-10  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I114-11  
Please refer to response to comment I114-1. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-12  
The Final Draft Delta Plan and the Recirculated Draft EIR report that the 
Economic Sustainability Plan is complete. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-13  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I114-14  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-15 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-16  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-17  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I114-18  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-19 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-20  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-21  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.  

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-22  
Please refer to response to comment I114-1. The EIR and Delta Plan 
additionally discuss recycled water as a potential source of local and 
regional water supplies. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-23  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I114-24  
The Delta Plan does not include any policies or recommendation regarding 
a new facility that would convey water from the Delta to the south. Please 
refer to Master Response 1 regarding the Delta Plan’s relationship to the 
Bay Delta Conservation Plan, which may involve such a facility. 

Response to comment I114-25  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-26  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-27  
Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the level of detail provided in 
the description of the alternatives to the project.  

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-28 
The EIR relies on hundreds of documents as sources for its analyses, 
including many peer-reviewed scientific papers.  

Response to comment I114-29 
CEQA does not require analysis of the cost of feasible alternatives.  

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-30  
Neither the Final Draft Delta Plan nor any of the alternatives would alter 
the existing agreement between the State and the North Delta Water 
Agency. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-31 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I114-32 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I114-33 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-34  
The Final Draft Delta Plan includes performance measures to gauge the 
Delta Plan’s furtherance of the coequal goals. Please refer to Master 
Response 2 regarding the level of detail provided in the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-35 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-36  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Regarding the 
relationship between the Delta Plan and the BDCP, please refer to Master 
Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-37 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I114-38 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I114-39 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-40 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I114-41 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-42  
The EIR acknowledges that a more natural flow regime could reduce 
water quality in some parts of the Delta, particularly during the summer 
(RDPEIR at 3-7 through 8). 

Response to comment I114-43  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-44  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I114-45  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-46  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-47  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I114-48  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I114-49  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I114-50  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-51  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I114-52  
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-53  
Please refer to Master Response 5.  

Response to comment I114-54  
Regarding the EIR’s approach to the analysis of environmental impacts, 
please refer to Master Response 2. Regarding the comparison of 
alternatives to the proposed Delta Plan, please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-55 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I114-56 
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment I114-57 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Please refer to the Final 
Draft Delta Plan, which contains additional policies and recommendations 
related to actions to enhance the Delta. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-58  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Regarding the 
development on content of the alternatives considered in the EIR, please 
see Master Response 3.  

Response to comment I114-59  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-60  
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-61  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I114-62  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I114-63  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-64  
The analysis of fire, police, and medical emergency services is presented 
in Section 17 of the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-65 
Please refer to response to comment I114-12. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-66  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-67  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I114-68  
Please refer to Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-69 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-70  
The EIR did not evaluate economic impacts. 

Response to comment I114-71  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-72 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I114-73 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-74 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I114-75 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I114-76  
Please refer to response to comment I114-42. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 
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No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-1 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I115-2 
The Revised Project, which is the November 2012 Final Draft Delta Plan, 
was analyzed in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR (Volume 3 of the 
Draft Program EIR) which was circulated for public review and comment 
from November 30, 2012, through January 14, 2013. The issues covered 
by Fifth Staff Draft Delta Plan recommendation WR R9 are now covered 
by Final Draft Delta Plan recommendation WR R10, which states that 
water suppliers that receive a significant percentage of their long-term 
water supplies from groundwater sources should develop and implement 
sustainable groundwater management plan consistent with 
recommendations in DWR Bulletin 118, as described in Appendix C. 
Water suppliers that use conjunctive use programs generally would use 
groundwater for a large portion of their water supplies (Table C-12, 
pp. C-13 to C-14; Final Draft Delta Plan, p. 111). Impacts due to water 
supply projects that would be encouraged by the Delta Plan, including 
groundwater projects, are analyzed in Sections 3 through 21 of the EIR. 
The analysis in this EIR assumes that groundwater water supplies would 
not become overdrafted because the proposed Delta Plan encourages 
establishment of balanced groundwater management programs. Therefore, 
it is assumed that other water supplies, including recycled water, local 
water storage facilities, ocean desalination, water use efficiency and 
conservation, and water transfers, would be used to meet the water 
demands projected in adopted general plans. The EIR also recognizes that 
portions of the agricultural areas in the San Joaquin Valley could be 
fallowed or retired due to the lack of water supplies to replace reduced 
water supplied from the Delta, if any. The impact assessments in Sections 
3 through 21 evaluate the construction and operation of local and regional 
water supplies, and conclude, in most cases, that there may be significant 
and adverse impacts. 

Response to comment I115-3  
The EIR describes existing conditions in Sections 3 through 21 of the 
DEIR. Section 3 of the EIR discusses existing groundwater overdraft 
conditions in many areas of California. Please refer to response to 
comment I115-2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-4  
Please refer to responses to comment I115-2 and I115-3. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Final Draft Delta Plan 
Chapter 2, The Delta Plan, concerns Science and Adaptive Management in 
the Delta (Final Draft Delta Plan, pp. 42 – 45). In addition, each chapter of 
the Final Draft Delta Plan contains a section on Science and Information 
Needs. 

Response to comment I115-6  
Please refer to response to comment I115-2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-7  
Sections 3 and 11 of this EIR discuss the significant adverse water quality 
and seepage conditions that may result from implementation of the 
proposed Delta Plan. Please refer to response to comment I115-2. 

The Delta Plan assumes implementation of WR R10 that would result in 
preparation of sustainable groundwater management plans, as identified in 
DWR Bulletin 118 and Water Code section 10753, by water agencies. The 
groundwater management plans must include: 1) basin management 
objectives; and 2) a program for monitoring and management of 
groundwater levels, groundwater quality, land surface subsidence, and 
changes in surface water flow and water quality that directly affects 
groundwater or is caused by groundwater pumping.  

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-8  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-9 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-10  
Please refer to Master Response 2. The existing conditions at the time of 
the publication of the Notice of Preparation of this EIR in December 2010, 
which is the normal CEQA environmental baseline pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines section 15125(a), are described in each resource section of the 
DEIR. Impacts on water resources are described in Section 3 of the EIR at 
a program level.  

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-11  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-12 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I115-13 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-14  
Impacts due to water supply projects that would be encouraged by the 
Delta Plan, including groundwater projects, are analyzed in Sections 3 
through 21 of the EIR. The analysis in this EIR assumes that groundwater 
water supplies would not become overdrafted because the proposed Delta 
Plan encourages establishment of balanced groundwater management 
programs. Therefore, it is assumed that other water supplies, including 
recycled water, local water storage facilities, ocean desalination, water use 
efficiency and conservation, and water transfers, would be used to meet 
the water demands projected in adopted general plans. The EIR also 
recognizes that portions of the agricultural areas in the San Joaquin Valley 
could be fallowed or retired due to the lack of water supplies to replace 
reduced water supplied from the Delta, if any. The impact assessments in 
Sections 3 through 21 evaluate the construction and operation of local and 
regional water supplies, and conclude, in most cases, that there may be 
significant and adverse impacts. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-15  
Please refer to Master Response 1 regarding BDCP. The proposed BDCP 
is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is not part of the Delta Plan. 
It is being evaluated by the Department of Water Resources as the CEQA 
lead agency. The cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in 
combination with the impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in EIR 
Sections 22 and 23.  

As described in Section 2 of the Recirculated Draft Program EIR, the 
Revised Project will encourage increased development of reliable local 
and regional water supplies to reduce reliance on Delta exports. If the 
Delta exports are reduced through increased water use efficiency, recycled 
water projects, ocean desalination projects, or local surface water and 
groundwater projects, it is not anticipated that the new water supplies 
would be conveyed to the reservoirs that currently store water from the 
Central Valley Project or State Water Project which are generally located 
upstream of the local and regional water supplies. It is also anticipated that 
there will be less water diverted from the upstream CVP and SWP 
reservoirs, including Trinity Lake, Shasta Lake, and Oroville Reservoir, 
especially in the summer months to provide cold water releases in the fall 
and Delta outflow releases in the fall to comply with current biological 
opinions and because there could be changes in water supply management 
for areas outside of the Delta that use Delta water. These actions could 
result in higher summer reservoir elevations that could benefit recreation 
in Trinity Lake, Shasta Lake, and Oroville Reservoir.  

Response to comment I115-16  
Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding the study area for this EIR. 
The EIR did evaluate impacts in the Delta watershed upstream of the Delta 
if conditions would change from existing conditions due to 
implementation of the alternatives. In the Draft PEIR, there were no 
anticipated changes in water resource-related conditions, and therefore, the 
Draft PEIR did not discuss this geographic area. In the Recirculated Draft 
PEIR, there were anticipated changes and those were discussed in the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-17  
The Final Draft Delta Plan (the Revised Project) was issued in November 
2012 and analyzed in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR (Volume 3 of 
the Draft Program EIR), which was circulated for public review and 
comment from November 30, 2012, through January 14, 2013. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-18  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-19  
Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding the study area for this EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-20  
Please refer to Master Response 2. This EIR analyzes cumulative impacts 
in Section 22. The lead agencies for future projects encouraged by the 
Delta Plan will be required to comply with CEQA at a project level. If 
those future projects may have a significant effect on the environment, the 
lead agency must analyze the cumulative impacts of the proposed project 
in combination with past, present and reasonably probable future projects 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15130). 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-21 
Please refer to response to comment I115-20. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-22  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I115-23  
The Delta Plan encourages the SWRCB to complete the updated Bay-
Delta Water Quality Control Plan flow objectives. However, only the 
SWRCB has authority to set those objectives. The Delta Plan and the EIR 
therefore cannot project what those objectives will be. The Delta Plan and 
the sources it cites (including especially the SWRCB’s 2010 Flow Criteria 
Report) explains that the flow objectives that best advance the coequal 
goals will be those that bring about more natural functional flows within 
and out of the Delta. See Delta Plan, pp. 136 to 142, 155, and sources cited 
therein. The EIR thus assumes, consistent with CEQA, that the SWRCB 
will adopt updated objectives that will advance such a flow regime. The 
general assumption of a more natural flow regime is sufficient for the 
EIR’s programmatic approach. The impacts of the flow objectives are 
analyzed in greater, quantitative detail, in the SWRCB’s Public Draft 
Substitute Environmental Document in Support of Potential Changes to 
the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay-
Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta Estuary: San Joaquin River Flows and 
Southern Delta Water Quality (December 2012). See Master Response 5 
for further discussion. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-24 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment I115-25  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



I121 Alison Clement 

 

 

Response to comment I121-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I121-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3.  

Response to comment I121-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I121-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I121-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I122 Bob McConachie 

 

 

Response to comment I122-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I122-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I122-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I122-4 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I122-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I123 Bruce Starr 1 

 

 

Response to comment I123-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I123-2 
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I123-3 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I123-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I123-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I125 Carolyn De Mirjian 

 

 

Response to comment I125-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I125-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I125-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I125-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I125-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



I126 Christian Heinold 

 

 

Response to comment I126-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I126-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I126-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I126-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I126-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I127 Chuck Hammerstad 

 

 

Response to comment I127-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I127-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I127-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I127-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I127-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I128 Cynthia Adams 

 

 

Response to comment I128-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I128-2 
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I128-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I128-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I128-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I129 David Adams 

 

 

Response to comment I129-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I129-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I129-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I129-4 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I129-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I130 Donald Hoernschemeyer 

 

 

Response to comment I130-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I130-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I130-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I130-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I130-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I131 Elizabeth Anthony 

 

 

Response to comment I131-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I131-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I131-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I131-4 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I131-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I132 Elizabeth Rocke 

 

 

Response to comment I132-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I132-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I132-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I132-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I132-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I133 George Wight 

 

 

Response to comment I133-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I133-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I133-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I133-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I133-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



I134 Gordon Becker 

 

 

Response to comment I134-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I134-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I134-3 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I134-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I134-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



I135 Jack Van den Bogaerde 

 

 

Response to comment I135-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I135-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I135-3 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I135-4 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I135-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I136 Jeff Wieland 

 

 

Response to comment I136-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I136-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I136-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I136-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I136-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I137 John Huls 

 

 

Response to comment I137-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I137-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I137-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I137-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I137-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



I138 John Kolarik 

 

 

Response to comment I138-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I138-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I138-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I138-4 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I138-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I139 Jon Musacchia 

 

 

Response to comment I139-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I139-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I139-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I139-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I139-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



I140 Joseph Sebastian 

 

 

Response to comment I140-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I140-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I140-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I140-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I140-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I141 Judy Johnson 

 

 

Response to comment I141-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I141-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I141-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I141-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I141-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I142 Julie Ford 

 

 

Response to comment I142-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I142-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I142-3 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I142-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I142-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I143 Kathy Hanson 

 

 

Response to comment I143-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I143-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I143-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I143-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I143-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I144 Kirsten Holquist 

 

 

Response to comment I144-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I144-2 
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I144-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I144-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I144-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I145 Kit Lofroos 

 

 

Response to comment I145-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I145-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I145-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I145-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I145-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I146 Larry Keller 

 

 

Response to comment I146-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I146-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I146-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I146-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I146-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I147 Lisa Reinertson 

 

 

Response to comment I147-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I147-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I147-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I147-4 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I147-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I148 Mark Reback 

 

 

Response to comment I148-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I148-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I148-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I148-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I148-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



I149 Miranda Everett 

 

 

Response to comment I149-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I149-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I149-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I149-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I149-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



I150 Pa Gianni 

 

 

Response to comment I150-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I150-2 
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I150-3 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I150-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I150-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I151 Raymond Binner 

 

 

Response to comment I151-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I151-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I151-3 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I151-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I151-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I152 Rob Seltzer 

 

 

Response to comment I152-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I152-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I152-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I152-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I152-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I153 Robert Rosenberg 

 

 

Response to comment I153-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I153-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I153-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I153-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I153-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I154 Rosellen Trunnell 

 

 

Response to comment I154-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I154-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I154-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I154-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I154-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I155 Sandy Zelasko 

 

 

Response to comment I155-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I155-2 
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I155-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I155-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I155-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I156 Sonja Malmuth 

 

 

Response to comment I156-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I156-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I156-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I156-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I156-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I157 Stephen Greenberg 

 

 

Response to comment I157-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I157-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I157-3 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I157-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I157-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I158 Stephen Weber 

 

 

Response to comment I158-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I158-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I158-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I158-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I158-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I159 Steve Schramm 

 

 

Response to comment I159-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I159-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I159-3 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I159-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I159-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I160 Tia Triplett 

 

 

Response to comment I160-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I160-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I160-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I160-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I160-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I161 Tim Thomas 

 

 

Response to comment I161-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I161-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I161-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I161-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I161-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I162 Tyana Maddock 

 

 

Response to comment I162-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I162-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I162-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I162-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I162-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I163 Cathy Sutton 

 

 

Response to comment I163-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I163-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I163-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I163-4  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I163-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I163-6  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I164 Dale Heckman 

 

 

Response to comment I164-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I164-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I164-3  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I164-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I164-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



I166 Dan Silver 

 

 

Response to comment I166-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I166-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I166-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I166-4  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I166-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I166-6  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I167 Deborah Filipelli 

 

 

Response to comment I167-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I167-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I167-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I167-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I167-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I168 Dorrit Ahbel 

 

 

Response to comment I168-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I168-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I168-3 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I168-4 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I168-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I168-6 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I169 Harry Surtees 

 

 

Response to comment I169-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I169-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I169-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I169-4  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I169-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I169-6  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



I170 James Tolonen 

 

 

Response to comment I170-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I170-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I170-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I170-4  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I170-5  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I170-6 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I170-7 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



I171 Jeffrey Schuitema 

 

 

Response to comment I171-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I171-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I171-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I171-4  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I171-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I171-6  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

 



I172 Juan Byron 

 

 

Response to comment I172-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I172-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I172-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I172-4  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I172-5  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I172-6 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I172-7  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



I173 Mike Lee 

 

 

Response to comment I173-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I173-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I173-3 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I173-4  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I173-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I173-6  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I174 Molly Ferrell 

 

 

Response to comment I174-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I174-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I174-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I174-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I174-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I175 Paul Eilers 

 

 

Response to comment I175-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I175-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I175-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I175-4 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I175-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I175-6  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



I176 Peter Wilson 

 

 

Response to comment I176-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I176-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I176-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I176-4  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I176-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I176-6 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



I177 Rachael Denny 

 

 

Response to comment I177-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I177-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I177-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I177-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I177-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



I178 Stephen Anderson 

 

 

Response to comment I178-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I178-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I178-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I178-4  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I178-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I178-6  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



I179 Suzanne Ferroggiaro 

 

 

Response to comment I179-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I179-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I179-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I179-4  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I179-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I179-6  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



I180 Tracey Sittig 

 

 

Response to comment I180-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I180-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I180-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I180-4  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I180-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I180-6 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



I181 Francisco Costa 

 

 

Response to comment I181-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I181-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I181-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I181-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I181-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I182 Linnea Fronce and Thomas Hall 

 

 

Response to comment I182-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I182-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I182-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I182-4  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment I182-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I182-6 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 



I183 Virginia Berton 

 

 

Response to comment I183-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I183-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I183-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I183-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I183-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I184 Jim and Diana Prola 

 

 

Response to comment I184-1 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I184-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I184-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I184-4 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I184-5 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I185 Donna Carr 

 

 

Response to comment I185-1  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I185-2  
Regarding the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR and the 
consideration of alternatives’ ability to meet the coequal goals, please see 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment I185-3  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment I185-4  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. None of the alternatives 
considered in the EIR, including the Final Draft Delta Plan (which is 
analyzed as the Revised Project in the Recirculated Draft PEIR) include a 
Peripheral Canal or a tunnel to convey water diverted from the Delta. 
Regarding the relationship between the Delta Plan and the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, which may include a conveyance facility, please see 
Master Response 1. 

Response to comment I185-5  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

 



I186 Rualo 

 

 

Response to comment I186-1  
The review period for the Draft PEIR began on November 4, 2011, and 
was extended to 90 days ending on February 2, 2012. CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15105 requires that review periods for draft EIRs should not be 
less than 30 days. The November 2012 Final Draft Delta Plan, which is 
the Revised Project, was analyzed in the Recirculated Draft Program EIR 
(Volume 3 of the Draft Program EIR) which was circulated for public 
review and comment from November 30, 2012 through January 14, 2013. 
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