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RTRO01 Hoopa Valley Tribe

Response to comment RTR001-1
Please see the responses to the commenter’s prior letter, TR3.

Response to comment RTR001-2

Comment noted. Please see the responses to the commenter’s prior letter,
TR3.

Response to comment RTR001-3

Please see response to comments TR3-2, TR3-3, and TR3-4 from the
commenter's prior letter, TR3. The Trinity River watershed is included in
the study area because it provides water to the Delta through CVP
operations. 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. Please refer
to Master Response 5.



Response to comment RTR001-4
Please see response to comment RTR001-3 above.



RST001 DFW

Response to comment RST001-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RST001-2

Section 5 includes a revision related to the name change for California
Department of Fish and Game as follows: "All references to California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG or DFG) are hereby revised to
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)."

Response to comment RST001-3
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RST001-4
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RST001-5
Please see response to commenter's prior letter, ST51.



Response to comment RST001-6
Please see Master Response 1.

Response to comment RST001-7

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

Response to comment RST001-8
Comment noted.



Cindy Messer, Delta Plan Program Manager
Delta Stewardship Council

January 10, 2013

Page 5

Carl Wilcox, Advisor to the Director
Director's Office
Carl Wilcox@wildlife.ca.gov

Thomas Gibson, General Counsel
Office of the General Counsel
Thomas.Gibson@wildlife.ca.gov

Scott Wilson, Acting Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region

Scott.Wilson@wildlife.ca.gov
David Zezulak, Ph.D., Program Manager

Water Branch, Ecosystem Restoration Program

Dave.Zezulak@wildlife.ca.gov

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870

No comments
-nla -



RST002 DOT

Response to comment RST002-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RST002-2
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Comment noted.



Response to comment RST002-3
Comment noted.

Response to comment RST002-4
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RST002-5

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

Response to comment RST002-6

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

Response to comment RST002-7
Comment noted.

Response to comment RST002-8
Comment noted.



No comments
-n/a -



RST003 DWR

Response to comment RST003-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RST003-2
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, ST47.



Response to comment RST003-3
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 -



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment RST003-4
Comment noted.



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



RST4 CSLC

Response to comment RST4-1
Comment noted.
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of where the boundary has been fixed by agreement or a court. On navigable non-fidal

waternwvays, including lakes, the State holds fee ownership of the bed of the waterwa
landward to the ordinary low water mark and a Public Trust easement landward to t
ordinary high water mark, except where the boundary has been fixed by agreement
court. Such boundaries may not be readily apparent from present day site inspectig

4
he

ora
ns.

As stated in the February 1, 2012, letter from CSLC staff, future projects on sovereigimrsta-1

lands may require a lease from the CSLC. If the Plan and associated regulations ar
adopted, the CSLC's leases for covered projects under the Delta Plan may require
compliance with the recirculated draft PEIR policies and mitigation measures. For

example, constructing additional water, wastewater, and stormwater treatment plants

bath upstream. within, and downstream of the Delta may require a lease for outfall g
and water intakes if any such facilities are located on State sovereign land. Greating

=3

ipes

additional state parks and recreational opportunities as a response to Delta Plan
palicies and recommendations may also require a lease for use of State sovereign |
for water-related recreational facilities such as docks, boat ramps, and marinas. In

nd

addition, conducting habitat restoration to mitigate for project impacts may require the

use of sovereign lands and CSLC approval.

The recirculated draft PEIR does not contain some of the environmental baseline af
methodological informaticn in the draft PEIR. and instead cross-references to the
previous draft, CSLC staff provided comments on the draft PEIR on February 1, 20
Sorne of these comments referred to environmental baseline and methodological
sections. Since these sections were not repeated, and C3LC staff comments were

incorporated into background and methodological sections, the Council should revisit

the previous CSLC staff comment letter when developing the final PEIR, and ensure
these comments are addressed. CQur comments from February 1, 2012, have been
enclosed for your consideration.

Project Description & Relationship to Recirculated Draft PEIR

The Council proposes to adopt a regulation to meet the Council's objectives and ne
as follows:

1. Provide a more reliable water supply far California;
2. Protect, restore and enhance the Delta ecosystem;
3

. Achieve cbjectives 1 and 2 above in a manner that protects and enhances the

unique cultural, recreational, natural resource, and agricultural values of the
Deita.

From the Project Description, CSLC staff understands that the Plan would include th
following components:

s Fourteen policies, which are mandatory and will have a regulatory effect on 3
and local agencies proposing to implement actions covered under the Delta
Reform Act of 2008 (the Act) if the Council completes and adapts the propos

N

hoRST4-2

3

eds

TeRsT4-3

tate

ed

Response to comment RST4-2
Please see response to commenter's prior letter, ST50.

Response to comment RST4-3
Comment noted.



Response to comment RST4-4
Please see response to commenter's prior letter, ST50.

Response to comment RST4-5

In response to this comment, the following language has been added to
Mitigation Measure 3-1, 4th bullet, Page 3-92 of the DEIR incorporated as
part of this FEIR: *“; minimization of methylmercury production; and/or
maximize contaminant degradation before discharge of water.” Also, the
following additional mitigation has been added to Mitigation Measure 3-1,
as a 5th bullet on Page 3-92 of the DEIR incorporated as part of this FEIR:
"o Avoid contribution of future contamination that would cause further
impairment of any constituent or parameter listed in adopted basin plans
or TMDLs."



Cultural Resources

2. Title to Resources: The recirculated draft PEIR should state that the titls to all

Mineral Resources

Cindy Messer Page 4 January 14,12013

CSLC staff recommends that future site-specific analysis include additional
appropriate avoidance and minimization measures to reduce potential release of
mercury and other toxins into waterways from Praject activities.

To provide some background information, on April 22, 2010, the Central Valle
Regional Water Quality Centrel Board (RWQCB) identified the CSLC as both
State agency that manages open water areas in the Sacramento-San Joagu
Delta Estuary and a nonpoint source discharger of methylmercury (Resoluti
No. R5-2010-0043), because subsurface lands under the CSLC's jurisdiction are
impacted by mercury from legacy mining aclivitiss dating back to California's
Gold Rush. The RWQCB is requiring the CSLC and other agencies to secur
adequate resources to fund studies to identify potential methylmercury contrgl
methods in the Delta and to participate in an Exposure Reduction Pragram. The
goal of the studies is to evaluate existing control methods and evaluate optichs to
reduce methylmearcury in open waters under jurisdiction of the CSLC.
Consequently, any action taken upstream that may result in continued merc

-

or

R5T4-5

Estuary may affect the CSLC's efforts to comply with the Exposure Reductio
Program.

abandoned shipwrecks, archaeological sites, and historic, cultural, or
palecntological resources on or in the tide and submerged lands of CalifomigigsT-6
vested in the State and under the jurisdiction of the CSLC. CSLC staff requests
that the Council consull with Senior Staff Counsel Pam Griggs at the contact
information noted at the end of this letter, to obtain shipwrecks data from the
CS8LC's shipwrecks database when project-specific areas can be identified.

. Submerged Resources: Mitigation measure 10-1 in the recirculated draft PEIR
should include a requirement to consult CSLC staff regarding projects occurng
on submerged lands to obtain shipwrecks data from the database and CSLC
records before greund-disturbing activity begins. The shipwrecks database

includes known and potential vessels located on the State’s sovereign lands;
hawever, the locations of many shipwrecks remain unknown. Please note that
any submerged archaeological site or submerged historic resource that has
remained in State waters for more than 50 years is presumed to be significant.

b= RSTA-F

4. Impacts to Mineral Resources: CSLC staff supports the recirculated draft PEIRg.,, o

conclusion of "significant” and "significant and unavoidable” impacts to mineral
resources thal would be of value to the region and the state from covered ang
not coverad actions encouraged by the Delta Plan .

Response to comment RST4-6
Please see response to commenter's prior letter, ST50.

Response to comment RST4-7
Please see response to commenter's prior letter, ST50.

Response to comment RST4-8
Comment noted.



Response to comment RST4-9
Comment noted.



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



Tarry Macaulay Page 4 Fabruary 1, 2012 NO Comments

referencing that individual activities proposed by other agencies will need ta be -nfa -
evaluated in site-specific environmental documents.

2. Mineral Resources: Tha CSLC supports the proposed Project’s efforts to protect,
restore and enhance the Delta ecosysiem and its associated Fublic Trust resources.
Howaver, the Delta and Suisun Marsh also contain State lands for which the CSLC
has issued many leases for mining and/or within which the CSLC has reserved
mineral intarests. For example, Section 13 (Mineral Resources) states that:

“restoration of tidal marsh in the Delta or Suisun Marsh and other construction
projects, if sited in areas with active gas extraction wells or mining operations,
could potentially temporarily or permanently affect availability of mineral rescurce
extraction sites due to use canflicts and/or access problems... Impacts due to
siting of projects encouraged by the Delta Plan on or near mineral resource
extraction sites generally can be mitigated to less-than significant levels except in
cases of new inundation of large areas that contain such sites” (p. 13-1).

CELC staff is concerned that the PEIR does not, and cannot at this time, present
sufficient evidence in support of its conclusion of "less-than significant” for impacts
from covered actions to mineral resources that would be of valug to the region and
residents of the State. The PEIR states "Because of the uncertainties underlying
this program-ievel assessment, project impacts related ta loss of availability of
locally important resource recovery sitas cannot be accurately quantified” (p. 13-10).
Despite perspective on the significance of impacts provided by comparisons to other
projects recently evaluated under CEQA, the analysis underlying the general
expectation of impacts being mitigeted to a “less-than significant” level is speculative
and contains assumptions and generalizations that cannot conclusively be relied
upon, GSLC staff suggests that this impact remain significant and unavoidable.

3. Cultural Resources:

a. Sectlion 10.2, Regulatory Framework, p. 10-1 and App. D, Sec. 8.2, State
Regulatory Framework, p. D-10C. The draft PEIR should mantion that the fitle to
all abandoned shipwrecks, archiaeclogical sites, and histaric or cultural resources
on or in tha sovereign lands of California is vested in the State and under the
jurisdiction of the CSLC. The GSLC administers the Shipwreck and Historic
Maritime Resources Program that consists of the CSLC's activities pursuant to
California Public Resources Code sections 6308, 6313, and 6314.

b. Secfion 10.2.1, Major Sources of information, p. 10-2. i does not appear that the
CS5LC Shipwrecks Database was consulted. \When any project-specific areas
can be identified, a request should be submitted to CSLC staff to check the
Shipwrecks Database and other CSLC files for information on potentiat
shipwrecks in the project area. Some areas of the Delta have been surveyed for
submerged cultural resourcas using remote sensing techniques such as
sidescan sonar and magnetomster. Areas that have not been surveyad would
need 1o be investigated using appropriate archaeolagical methads for locating
submerged cultural resources.



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



RLO001 ACFCWCD Zone 7

Response to comment RLO001-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO001-2
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO001-3
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RLO001-4

Regarding the feasibility and effectiveness of local and regional water
supply projects in reducing reliance on the Delta, please refer to Master
Response 5.

Response to comment RLO001-5

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, and as noted
in Appendix C to the RDEIR, the Revised Project (the Final Draft Delta
Plan) includes WR R15, which encourages DWR and the SWRCB to
“identify and recommend measures to reduce procedural and
administrative impediments to water transfers . . . include[ing] measures to
address potential issues with recurring transfers of up to 1 year in
duration.” In addition, the expiration date of covered action exemptions
for temporary, one-year water transfers was extended to January 1, 2017,
in the Final Delta Plan.

Response to comment RLO001-6

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. 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 also refer to
Master Response 1.



Response to comment RLO001-7
Comment noted.



RLOO003 Burbank WP

Response to comment RLO003-1

Comment noted. Please see responses to comments RLO003-2 through
RLO003-4.

Response to comment RLO003-2

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 regarding the Delta Stewardship Council’s role with respect to
the BDCP as established in the Delta Reform Act.



Response to comment RLO003-3
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO003-4
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RLO003-5
Comment noted.



RLO004 Butte Co BOS

Response to comment RLO004-1
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO167.

Response to comment RLO004-2

As described in Section 1 of the Draft Program EIR and further explained
in Master Response 1, the EIR analyzes impacts throughout the Delta,
areas that use Delta water, and the Delta watershed. In some sections of
the EIR, impacts are described specifically for different areas; in others,
where impacts from projects encouraged by the Delta Plan will likely be
similar throughout the study area, regional differences are not highlighted.
Each conclusion regarding an impact’s significance applies throughout the
EIR’s study area, including upstream areas of the watershed, like the
north-of-Delta region.

Regarding the impacts, of Delta flow criteria, including impacts related to
recreation, water supply, and groundwater, please see Master Response 5.
Regarding the relationship of BDCP to the Delta Plan, the project under
review in this EIR, please see Master Response 1. Portions of this
comment discussing the merits of the Delta Plan are comments on the
project, not on the EIR.



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment RLO004-3
Comment noted.



Response to comment RLO004-4

The EIR considers the groundwater-related impacts of the operations of
reliable water supply impacts, and determines they would be less than
significant. RDPEIR at 3-5. These impacts therefore do not require
mitigation.

Response to comment RLO004-5

Social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment under
CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §8§ 15064(e)
and 15131). The EIR recognizes on page 18-32 of the Draft Program EIR
that the Delta Plan could adversely impact reservoir-based recreation. This
analysis is further discussed in Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO004-6

The Recirculated Draft Program EIR considers the impacts of the Final
Draft Delta Plan (the “Revised Project”) and compares its impacts to those
of the Fifth Staff Draft Delta Plan (the “Proposed Project”). One change
between the Final Draft and Fifth Staff Draft is that the Final Draft
clarifies that policies and recommendations regarding reliable water
supplies apply in upstream areas of the Delta watershed. As the EIR states,
new groundwater projects are relatively unlikely in these areas, as they
have limited groundwater supplies. Thus, adding those areas to the EIR’s
analysis does not increase impacts related to groundwater. Please also see
Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO004-7
Please see Master Response 5.



Response to comment RLO004-8
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO004-9
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO004-10

Please see Master Response 5. The analysis in this EIR determines that
groundwater water supplies would not become overdrafted because the
proposed Delta Plan encourages establishment of balanced groundwater
management programs, as further discussed in Master Response 5.
Therefore, it is assumed that in areas where groundwater is insufficient to
meet demand, 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.

Response to comment RLO004-11
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO004-12
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO004-13
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO004-14
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO004-15
Please see Master Response 5.



Response to comment RLO004-16
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO004-17
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO004-18
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO004-19
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO004-20

Socioeconomic impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA,
and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §8§ 15064(e) and
15131).



RLO005 Calaveras County WD

Response to comment RLO005-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO005-2

Comment noted. Please see the responses to the commenter’s prior letter,
LO178.



Response to comment RLO005-3
Please see response to comment RLO005-2 above.

Response to comment RLO005-4

The projects identified on p. ES-2, lines 13 - 15 of the RDEIR are
examples of local and regional water supply projects.



Response to comment RLO005-5

Please see the responses to the commenter’s prior letter, LO178. In
addition, please refer to Master Response 5 regarding the potential for
impacts to water supplies.

Response to comment RLO005-6

Please refer to the response to comment RLOO005-5. In addition, potential
impacts to upstream fisheries, some of which are identified as significant
and unavoidable, are addressed in Section 4, Biological Resources of the
EIR. See also Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO005-7

It is recognized that the feasibility of a given water supply reliability
approach/program will vary by area. See also Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO005-8

The EIR states that such water "could" result in more water remaining in
rivers tributary to the Delta; the EIR does not assume this will be the case
and concludes that impacts to special status species (including fish) related
to Impact 4-2a could be significant as stated on line 36 of p. 4-6 of the
RDEIR. See also Master Response 5.



Response to comment RLO005-9
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO005-10

Potential impacts to agricultural lands, some of which have been identified
as significant and unavoidable, are addressed in Section 7 of the EIR.
Please also see Master Response 5 related to the reliability of municipal
and agricultural water supplies. Economic impacts are not effects on the
environment under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA
Guidelines 88 15064(e) and 15131). See also Master Response 2.

Response to comment RLO005-11
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 -



RLO007 CDWA

Response to comment RLO007-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO007-2
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO007-3
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO007-4
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO007-5
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO007-6

Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letters, LO227 and
LO228.

Response to comment RLO0Q7-7
Please see response to comment RLO007-6.



Response to comment RLO007-8

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Please see Master
Response 1 regarding the proposed BDCP.



Response to comment RLO007-9
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 -



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 -



RLO008 City of Antioch

Response to comment RLO008-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO008-2
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO224.

Response to comment RLO008-3
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RLO008-4

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. 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 and to the responses to the commenter's
prior letter, LO224.

Response to comment RLO008-5
Please see response to comment RLO008-4 above.

Response to comment RLO008-6

Please see the responses to comment RLO008-4 above and to the
commenter's prior letter, LO224.

Response to comment RLO008-7
Please see response to comment RLO008-4.



Response to comment RLO008-8

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. Analyses associated with specific projects
will provide such project-level details as they become available. See also
Master Responses 2 and 5.

Response to comment RLO008-9
Comment noted.



Response to comment RLO008-10
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO008-11

As described in subsection 3.4.3.2.1 of the Draft Program EIR,
implementation of the Delta ecosystem restoration actions proposed in the
Delta Plan, including changes to the SWRCB water quality and flow
objectives and criteria and Delta ecosystem restoration, would benefit
native species that evolved with the natural flow regime that the objectives
would seek to emulate. These changes could result in significant adverse
site-specific impacts to water quality due to the potential for sediment
disturbance, changes in the balance of sedimentation and scour,
introduction of biocides, and changes in salinity. In response to this
comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this FEIR.



Response to comment RLO008-12
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RLO008-13
Please see the response to comment RLO008-4 and Master Response 5.



Response to comment RLO008-14
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO008-15

Please see the response to RLO008-4 regarding the proposed BDCP and
the response to RLO008-11 regarding disclosure of significant water
quality impacts, including those associated with salinity. As described in
Master Response 4, the EIR identifies flexible mitigation measures that
are appropriate to mitigate impacts for any of the many, as-yet-
unidentified projects that the Delta Plan may encourage. The quoted
language encourages design of restoration projects that can improve water
guality. Delta Plan Recommendation ER R1 reflects a preference amongst
restoration projects, not a preference for restoration over other beneficial
uses such as drinking water or recreation.



Response to comment RLO008-16

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Please also refer to the
response to comment RLO008-4.

Response to comment RLO008-17
Please refer to the response to comment RLO008-4.



Response to comment RLO008-18
Please refer to the response to comment RLO008-4.

Response to comment RLO008-19

Please refer to the response to comment RLO008-4. In addition, economic
impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and are not
analyzed in the EIR. CEQA Guidelines 88 15064(e) and 15131; see also
Master Response 2.

Response to comment RLO008-20

Please see response to comment RLO008-15. As described in Master
Response 2, CEQA does not require analysis of social and economic
impacts (CEQA Guidelines 88 15064(e) and 15131).



Response to comment RLO008-21

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 8 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 Responses 2 and 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. The projects listed in the comment are all within
these types of projects analyzed in the EIR.

Response to comment RLO008-22
Please see the response to comment RLO008-15.

Response to comment RLO008-23
Please see the response to comment RLO008-15.



Response to comment RLO008-24
Please see the response to comment RLO008-4.

Response to comment RLO008-25
Please see response to comment RLO008-11.



Response to comment RLO008-26

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Please also refer to
Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO008-27

Please see response to comment RLO008-11 and responses to the
commenter's prior letter, LO224.



Response to comment RLO008-28

Policies are established through the Delta Plan, not on the EIR. This is a
comment on the project, not on the EIR. Please see Master Response 1
regarding the proposed BDCP.

Response to comment RLO008-29

Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO224 and
Master Response 5.



Response to comment RLO008-30
Please see response to comment RLO008-15.

Response to comment RLO008-31

Please see the responses to commenter's prior letter, LO224 and Master
Response 5.

Response to comment RLO008-32
Please see response to comment RLO008-11.

Response to comment RLO008-33

Please see response to comment RLO008-15. In addition, economic
impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and are not
analyzed in the EIR. CEQA Guidelines §8 15064(e) and 15131, see also
Master Response 2.



Response to comment RLO008-34

The Delta Plan encourages changes to the SWRCB Bay-Delta Water
Quality Control Plan which could lead to future SWRCB decisions that
may differ from D-1641. The potential water resources impacts of those
changes are discussed in Section 3 of the RDPEIR. Please refer to Master
Response 1 regarding the proposed BDCP and to the response to comment
RLOO008-11 regarding the referenced water quality impacts.



Response to comment RLO008-35

As noted in Table ES-1, Impact 3-3, the referenced impacts are anticipated
to have no impact, or less than significant impact. Accordingly, they do
not require mitigation. Please refer to Master Response 1 regarding the
proposed BDCP and to the response to comment RLO008-11 regarding
the referenced water quality impacts.



Response to comment RLO008-36

Economic impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and
are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 8§ 15064 (e) and 15131,
see also Master Response 2). In addition, please refer to Master
Response 1 regarding the proposed BDCP.



RLOO009 City of Calabasas

Response to comment RLO009-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO009-2
Please see Master Response 5.



Response to comment RLO009-3
Comment noted.



RLOO010 City of Sacramento
Response to comment RLO010-1

Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO010-2
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO199.



Response to comment RLO010-3

Please see response to comment LO199-2 in the commenter’s prior letter.
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 RLO010-4

Please see response to comment LO199-2 in the commenter’s prior letter
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.

Response to comment RLO010-5

Please see the response to comment LO199-2 in the commenter’s prior
letter and Master Response 5. 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 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 RLO010-6

Please see response to comment LO199-4, in the commenter’s prior letter,
as well as response to the previous comment, RLO010-5. The Delta Plan
encourages, and in certain circumstances would require, water supply
agencies to reduce reliance on the Delta water through implementation of
local and regional water supply projects, including water use efficiency,
water recycling, and groundwater conjunctive use programs to meet water
demands. Regarding the ability of these supplies to meet demand, please
refer to Master Response 5. Sections 3 through 21 of the EIR analyze the
environmental impacts of developing water supply reliability projects. The
EIR recognizes that agencies may use different approaches to developing
or expanding local and regional water supplies, potentially resulting in
different types of impacts. For example, the RDPEIR states that recycled
water projects are more likely to be developed than groundwater projects
in some Delta watershed areas (see, e.g., RDEIR at 11-2). The EIR also
recognizes that some locations, including agricultural areas in the San
Joaquin Valley, may not be able to obtain additional water transfers or
other water supplies, and thus finds that there could be significant adverse
impacts to agricultural resources (Section 7 of the EIR).

Response to comment RLO010-7

Please see responses to comment LO199-5, in the commenter’s prior
letter, as well as response to the previous comment, RLO010-6. While
substituting recycled water for Delta water may not directly increase Delta
flows, it would reduce existing demand for Delta water.

Response to comment RLO010-8

Please see responses to comment LO199-5 in the commenter’s prior letter.
Section 21 of the EIR evaluates 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 improve water supply reliability
and water quality (DEIR at 21-11, 21-20; RDEIR at 21-4, 21-16). The EIR
concludes that quantification of operational emissions would be too
speculative at this program level because project and site-specific details,
localized variables, and operational considerations are not known at this
time; therefore, the potential impact is significant and unavoidable.
Sections 3 through 21 of the EIR addresses the potential impacts of
construction and operation of advanced water treatment, including
membrane filtration and desalination of recycled water, ocean or brackish



water, or contaminated groundwater, and concludes that the potential impacts could
be significant. Please also see Master Response 5.



Response to comment RLO010-9

Policy WR P1 applies to proposed actions to export water from, transfer
water through, or use water in the Delta. Please see response to comment
RLOO010-6 regarding analysis of impacts of development of water supply
reliability projects, as well as Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO010-10

Please see Master Response 2. The EIR study area has not changed from
the Draft Programmatic EIR to the Recirculated Draft Programmatic EIR.
The study area in the EIR was delineated in the manner described in
Section 1 of the Draft Program EIR because these are the areas in which
the significant environmental effects of the Delta Plan may occur, which
includes a greater geographic area than the area in which the Delta
Stewardship Council has jurisdiction over covered actions pursuant to the
Delta Reform Act. For example, the impacts of Delta ecosystem
restoration projects within the Delta may include impacts associated with
the construction and operating footprint of the projects, while the impacts
of such projects in the Delta watershed and in areas outside the Delta that
use Delta water would primarily relate to changes in water supply.
Because Central Valley Project and State Water Project water flows
through the Delta, many of the changes to the management or delivery of
such water would “occur, in whole or in part, within the boundaries of the
Delta,” would therefore potentially be a “covered action” under Water
Code section 85057.5. Please see response to comment RLO010-08
regarding greenhouse gas-related impacts within the study area and related
to projects potentially encouraged by the Delta Plan. The EIR does not
assess a range of future conditions because it would require significant and
inappropriate speculation. The analysis in the EIR makes clear when
specific impacts only occurs in parts, rather than all, of the study area.
Please see RDEIR p. 4-5 as an example.



Response to comment RLO010-11

The water quality improvement projects that would be encouraged by the
Delta Plan are described in Subsection 2.2.3 (Water Quality Improvement)
of Section 2A of the DEIR, pp. 2A-39 to 2A 46. Recycled water projects
are described in Subsection 2.2.1.5.1 (DEIR, pp. 2A-22 to 2A-23).

Response to comment RLO010-12

The Sacramento River watershed, including water quality, is described in
Subsection 3.3.4.1 of the existing conditions portion of Section 3 (Water
Resources) of the DEIR (pp. 3-16 to 3-22).



Response to comment RLO010-13
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO010-14

Please see response to comment LO199-8. Social and economic impacts
are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and are not analyzed in
the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 88 15064(e) and 15131). Please see Master
Response 2.



Response to comment RLO010-15

Please see response to comment LO199-7, as well as 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. 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 RLO010-16

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The EIR does not
speculate regarding whether Delta Plan recommendations will become
regulatory policies in the future.

Response to comment RLO010-17

The Revised Project recommends improving water quality criteria for
habitat restoration areas, the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel, and the
Suisun Marsh that could encourage construction and operation of
wastewater and stormwater treatment facilities to protect beneficial uses.

Response to comment RLO010-18
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RLO010-19
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO010-20
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO010-21

Section 21 of the EIR evaluates 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
speculative at this program level because of project-specific and site-
specific details, localized variables, and operational considerations are not
known at this time; therefore, the potential impact is significant and
unavoidable. Sections 3 through 21 of the EIR addresses the potential
impacts of construction and operation of advanced treatment, including
membrane filtration and desalination of the recycled water, ocean or
brackish water, or contaminated groundwater, and concludes that the
potential impacts could be significant.

Response to comment RLO010-22

Please see the explanation on page 3-5 of the RDPEIR, which is
referenced in the comment. "Water transfers to facilitate water supply
reliability could influence water quality by producing temporary changes
in flow that could affect the concentrations of regulated water quality
constituents, including water temperature within the Delta watershed
tributaries. However, as described in Section 3.4.3.1, Reliable Water
Supply, of the Draft PEIR, those impacts would be less than significant
following implementation of mitigation measures by the water purchasers
to purchase additional transfer water that would be released from upstream
reservoirs during drier periods to mitigate water quality impacts.” Lines
37-40 further state: "...because reliable water supply projects encouraged
by the Revised Project could result in the potential violation of water
quality standards due to construction activities and operation of facilities
that would disturb the water chemistry and liberate certain pollutants in
waterways, the potential impacts are considered significant.”



No comments
-n/a -



RLOO011 City of Stockton

Response to comment RLO011-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO011-2

Please see the responses to the commenter's joint comment letter,
RLOO015.

Response to comment RLO011-3
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.



Response to comment RLO011-4

The Revised Project included extensive changes to the text and
organization of the Delta Plan, which, in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5, required additional analysis of the
environmental impacts resulting from the project. The Revised Draft PEIR
sufficiently discloses all significant environmental impacts that are
anticipated to result from implementation of the Revised Project, and all
project alternatives. See also Master Response 2.

Response to comment RLO011-5

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 see the responses
to the commenter's prior letter, LO195 and Master Response 1.



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment RLO011-6
Please refer to Master Response 5.



Response to comment RLO011-7

Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195. See also
Master Response 2.



Response to comment RLO011-8

Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195, and to
Master Response 5. In addition, please refer to Master Response 1
regarding the authority of the Delta Stewardship Council and the scope of
covered actions.



Response to comment RLO011-9

Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195, and to
Master Response 5.



Response to comment RLO011-10
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.

Response to comment RLO011-11

Please see Master Response 1 regarding the Delta Protection
Commission’s Economic Sustainability Plan and Master Response 2
regarding the EIR’s consideration of social and economic effects.



Response to comment RLO011-12
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.

Response to comment RLO011-13
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.



Response to comment RLO011-14
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.

Response to comment RLO011-15
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.

Response to comment RLO011-16
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.



Response to comment RLO011-17
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.

Response to comment RLO011-18
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.

Response to comment RLO011-19
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.

Response to comment RLO011-20
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.

Response to comment RLO011-21
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.

Response to comment RLO011-22
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.



Response to comment RLO011-23
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.

Response to comment RLO011-24
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment RLO011-25
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.

Response to comment RLO011-26
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.



Response to comment RLO011-27

Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195. Social
and economic impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA,
and are not analyzed in the EIR. CEQA Guidelines §8 15064(e) and
15131; see also Master Response 2.



Response to comment RLO011-28
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195.



Response to comment RLO011-29

Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO195 and
Master Response 5.



Response to comment RLO011-30
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 -



RLO012 CLWA

Response to comment RLO012-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO012-2

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



Response to comment RLO012-3
Please refer to Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO012-4

Economic impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and
are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064 (e) and 15131).
Please also refer to Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO012-5

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO012-6

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



Response to comment RLO012-7
Comment noted.



RLO013 CVWD

Response to comment RLO013-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO013-2

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. 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 RLO013-3

The Delta Plan encourages, and in certain circumstances would require,
water supply agencies to reduce reliance on the Delta water through
implementation of local and regional water supply projects, including
water use efficiency, water recycling, and groundwater conjunctive use
programs to meet water demands. Regarding the ability of these supplies
to meet demand, please refer to Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO013-4

The Delta Plan encourages, and in certain circumstances would require,
water supply agencies to reduce reliance on the Delta water through
implementation of local and regional water supply projects, including
water use efficiency, water recycling, and groundwater conjunctive use
programs to meet water demands. Regarding the ability of these supplies
to meet demand, please refer to Master Response 5. The Reliable Water
Supply subsections of sections 3 through 21 of the Recirculated Draft
PEIR analyze the environmental impacts of developing such supplies. The
RDPEIR recognizes that agencies may use different approaches to local
and regional water supplies, potentially resulting in different types of
impacts. Social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment
under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR. CEQA Guidelines 88§
15064(e) and 15131; see also Master Response 2.

Response to comment RLO013-5
Comment noted.



Response to comment RLO013-6

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Because Central Valley
Project and State Water Project water flows through the Delta, many
changes to the management or delivery of such water would “occur, in
whole or in part, within the boundaries of the Delta,” and would therefore
potentially be a “covered action” under Water Code section 85057.5, a key
legal and analytical distinction for the Delta Plan and the EIR. Please see
Master Response 1.

Response to comment RLO013-7
Comment noted.



RLO014 DDSD

Response to comment RLO014-1
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO014-2
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO014-3

As explained in Section 2.1.3, Reliable Water Supply, Page 2-4, Lines 46
through 47, and Page 2-5, Lines 1 through 3 of the Recirculated Draft
PEIR, "Like the Proposed Project, the Revised Project does not direct the
construction of specific projects, nor would projects be implemented under
the direct authority of the Council. However, the Revised Project like the
Proposed Project seeks to improve water supply reliability by encouraging
various actions which, if taken, could lead to construction and/or operation
of projects that could provide a more reliable water supply." Examples of
these types of projects were listed on Page 2-5. The number, location, and
specific types of projects that agencies may undertake is unknown and
could include brackish desalination facilities.



Response to comment RLO014-4
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 -



RLOO015 Delta Coalition

Response to comment RLO015-1
Comment noted.



DRAFT COALITION JOINT COMMENTS ON RECIRCULATED DRAFT PROGRAM January 14, 2013
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (VOLUME 3) FOR THE FINAL DRAFT Page 2
DELTA PLAN

In addition to our concerns regarding the adequacy of the DPEIR, the Coalition remains seriougly
concerned regarding the scope of the Plan. We further assert that the RDPEIR has not consider|
viable alternatives, or adequately assessed the far-reaching impacts of the broad-stroked policies [in

unreasonable and infeasible.
Again, our hope is that the Delta Stewardship Council (DSC) will take into serious consideration

comments put forth, and that you will ultimately recognize the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta as

committed to working closely with the DSC and DSC staff. Should you have any questions, please contact
Tom Gau, Director of Public Works, San Joaquin County at (209) 468-3100 and/or Michael Niblc
Community Development Program Specialist, City of Stockton at (209) 937-8090.

Sincerely,
(2% AC 2

Kathy Miller, Council Member
City of Stockton

{\/d & ﬁzi,p{/;:z_f;z.*&(é—'e_
Frank 1. staller, Second District
San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors

Attachments
cc: San Joaquin County’s State Delegation Stockton City Council
Escalon City Council Bob Deis, Stockton City Manager
Lathrop City Council Michael E. Locke, Stockton Deputy City Manager

John Luebberke, Stockton City Attorney
Jeff Willett, Stockton Acting Municipal Utilities Director
Michael Niblock, Stockton Community

Development Interim Program Specialist
David Stagnaro, AICP, Stockton Planning Manager
Stockton Planning Commission
Stockton Development Oversight Commission

Laodi City Council
Manteca City Council
Ripon City Council
Tracy City Council
Port of Stockton

Response to comment RLO015-2

Please see response to commenter's previous letter LO205 and Master
Responses 1, 2, 3, and 4.

Response to comment RLO015-3
Comment noted.



RLO016 EDCWA

Response to comment RLO016-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO016-2
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO208.



Response to comment RLO016-3
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO016-4
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO208.

Response to comment RLO016-5

The projects identified on p. ES-2, lines 13-15 of the RDEIR are examples
of local and regional water supply projects.

Response to comment RLO016-6

Please see the responses to the commenter’s prior letter, LO208. In
addition, please refer to Master Response 5 regarding the potential for
impacts to water supplies.



Response to comment RLO016-7

Please refer to the response to comment RLO016-6. In addition, potential
impacts related to fisheries anticipated from the implementation of the
Delta Plan are presented in Section 4, Biological Resources. These include
potential impacts within the Delta, Delta watershed, and streams that are
tributary to the Delta. As stated in Section 4, projects encouraged by the
Delta Plan could result in potentially significant impacts after mitigation to
biological resources including fisheries within streams tributary to the
Delta. See also Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO016-8

The EIR recognizes that the feasibility of a given water supply reliability
approach or program will vary by geographic area. See also Master
Response 5.

Response to comment RLO016-9

The EIR states that such water "could" result in more water remaining in
rivers tributary to the Delta; the EIR does not assume this will be the case
and concludes that impacts to special status species (including fish) related
to Impact 4-2a could be significant as stated on line 36 of p. 4-6 of the
RDEIR. See also Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO016-10
Please see Master Response 5.



Response to comment RLO016-11
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 -



RLO017 EMWD

Response to comment RLO017-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO017-2
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO017-3
Please see Master Response 5.



Response to comment RLO017-4
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO017-5
Comment noted.



RLOO018 ISD

Response to comment RLO018-1
Comment noted.



Response to comment RLO018-2
Please see response to comment letter RLO024.

Response to comment RLO018-3

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, please refer
to Master Response 1 regarding the scope of the Delta Stewardship
Council’s authority.



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment RLO018-4

The ongoing risk of levee failure, including the risk due to climate change
and sea level rise, is an aspect of the existing environment and of declining
conditions in the Delta. 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, but does not
analyze the impacts of current processes there, except as part of the No
Project alternative. Additionally, as Section 21 of the EIR explains,
climate change is a cumulative problem that occurs on a global scale.
Describing the specific impacts of the Project’s contribution to greenhouse
gas emissions is impossible at this time, and in the absence of project-
specific information. Please see Master Response 2.



No comments
-n/a -



RLO019 LADWP

Response to comment RLO019-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO019-2
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO019-3

Please see response to commenter's prior letter, LO182. Comments
submitted on the Draft Program EIR were responded to, and are included
in Section 3 of this FEIR.

Response to comment RLO019-4

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RLO019-5

In order to provide thorough disclosure of all potentially significant
adverse environmental impacts of the Delta Plan’s policies and
recommendations, the EIR analyzes the effects of reduced availability of
Delta water.

Response to comment RLO019-6

Regarding the feasibility and effectiveness of local and regional water
supply projects in reducing reliance on the Delta, please refer to Master
Response 5.

Response to comment RLO019-7
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO019-8
Comment noted.



RLO020 LVMWD

Response to comment RLO020-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO020-2

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. 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 RLO020-3

The Delta Plan encourages, and in certain circumstances would require,
water supply agencies to reduce reliance on the Delta water through
implementation of local and regional water supply projects, including
water use efficiency, water recycling, and groundwater conjunctive use
programs to meet water demands. Regarding the ability of these supplies
to meet demand, please refer to Master Response 5. Regarding the ability
of the Delta Plan to meet its objectives, please refer to Master Response 3.

Response to comment RLO020-4

The Delta Plan encourages, and in certain circumstances would require,
water supply agencies to reduce reliance on the Delta water through
implementation of local and regional water supply projects, including
water use efficiency, water recycling, and groundwater conjunctive use
programs to meet water demands. Regarding the ability of these supplies
to meet demand, please refer to Master Response 5. The Reliable Water
Supply subsections of sections 3 through 21 of the Recirculated Draft
PEIR analyze the environmental impacts of developing such supplies. The
RDPEIR recognizes that agencies may use different approaches to local
and regional water supplies, potentially resulting in different types of
impacts. Social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment
under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 8§
15064(e) and 15131, see also Master Response 2).

Response to comment RLO020-5
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO020-6

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Because Central Valley
Project and State Water Project water flows through the Delta, many
changes to the management or delivery of such water would “occur, in
whole or in part, within the boundaries of the Delta,” and would therefore
potentially be a “covered action” under Water Code section 85057.5, a key
legal and analytical distinction for the Delta Plan and the EIR. Please see
Master Response 1.



Response to comment RLO020-7
Comment noted.



RLO021 MWA

Response to comment RLO021-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO021-2
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RLO021-3
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO021-4

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Please see Master
Response 1 regarding the Delta Stewardship Council’s authority over
covered actions.

Response to comment RLO021-5

Comment noted.



RLO022 MWDOC

Response to comment RLO022-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO022-2

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. 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 RLO022-3

Regarding the consideration of the ability of the Delta Plan to meet its
objectives, please refer to Master Response 3.

Response to comment RLO022-4

The Delta Plan encourages water supply agencies to reduce reliance on the
Delta water through implementation of local and regional water supply
projects, including water use efficiency, water recycling, and groundwater
conjunctive use programs to meet water demands. In certain
circumstances, the consideration and implementation of such projects
would be a requirement of Delta Plan consistency for certain covered
actions. Regarding the ability of these supplies to meet demand, please
refer to Master Response 5. The Reliable Water Supply subsections of
sections 3 through 21 of the Recirculated Draft PEIR analyze the
environmental impacts of developing such supplies. Social and economic
impacts, such as the costs of implementing local and regional water supply
projects, are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and are not
analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 88§ 15064(e) and 15131).

Response to comment RLO022-5

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Because Central Valley
Project and State Water Project water flows through the Delta, many
changes to the management or delivery of such water would “occur, in
whole or in part, within the boundaries of the Delta,” and would therefore
potentially be a “covered action” under Water Code section 85057.5.
Please see Master Response 1 for further discussion of the definition of
covered action.”



Response to comment RLO022-6
Comment noted.



RLO023 Rancho Water

Response to comment RLO023-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO023-2
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO023-3

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.). Please see Master Response 1.



Response to comment RLO023-4

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 EIR’s analyses of the Delta Plan and the
alternatives assumes, as CEQA requires, that its policies and
recommendations are implemented. It determines that while such change
could reduce the availability of Delta water, the local and regional self-
reliance encouraged under the Delta Plan would prevent most significant
environmental impacts related to reduced water supplies. The Delta Plan
also encourages, and in certain circumstances would require, water supply
agencies to reduce reliance on the Delta water through implementation of
local and regional water supply projects, including water use efficiency,
water recycling, and groundwater conjunctive use programs to meet water
demands. Regarding the ability of these supplies to meet demand, please
refer to Master Response 5. Regarding the ability of the Delta Plan to meet
its objectives, please refer to Master Response 3.

Response to comment RLO023-5

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Because Central Valley
Project and State Water Project water flows through the Delta, many
changes to the management or delivery of such water would “occur, in
whole or in part, within the boundaries of the Delta,” and would therefore
potentially be a “covered action” under Water Code section 85057.5.
Please see Master Response 1.



Response to comment RLO023-6
Comment noted.



RLO024 RD 830

Response to comment RLO024-1
Comment noted.



Response to comment RLO024-2
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment RLO024-3

The ongoing risk of levee failure, including the risk due to climate change
and sea level rise, is an aspect of the existing environment and of declining
conditions in the Delta. As Section 12 of the EIR explains, climate change
is a cumulative problem that occurs on a global scale. Describing the
specific impacts of the Project’s contribution to greenhouse gas emissions

is impossible.



Response to comment RLO024-4
Comment noted.



RLO025 RWA et al

Response to comment RLO025-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO025-2
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RLO025-3

Please see Master Response 5 and the responses to the commenter's prior
letter, LO189.

Response to comment RLO025-4

Please see Master Response 5 and the responses to the commenter's prior
letter, LO189.



Response to comment RLO025-5
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
-nfa-

EXHIBIT A
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RLO026 Sacramento Co

Response to comment RLO026-1
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO231.

Response to comment RLO026-2

The existing conditions at the time of the publication of the Notice of
Preparation of this EIR in December 2010, is the normal CEQA
environmental baseline pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a).
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,
including reasonably foreseeable modified or new plans that are currently
being analyzed for adoption or are currently required to be adopted. The
No Project Alternative also includes physical activities and projects that
are permitted and funded at this time. The proposed Delta Plan and the
alternatives are compared to the environmental baseline described above.



Response to comment RLO026-3

Please see response to comment RLO026-2 above. The impacts of the No
Project Alternative would not change, regardless of the completion of a
specific project during the preparation of this EIR, because the no project
alternative assumes that existing relevant plans and policies, as well as
permitted and funded physical activities and projects, would continue to
be implemented.

Response to comment RLO026-4

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Social and economic
impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and are not
analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 88 15064(e) and 15131).There is
no mitigation measure 5-3 in the EIR because the revised project will have
no impact related to housing placement within the 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary, Flood Insurance
Rate Map, or other flood hazard delineation map.



Response to comment RLO026-5

The analysis of the environmental effect of a project consists of
considering direct physical changes in the environment and reasonably
foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment which may be
caused by a project (CEQA Guidelines § 15064(d)). See CEQA
Guidelines § 15382 (significant effect on the environment means a
substantial adverse change in the physical conditions within the area
affected by the project). Social and economic impacts are not effects on
the environment under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA
Guidelines 88 15064(e) and 15131).



Response to comment RLO026-6

The quoted text from pages 6-3, 6-4, and 6-5 of the RDPEIR describes
significant land use impacts from projects that may be encouraged by the
Delta Plan. Most of the impacts would be temporary, construction-related
impacts that would remain significant, despite the implementation of
mitigation measures (RDEIR, pp. 6-17 and 6-18). 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 comment
regarding legacy communities is a comment on the project, not on the
EIR.



Response to comment RLO026-7
Comment noted.



RLO027 San Gorgonio

Response to comment RLO027-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO027-2
Comment noted.



Response to comment RLO027-3

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Because Central Valley
Project and State Water Project water flows through the Delta, many
changes to the management or delivery of such water would “occur, in
whole or in part, within the boundaries of the Delta,” and would therefore
potentially be a “covered action” under Water Code section 85057.5, a key
legal and analytical distinction for the Delta Plan and the EIR. Please see
Master Response 1.

Response to comment RLO027-4

The Delta Plan encourages, and in certain circumstances would require,
water supply agencies to reduce reliance on the Delta water through
implementation of local and regional water supply projects, including
water use efficiency, water recycling, and groundwater conjunctive use
programs to meet water demands. Regarding the ability of these supplies
to meet demand, please refer to Master Response 5. Regarding the ability
of the Delta Plan to meet its objectives, please refer to Master Response 3.

Response to comment RLO027-5

The Delta Plan encourages, and in certain circumstances would require,
water supply agencies to reduce reliance on the Delta water through
implementation of local and regional water supply projects, including
water use efficiency, water recycling, and groundwater conjunctive use
programs to meet water demands. Regarding the ability of these supplies
to meet demand, please refer to Master Response 5. The Reliable Water
Supply subsections of sections 3 through 21 of the Recirculated Draft
PEIR analyze the environmental impacts of developing such supplies. The
RDPEIR recognizes that agencies may use different approaches to local
and regional water supplies, potentially resulting in different types of
impacts. Social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment
under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines

8§ 15064(e) and 15131; see also Master Response 2).

Response to comment RLO027-6
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO027-7

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, the Delta
Plan, as described in Section 2 of the Recirculated Draft Program EIR,



would not prevent water transfers from occurring, but rather would encourage the
water transfers to occur in a manner that would be consistent with the Delta Plan,
especially in the Delta and areas outside of the Delta that use Delta water. The Delta
Plan also contains Recommendation WR R15 to identify and recommend measures
to reduce procedural and administrative impediments to water transfers. In addition,
the expiration date of covered action exemptions for temporary, one-year water
transfers was extended to January 1, 2017, in the Final Delta Plan.



Response to comment RLO027-8

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 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 RLO027-9
Comment noted.



RLO028 San Joaquin Co

Response to comment RLO028-1
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO205.



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment RLO028-2
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment RLO028-3
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment RLO028-4
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 -



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 -



RLO029 SBVMWD

Response to comment RLO029-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO029-2
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO029-3

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Because Central Valley
Project and State Water Project water flows through the Delta, many
changes to the management or delivery of such water would “occur, in
whole or in part, within the boundaries of the Delta,” and would therefore
potentially be a “covered action” under Water Code section 85057.5.
Please see Master Response 1.



burdensome review process, irrespective of their water stewardship practices. We
appreciate the verbal assurances from Council members that they want this discretion only
to address alleged “bad actors”, but the 2009 Delta Reform Act did not give the Council the
jurisdiction to review and judge local water management decisions outside of the Delta. As
an agency that has been successful in advancing local water supply reliability through
investments in conservation and recycling, among other water management practices, we
object to this proposed policy.

2. Delta Water Export Supplies: While the draft Delta Plan does not make this statement, the

Draft EIR assumes that Delta Plan implementation will result in less water being exported
through the Delta. Reduced reliance does not equate to reduced exports. With improved
conveyance, ecosystem restoration and reductions in the "stressors” that harm Delta
species, we believe it is feasible to achieve the mandated co-equal goals to improve both
water supply reliability and the Delta ecosystem, without reducing exports. The EIR also
claims, without support, that sufficient, feasible replacement water sources exist, yet fails to
analyze any specifics about how much replacement water would be needed, how difficult it
would be to implement, how costly replacement water sources might be and the possible
economic and environmental effects of developing these supplies. Agencies, such as ours, in
the export region have made great strides and considerable investments in storage,
conservation, recycling, and ground water reclamation, among other water supply
alternatives. For example, after 19 years and many millions of dollars invested, San
Bernardino Valley along with its partner Western Municipal Water District successfully
obtained a water right for up to 198,000 af in a single year made available by the
construction and operation of Seven Oaks Dam on the Santa Ana River. We are not stopping
there. Qur plansinclude future investments in a variety of supply options to provide for the
growing needs in our regions. Continued delivery of imported water provides essential
water supply and water quality benefits to our region and must be maintained to
accomplish these goals.

. One-Year Transfers. Under California law, one-year transfers of water are not subject to the

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Council has taken steps to exclude other
CEQA exceptions from its covered action review process, but in the case of one-year
transfers, that exception is only valid through 2014,  One-year transfers are critical for
meeting year-to-year shortfalls in supply. This vital water management tool is at risk if each
transfer is subject to an appeal process that may take up to 150 days.

. Bay Delta Conservation Plan: The Delta Plan must incorporate BDCP as a cornerstone of its
own Plan if BDCP meets the conditions specified in the 2009 Delta Reform Act legislation.
Delta Plan language and implementing procedures should mirror that of the legislation and
clearly state its intent to incorporate the BOCP as a core component of the plan. Recent
Council member public statements have emphasized the statutory role of BDCP, but we are
concerned that the current procedures listed in the Plan appendix do not do this.
Nevertheless, we are encouraged that staff has stated in public meetings that the Council

= RLOD2G-3

-~ RLOD2G-4

t— RLOD29-5

= RLOD2G5-6

— RLODZGS-7

f— RLOD29-8

Response to comment RLO029-4

The Delta Plan encourages, and in certain circumstances would require,
water supply agencies to reduce reliance on the Delta water through
implementation of local and regional water supply projects, including
water use efficiency, water recycling, and groundwater conjunctive use
programs to meet water demands. The Delta Plan also encourages the
SWRCB to adopt Delta flow objectives that would result in a more
“natural flow regime” in the Delta. Section 3 of the EIR analyzes the water
supply-related impacts of these policies along with all of the Delta Plan’s
policies and recommendations. Regarding the ability of the Delta Plan to
meet its objectives, please refer to Master Response 3.

Response to comment RLO029-5

As noted above, the Delta Plan encourages local and regional water supply
projects, including water use efficiency, water recycling, and groundwater
conjunctive use programs to meet water demands. Regarding the ability of
these supplies to meet demand, please refer to Master Response 5. The
Reliable Water Supply subsections of sections 3 through 21 of the
Recirculated Draft PEIR analyze the environmental impacts of developing
such supplies. The RDPEIR recognizes that agencies may use different
approaches to local and regional water supplies, potentially resulting in
different types of impacts. Economic impacts are not effects on the
environment under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA
Guidelines §8 15064(e) and 15131).

Response to comment RLO029-6
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO029-7

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The Delta Plan, as
described in Section 2 of the Recirculated Draft Program EIR, would not
prevent water transfers from occurring, but rather would encourage the
water transfers to occur in a manner that would be consistent with the
Delta Plan, especially in the Delta and areas outside of the Delta that use
Delta water. The Delta Plan also contains Recommendation WR R15 to
identify and recommend measures to reduce procedural and administrative
impediments to water transfers. In addition, the expiration date of covered
action exemptions for temporary, one-year water transfers was extended to
January 1, 2017, in the Final Delta Plan.



Response to comment RLO029-8

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 seg.). Please see
Master Response 1.



Response to comment RLO029-9
Comment noted.



RLO030 SCVWD

Response to comment RLO030-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO030-2
Comment noted; please see the responses to comment RLO33.



Response to comment RLO030-3

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Because Central Valley
Project and State Water Project water flows through the Delta, many
changes to the management or delivery of such water would “occur, in
whole or in part, within the boundaries of the Delta,” and would therefore
potentially be a “covered action” under Water Code section 85057.5.
Please see Master Response 1 regarding the definition of “covered action,
and Master Response 5 regarding Policy WR P1.

Response to comment RLO030-4

The EIR considers the water supply-related impacts of Policy WR P1 and
other polices and recommendations related to water supply reliability in
Section 3. Please see Master Response 5 for further discussion of the
EIR’s analysis of the impacts of WR P1, including its handling of local
and regional water supplies and analysis of groundwater impacts.

Response to comment RLO030-5

The Delta Plan encourages, and in certain circumstances could require,
water supply agencies to reduce reliance on the Delta water through
implementation of local and regional water supply projects, including
water use efficiency, water recycling, and groundwater conjunctive use
programs to meet water demands. Regarding the ability of these supplies
to meet demand, please refer to Master Response 5. The Reliable Water
Supply subsections of sections 3 through 21 of the Recirculated Draft
PEIR analyze the environmental impacts of developing such supplies.
Economic impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and
are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 88 15064(e) and 15131).
Regarding the determination of the environmentally superior alternative,
please see Master Response 3.



Response to comment RLO030-6

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The Delta Plan, as
described in Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR and Section 2 of the
Recirculated Draft Program EIR, would not prevent water transfers from
occurring, but rather would encourage the water transfers to occur in a
manner that would be consistent with the Delta Plan, especially in the
Delta and areas outside of the Delta that use Delta water. For example, the
Delta Plan also contains Recommendation WR R15 to identify and
recommend measures to reduce procedural and administrative
impediments to water transfers. In addition, the expiration date of covered
action exemptions for temporary, one-year water transfers was extended to
December 31, 2016, in the Final Delta Plan.

Response to comment RLO030-7

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.). Please see Master Response 1.

Response to comment RLO030-8
Comment noted.



RLO031 SDWA

Response to comment RLO031-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO031-2

Please see Master Response 1 regarding the EIR’s description of existing
conditions. 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 EIR analyzes a reasonable
range of alternatives developed on the basis of 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 and Master Response 3.
The comment regarding consistency between the Delta Plan and the
governing statutes is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO031-3

The comment regarding consistency between the Delta Plan and the
governing statutes is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Regarding
the Delta Plan’s ability to advance the coequal goals, please see Master
Response 3. Regarding the EIR’s programmatic approach to analysis of
environmental impacts, please see Master Response 2.



Response to comment RLO031-4

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 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 adoption 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 note
that while the Delta Plan is intended to advance the coequal goals and
reverse declining conditions in the Delta, the EIR analyzes, and identifies
mitigation for, the impacts of implementation of the Delta Plan, not the
impacts of ongoing operations.

Response to comment RLO031-5

Regarding the water quality impacts of a “Sacramento River intake,” the
Delta Plan does not encourage such an intake, and the EIR therefore does
not consider its impacts. To the extent that this is a reference to the BDCP,
please see Master Response 1, which discusses the BDCP’s relationship to
the Delta Plan and the EIR’s treatment of that project. Regarding the water
supply-related impacts of ecosystem restoration projects, please see
response to DEIR comment LO185-23.

Response to comment RLO031-6
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Regarding the ability of
the Delta Plan to meet its objectives, please refer to Master Response 3.

Response to comment RLO031-7

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The Delta Plan contains
recommendations to protect and improve water quality in the Delta for

beneficial uses identified in the applicable State Water Resources Control
Board or regional water quality control board water quality control plans.

Response to comment RLO031-8
Comment noted.



RLO032 SJCOG

Response to comment RLO032-1

Comment noted. Please see response to commenter's previous letters
LO190 and LO217.

Response to comment RLO032-2

Please see response to commenter's previous letter LO190. 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, 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. HCP/NCCPs being developed were considered as part of
the cumulative impacts analysis in Section 22 of the EIR.

Response to comment RLO032-3
Please refer to response to comment RLO032-2.



Response to comment RLO032-4

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. In addition, and as
described in Master Response 1, neither the Delta Plan nor this EIR can
expand the definition of covered action beyond what the Legislature has
defined because the authority of the Council is governed by the Delta
Reform Act.

Response to comment RLO032-5
Please see response to RLO032-2 above.

Response to comment RLO032-6
Comment noted.



No comments
-n/a -



RLO033 SLDMWA and SWC

Response to comment RLO033-1

Comment noted. Please also see response to commenter's letter on the
DEIR, LO232.

Response to comment RLO033-2
Please see Master Responses 1 and 2.



Response to comment RLO033-3

Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO232.
Regarding the EIR’s programmatic approach to environmental analysis,
please see Master Response 2. Regarding the adequacy of the EIR’s
identified mitigation measures, please see master Response 4.

Response to comment RLO033-4

Regarding the level of detail provided in the description of the Delta Plan,
please see master Response 2. Regarding the range of alternatives
considered in the EIR and the analysis of their ability to meet project
objectives, please see Master Response 3.

Response to comment RLO033-5

The Revised Project is the 2012 Final Draft Delta Plan, which is analyzed
in RDPEIR. The revised project description is Section 2, Description of
Revised Project, of the RDPEIR. 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). Because
the Revised Project differs from the Proposed Project in specific, narrow
aspects, and because the DPEIR provided thorough, programmatic
analysis of the Proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts, the
RDPEIR efficiently compares the impacts of the two rather than repeat the
DPEIR’s analysis. Such an approach would have been cumbersome and
largely repetitive. Please see Master Response 2 for a discussion of the
EIR’s programmatic approach.



Response to comment RLO033-6
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO033-7
Comment noted.



Response to comment RLO033-8
Comment noted.



Response to comment RLO033-9

Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO232. Please
also see Master Response 5.



Response to comment RLO033-10
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO033-11

The Reliable Water Supply subsections of EIR sections 3 through 21
describe the potential environmental impacts of the development of local
and regional water supplies.



Response to comment RLO033-12
Please see Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO033-13

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. The EIR thus
cannot provide a definitive timeline for Delta Plan implementation. The
Delta Plan may be revised, with appropriate environmental review, in the
future (see Water Code § 85300(c)).



Response to comment RLO033-14

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. The No Project Alternative also includes physical
activities and projects that were permitted and funded at the time of the
Notice of Preparation of the EIR, including recycled water projects and any
specific, adopted water conservation and efficiency programs to meet the
state goal of reducing per-capita water usage. Because the state statute SB X7
7 only establishes a goal, but requires further local action for implementation,
the No project Alternative does not assume its overall achievement.

Response to comment RLO033-15

CEQA Guidelines section 15124(d)(1) requires the EIR to include, “to the
extent the information is known to the lead agency...A list of permits and
other approvals required to implement the project.” Table 2B-1 lists the
specific named projects encouraged by the Delta Plan and the lead
agencies for those projects. Beyond the named projects however, any of a
very large number of agencies could propose a covered action or could
take actions encouraged by the Delta Plan. The Delta Stewardship Council
cannot direct any agency to take such actions. The identity of all the
agencies whose permits or other actions will implement the Delta Plan is
thus not known to the Council.

Response to comment RLO033-16

Please see Master Response 1. The Revised Project is the 2012 Final Draft
Delta Plan, which is analyzed in RDPEIR and fully described in
Section 2A of the DPEIR in combination with Section 2 of the RDPEIR.

Response to comment RLO033-17

Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO232. Also
please see Master Response 1. In light of the EIR’s programmatic
approach to the analysis of environmental impacts, the largely qualitative
discussion of existing conditions in each impact-analysis section (several
of which discuss variable conditions, such as Section 3), is sufficient.



Response to comment RLO033-18

Master Response 2 discusses the EIR’s appropriate assumption that the
Delta Plan’s polices and recommendations are implemented.



Response to comment RLO033-19

Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO232. Please
also see Master Response 4 regarding the enforceability of the mitigation
measures. Mitigation Measure 4-1 does not create an absolute bar on siting
projects in any place where they might cause a substantial reduction in fish
or wildlife habitat. Rather, it provides a series of options to be
implemented, as feasible and appropriate in a project’s circumstances, to
reduce or avoid impacts to sensitive natural communities. The EIR
nonetheless concludes that the Delta Plan could have a significant and
unavoidable impact on such communities.



Response to comment RLO033-20

Mitigation measures listed in the EIR are made enforceable through Delta
Plan policy G P1, which makes mitigation a requirement of Delta Plan
consistency, as further explained in Master Response 4. Equally-effective
measures may be substituted by future lead agencies, but these would
remain mandatory. Moreover, future lead agencies will have the obligation
under CEQA to mitigate the significant impacts of projects. Master
Response 4 further explains that the EIR’s mitigation measures are not
inappropriately vague, but are designed to be tailored to the circumstances
of the specific action requiring the mitigation.

Response to comment RLO033-21
Please refer to the response to comment RLO033-20.



Response to comment RLO033-22
Please refer to the response to comment RLO033-20.

Response to comment RLO033-23
Please refer to the response to comment RLO033-20.

Response to comment RLO033-24
Please refer to the response to comment RLO033-20.

Response to comment RLO033-25
Please refer to the response to comment RLO033-20.



Response to comment RLO033-26
Please refer to the response to comment RLO033-20.

Response to comment RLO033-27
Please refer to the response to comment RLO033-20.

Response to comment RLO033-28
Please refer to the response to comment RLO033-20.

Response to comment RLO033-29

The executive summary contains an abbreviated list of mitigation
measures; the EIR’s impact analysis sections (sections 3 through 21)
include the full text of the measures. Readers are directed to see resource
sections for full text.



Response to comment RLO033-30

Please see Master Response 1. 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 of the EIR describe the
existing environmental and regulatory conditions relevant to the resource
under discussion. The description of the Environmental Setting and
Regulatory Framework are therefore unchanged in the RDPEIR. The
environmental baseline for the analysis of impacts related to water supply
in Section 3, Water Resources, includes implementation of the
Quantification Settlement Agreement and 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. The US
District Court for the Eastern District of California remanded, but did not
vacate, the Biological Opinions and Reasonable and Prudent Alternative
on the Coordinated Long-Term Operation of the CVP and SWP.
Speculating on the future outcomes of the Coordinated Quantification
Settlement Agreement cases or the remanded biological opinions would be
inappropriate under CEQA.



Response to comment RLO033-31

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The studies cited in the
comment did not serve as the basis for the significance criteria or the
impact conclusions in the PEIR.

Response to comment RLO033-32

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 encourage other agencies to reduce their
reliance on the Delta and develop local and regional water supplies. Other
agencies will propose such projects and will control their development and
environmental review. This EIR cannot, practically or legally, speculate
about the particular projects that may be developed or about those
projects’ environmental impacts. 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. The Water Supply Reliability
subsection of sections 3 through 21 analyzes the impacts of local and
regional water supply projects. Please refer to Master Response 2
concerning the EIR’s programmatic approach to analyzing environmental
impacts, and Master Response 5 concerning Delta Plan Policy WR P1.



Response to comment RLO033-33
Please see Master Response 2.

Response to comment RLO033-34

Please see Master Response 2. Please also see response to comment
RLO033-32.



Response to comment RLO033-35
Please see Master Response 2.

Response to comment RLO033-36
Please see Master Response 2.



Response to comment RLO033-37

As the commenter notes, restrictions on through-Delta conveyance are not
within the scope of the Delta Plan. Please see master Response 5 for a
discussion of potential SWRCB flow objectives.

CEQA does not require the EIR to provide an exhaustive analysis of
existing or historical conditions. The EIR’s description of the Delta Plan’s
environmental setting is sufficient for the program-level evaluation of its
impacts.

Regarding the ability of local and regional supply projects to meet
demand, please see Master Response 5. Master Response 5 also discusses
the Delta Plan’s policies encouraging sustainable groundwater use. The
policies, in combination with existing law and the mitigation measures
identified in the EIR, will likely ensure that impacts to groundwater
resources will be less than significant. The EIR, however, concludes that
these impacts could be significant and unavoidable due to the uncertainty
regarding the precise nature of the projects that the Delta Plan will
encourage. Regarding the environmental impacts of mitigation measures,
please see Master Response 4. Truck trips required for water hauling
would be similar to those required for construction of projects encouraged
under the Delta Plan, and thus would not cause any impacts different from
the potentially significant and unavoidable impacts that the EIR discusses
related to air quality and traffic.

The EIR clearly concludes that operation of the local and regional water
supply projects encouraged under the Delta Plan would have a beneficial
impact related to water supply reliability (DPEIR at 3-82; RDPEIR at 3-5).



Response to comment RLO033-38

Please see Master Response 1. 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.

Response to comment RLO033-39

Regarding impacts to biological resources related to the flow objectives
encouraged under the Delta Plan, please see Master Response 5; regarding
the EIR’s approach to the analysis of impacts, please refer to Master
Response 2.

Response to comment RLO033-40

Section 6 of the EIR considers whether the Delta Plan would either
physically divide an established community or conflict with an applicable
land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental effect. Its analysis includes all such
potential projects under the Delta Plan, including those outside the Delta.
For example, on page 6-47, the Draft PEIR considers whether surface
storage facilities in the “Delta watershed and in areas outside of the Delta
that use Delta water” would physically divide an established community.
A covered action will be consistent with Delta Plan Policy DP P1 as long
as any urban development proposed by the action is within an area
designated for such development under existing city and county general
plans. It therefore by definition creates no conflict with those plans.



Response to comment RLO033-41

Please see Master Response 2 regarding the study areas for the EIR’s
impact analyses.

Response to comment RLO033-42

Please see Master Response 2 regarding the study areas for the EIR’s
impact analyses.

Response to comment RLO033-43

Please see Master Response 2 regarding the EIR’s programmatic approach
to the analysis of environmental impacts. The EIR is not required to
discuss or provide other agencies’ thresholds of significance. The EIR
considers the air quality impacts of fallowing agricultural land. See
DPEIR at 9-17.



Response to comment RLO033-44

Please see Master Response 2 regarding the EIR’s programmatic
approach. 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, and of the fallowing of agricultural land
(DEIR at 21-11, 21-16, 21-20; RDEIR at 21-4, 21-9, 21-16). Because
climate change is a global phenomenon, the EIR is not required to
document the particular impacts of the Delta Plan’s contribution.



Response to comment RLO033-45

The comment regarding the flood protection benefits of ecosystem
restoration is noted. The Delta Plan does not induce substantial population
growth in an area, either directly or indirectly, because of the Delta Plan
policies DP P1 that restricts new urban development, RR P2 that requires
flood protection for residential development in rural areas, ER P3 that
protects opportunities to restore habitat, and WR P1 that requires reduced
reliance on the Delta and improve regional self reliance. The suggested
additions to mitigation measures are already contained within mitigation
measure 5-4, as well as Delta Plan policies RR P1, RR P2, ER P3, ER P4,
and recommendations RR R1, RR R2, RR R3, ER R1, and DP R7.

Response to comment RLO033-46
Please see the responses to the preceding comments.



Response to comment RLO033-47

The economic impacts described in the comment do not appear to relate to
the feasibility of any mitigation measure identified in the EIR.

Response to comment RLO033-48

Please see Master Response 5. Section 7 of the EIR determines that the
reduced availability of Delta water could lead to the conversion of
agricultural land to other uses, a significant environmental impact (DPEIR
at 7-21).

Response to comment RLO033-49
Please see Master Response 3.



Response to comment RLO033-50

The past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects considered in
the cumulative impacts analysis are listed in Table 22-1. Concerning the
EIR’s programmatic approach to the analysis of environmental impacts,
please see Mater Response 2.



Response to comment RLO033-51

The Recirculated Draft PEIR’s approach to analysis is discussed the
response to comment RLO033-5, and the programmatic approach of the
EIR as a whole is discussed in Master Response 2.



Response to comment RLO033-52
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment RLO033-53
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RLO033-54
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RLO033-55
Comment noted. This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.
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RLOO035 Solano Co

Response to comment RLO035-1
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO218.

Response to comment RLO035-2
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO035-3

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 RLO035-4

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,
guantitative detail, in the SWRCB’s 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 RLO035-5

The Revised Project is the 2012 Final Draft Delta Plan, which is analyzed in
the RDPEIR (see, e.g., RDPEIR, p. ES-1). The revised project description is
provided in Section 2, Description of Revised Project, of the RDPEIR. 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). The RDPEIR, volume 3, is an additional volume
to the DPEIR. Please see Master Response 1. Regarding the enforceability
and specificity of the EIR’s mitigation measures, please refer to Master
Response 4. The impacts on agricultural resources due to fallowing of
agricultural land, construction of setback levees, and habitat restoration are
discussed in Section 7, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, of this EIR.
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 RLO035-6

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. As explained in the
Recirculated Draft PEIR, the Final Draft Delta Plan includes policies and
recommendations to encourage protection of existing and planned land uses,
including agricultural and natural resource uses, through: 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. See e.g., RDPEIR at 3-10. These
policies and recommendations include DP P1, DP P2, DP R4, DP R7,

DP R8, DP R9, DP R10, and DP R14. See also Master Response 1.



Response to comment RLO035-7
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RLO035-8

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 23 of the Recirculated Draft Program EIR, if completed and
approved by the California Department of Fish and Game, 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.). Please refer to Master Response 1.

Response to comment RLO035-9
These are comments on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RLO035-10
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO035-11
These are comments on the project, not on the EIR.



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment RLO035-12
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO035-13
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO035-14
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO035-15
These are comments on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RLO035-16
These are comments on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RLO035-17
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO035-18

These are comments on the project, not on the EIR. Please see Master
Response 4 regarding mitigation measures.

Response to comment RLO035-19

Section 7 of the EIR explains that the Delta Plan could result in
conversion of farmlands to non-agricultural use, which would constitute a
significant impact. As explained in the Recirculated Draft PEIR, the Final
Draft Delta Plan includes policies and recommendations to encourage
protection of existing and planned land uses, including agricultural uses.
These 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. See e.g., RDPEIR at 3-10. These policies and
recommendations include DP P1, DP P2, DP R3, DP R4, DP R7, DP RS,
DP R9, DP R10, and DP R14. Please also see Master Response 1.

Response to comment RLO035-20

These are comments on the project, not on the EIR. Please see Master
Response 4 regarding mitigation measures.



Response to comment RLO035-21
These are comments on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO035-22
These are comments on the project, not on the EIR.



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment RLO035-23
Comment noted.



RLO036 SRCD

Response to comment RLO036-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO036-2
Comment noted.



Response to comment RLO036-3
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO196.

Response to comment RLO036-4

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. Without specific details
of future projects, it is not possible or appropriate for the EIR to attempt to
speculate regarding possible incremental effects that the Delta Plan might
have on management of a specific location and resource such as Suisun
Marsh. See Master Response 2. The potential water quality impacts of
Delta and Suisun Marsh ecosystem restoration on water quality and on
adjacent land uses are described in Sections 3, 6, and 7 of the Draft
Program EIR. In particular, the analysis of Impact 3-1b notes that changes
in future flows through the Delta could affect salinity and could cause
increased salinity in the western Delta in summer months, possibly
resulting in significant impacts.

Response to comment RLO036-5

As described in the RDEIR, ER R1 also encourages the use of “information
from adaptive management processes during the Suisun Marsh Habitat
Management, Preservation, and Restoration Plan’s implementation to guide
future habitat restoration projects and to inform future tidal marsh
management.” In addition, and 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.
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.



Response to comment R LO036-6

Social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment under
CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §8 15064(e)
and 15131; see also Master Response 2).

Response to comment RLO036-7

Comment noted.



RLO037 SRCSD

Response to comment RLO037-1

Please see responses to comments RLO037-4 through RLO037-29, below,
and the responses to the commenter’s prior letter, LO219.

Response to comment RLO037-2

Comment noted. Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter,
LO219.



Response to comment RLO037-3

Comment noted. Please see responses to comments RLO037-4 through
RLO037-29, below.

Response to comment RLO037-4

The EIR study area has not changed from the Draft Programmatic EIR to
the Recirculated Draft Programmatic EIR. The study area in the EIR was
delineated in the manner described in Section 1 of the Draft Program EIR
because these are the areas in which the significant environmental effects
of the Delta Plan may occur, which includes a greater geographic area
than the area in which the Delta Stewardship Council has jurisdiction over
covered actions pursuant to the Delta Reform Act. For example, the
impacts of Delta ecosystem restoration projects within the Delta may
include impacts associated with the construction and operating footprint of
the projects, while the impacts of such projects in the Delta watershed and
in areas outside the Delta that use Delta water would primarily relate to
changes in water supply. Because Central Valley Project and State Water
Project water flows through the Delta, many of the changes to the
management or delivery of such water would “occur, in whole or in part,
within the boundaries of the Delta,” would therefore potentially be a
“covered action” under Water Code section 85057.5. Please refer to
Master Response 1 regarding the definition of covered actions.

Response to comment RLO037-5

The Revised Project is the 2012 Final Draft Delta Plan, which is analyzed
in the RDPEIR. The revised project description is in Section 2,
Description of Revised Project, of the RDPEIR. 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 refer to Master Response 1 regarding the process for
incorporating the BDCP into the Delta Plan.



Response to comment RLO037-6

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The Delta Plan
acknowledges the independent responsibilities of other state and federal
agencies. Pursuant to Water Code section 85300(a), the Delta Plan
identifies specific actions that state or local agencies may take to
implement the subgoals and strategies to further the coequal goals.
Section 3 of the Draft Program EIR discloses 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 programs for drinking water in small and disadvantaged
communities and water quality objectives to be addressed with ongoing
Total Maximum Daily Load programs. The Delta Plan encourages
changes to the SWRCB Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan, which
could lead to changes in future SWRCB decisions that may be different
than under the current Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan D-1641
standards. The potential water resources impacts of the changes due to
projects and actions that are encouraged by the Delta Plan are evaluated in
Section 3 of the RDPEIR.

Response to comment RLO037-7
Please see response to comment RLO037-6.

Response to comment RLO037-8

Impacts on water resources are discussed in Section 3 of the EIR and
impacts on biological resources are discussed in Section 4 of the EIR. The
impacts of wastewater treatment facilities that may be encouraged by the
Delta Plan are discussed in Sections 3 through 21 of the EIR. Increased
wastewater treatment is generally considered to be effective in improving
water quality of receiving waters to protect beneficial uses. Reduction of
“other stressors” involves reversing declining ecosystem conditions in the
Delta by addressing stressors that contribute to ecosystem decline such as
pollution, predation, and introduced species. 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 (2008) 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 RLO037-9
Please see the response to comment RLO037-8.



Response to comment RLO037-10

Please see Master Response 3 regarding selection of the environmentally
superior alternative. Please see Master Response 1 regarding the
difference between the No Project Alternative and the proposed Delta
Plan.

Response to comment RLO037-11

The EIR addresses changes in existing environmental conditions due to
the proposed Delta Plan and the alternatives. If those changes in existing
physical conditions are significant and adverse (“significant impacts™),
feasible mitigation measures are required. CEQA does not require
mitigation of existing conditions. Please see Master Response 4.



Response to comment RLO037-12

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. Delta Plan Policy WR P1
requires proposed actions to export water from, transfer water through, or
use water in the Delta to reduce reliance on the Delta and improve
regional self reliance. Section 3 (Water Resources) of the EIR considers
whether the proposed Delta Plan and the alternatives would
“[s]ubstantially change water supply availability to water users located
outside of the Delta that use Delta water.” Regarding the analysis of water
supply reliability in general, please see Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO037-13
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO037-14

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 RLO037-15

Please see the response to comment RLO037-14 and Master Response 1.
Section 23 of the EIR is an expanded discussion of the BDCP, including
its relationship to the proposed Delta Plan and the alternatives as well as
the potentially significant impacts of this cumulative project.



Response to comment RLO037-16

Comment noted. Please see responses to comments RLO071-4 through
RLOO071-15.



Response to comment RLO037-17

The abbreviation "S" is used for both definitions in order to indicate that
there are remaining impacts under both circumstances; i.e., when the
majority of the projects encouraged by the Delta Plan would have a
particular significant impact, and when some of the projects encouraged
by the Delta Plan would have a particular significant impact despite
implementation of mitigation measures.

Response to comment RLO037-18

As acknowledged by the EIR, water quality improvement projects could
occur throughout the study area. As stated on page 3-85 and 3-86 of the
DPEIR, the Delta Plan seeks to improve water quality by encouraging
various actions and projects that, if taken, could lead to completion,
construction, and/or operation of projects that could improve water
quality. The impacts of water quality improvement projects that may be
encouraged by the Delta Plan are evaluated in Sections 3 through 21 of the
EIR.

Response to comment RLO037-19

Lines 24-26 of page 2-3 of the RDEIR refer to potential projects that
might be encouraged by the Delta Plan to protect and improve water
quality in the Delta for beneficial uses. The Revised Project recommends
improving water quality criteria for habitat restoration areas, the Stockton
Deep Water Ship Channel, and the Suisun Marsh that could encourage
construction and operation of wastewater and stormwater treatment
facilities to protect beneficial uses.

Response to comment RLO037-20
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO037-21
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RLO037-22
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO037-23

As required by CEQA, this EIR identifies mitigation measures for the
significant environmental effects of the Delta Plan. Please see Master
Response 4.



Response to comment RLO037-24

Please see Master Response 4 regarding specificity of the EIR's mitigation
measures. Since the Council will not undertake or direct any specific
projects, the mitigation measures identified in the EIR are necessarily
flexible and serve as criteria and methods that may be used to mitigate
impacts for any of the many, as-yet-unidentified projects that the Delta
Plan may encourage.

Response to comment RLO037-25

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 RLO037-26
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO037-27
Table D-1 of the EIR has been updated.



Response to comment RLO037-28

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. CEQA requires the lead
agency to prepare written responses to comments on the EIR that raise
significant environmental issues and are received during the public review
period on the draft EIR. Written responses to comments on both the Draft
Programmatic EIR and the Recirculated Draft Programmatic EIR are
provided in Sections 3 and 4 of the Final EIR.



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment RLO037-29
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



RLO038 TCCA

Response to comment RLO038-1

Comment noted. Please see the responses to comments in letter ROR001
from the Association of California Water Agencies.



No comments
-n/a -



Comments on RDPEIR, Volume 3
Page 2 of 2

ACWA and its members stand ready to continue to collaborate on the development of

such an improved Delta Plan after revision and recirculation of a legally sufficient EIR.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Timothy H. Quinn
Executive Director

No comments
-nla -



No comments
-n/a -



RLO040 Three Valleys

Response to comment RLO040-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO040-2

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.). Please see Master Response 1.

Response to comment RLO040-3

The Delta Plan encourages the SWRCB to adopt Delta flow objectives
that would result in a more “natural flow regime” in the Delta. The EIR
determines that while such change could reduce the availability of Delta
water, the local and regional self-reliance encouraged under the Delta Plan
would prevent most significant environmental impacts related to reduced
water supplies. The Delta Plan encourages, and in certain circumstances
could require, water supply agencies to reduce reliance on the Delta water
through implementation of local and regional water supply projects,
including water use efficiency, water recycling, and groundwater
conjunctive use programs to meet water demands. Regarding the ability of
these supplies to meet demand, please refer to Master Response 5. The
Reliable Water Supply subsections of sections 3 through 21 of the
Recirculated Draft PEIR analyze the environmental impacts of developing
such supplies. Economic impacts are not effects on the environment under
CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §8§ 15064(e)
and 15131).



Response to comment RLO040-4
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO040-5
Comment noted.



RLO041 TLBWSD

Response to comment RLO041-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO041-2

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. For further discussion of
Policy WR P1, please see Master Response 5.



Response to comment RLO041-3

Regarding the definition of “reduced reliance,” please see Chapter 3 of the
Delta Plan. Regarding the EIR’s conclusion that local and regional
projects encouraged by the Delta Plan will meet demand as necessary,
please see Master Response 5. The Reliable Water Supply subsections of
sections 3 through 21 of the Recirculated Draft PEIR analyze the
environmental impacts of developing such supplies. Economic impacts are
not effects on the environment under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the
EIR (CEQA Guidelines 8§ 15064(e) and 15131).

Response to comment RLO041-4
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO041-5
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.



Response to comment RLO041-6

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.). Please see Master Response 1.

Response to comment RLO041-7
Comment noted.



RLO042 Trinity Co

Response to comment RLO042-1

The Trinity River watershed is included in the study area because it
provides water to the Delta through CVP operations. 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. Please see Master Response 5.



RLO043 Trinity Co BOS

Response to comment RLO043-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO043-2

The Trinity River watershed is included in the study area because it
provides water to the Delta through CVP operations. 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. Please refer to Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO043-3
Please see response to comment RLO043-2 and Master Response 1.



Response to comment RLO043-4

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Economic impacts are
not effects on the environment under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the
EIR (CEQA Guidelines 88 15064(e) and 15131).

Response to comment RLO043-5

Please see response to comment RLO043-2.



Response to comment RLO043-6
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO043-7
Comment noted.



RLO044 TUD

Response to comment RLO044-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO044-2
Please see response to commenter's prior letter, LO187.



Response to comment RLO044-3
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO044-4
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO044-5
Please see response to commenter's prior letter, LO187.

Response to comment RLO044-6

The projects identified on p. ES-2, lines 13-15 of the RDEIR are examples
of local and regional water supply projects.



Response to comment RLO044-7

Please see the responses to the commenter’s prior letter, LO187. In
addition, please refer to Master Response 5 regarding the potential for
impacts to water supplies.

Response to comment RLO044-8

Please refer to the response to comment RLO044-7. In addition, potential
impacts related to fisheries anticipated from the implementation of the
Delta Plan are presented in Section 4, Biological Resources. These include
potential impacts within the Delta, Delta watershed, and streams that are
tributary to the Delta. As stated in Section 4, projects encouraged by the
Delta Plan could result in potentially significant impacts after mitigation to
biological resources including fisheries within streams tributary to the
Delta. See also Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO044-9

The EIR recognizes that the feasibility of a given water supply reliability
approach or program will vary by geographic area. See also Master
Response 5.

Response to comment RLO044-10

The EIR states that such water "could" result in more water remaining in
rivers tributary to the Delta; the EIR does not assume this will be the case
and concludes that impacts to special status species (including fish) related
to Impact 4-2a could be significant as stated on line 36 of p. 4-6 of the
RDEIR. See also Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO044-11
Please see response to Master Response 5.



Response to comment RLO044-12

Potential impacts to agricultural lands, some of which have been identified
as significant and unavoidable, are addressed in Section 7 of EIR. Please
also see Master Response 5 related to the reliability of municipal and
agricultural water supplies. Economic impacts are not effects on the
environment under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA
Guidelines 88 15064(e) and 15131). See also Master Response 2.

Response to comment RLO044-13
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 -



RLOO045 Tuolumne Co

Response to comment RLO045-1
Please see response to commenter's prior letter, LO186.

Response to comment RLO045-2

The final draft Delta Plan also applies to areas located upstream of the
Delta and the RDEIR analyzes the resulting impacts (see, e.g., RDEIR,
pp. 3-2 to 3-5, 4-2 to 4-10; see also Master Response 5).



Response to comment RLO045-3
Please see the response to comment RLO045-2.

Response to comment RLO045-4
Comment noted.



No comments

ATTACHMENT A e



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



No comments

Dalta Stewardship Council -nla -

February 1, 2012
Page 3

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Delta Plan DEIR. The
County looks forward to your response to our comments on the DEIR and to future
discussions under our Coordination standing.

RICHARD H. PLAND,
Chalrman

Cc:  Tuolumne Utilitles District
Mountain Counties Water Resources Assoclation
Callfornia State Assoclation of Counties
Reglonal Council of Rural Countles



No comments
-n/a -

Attachment 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 -



Page 4-7, lines 31 - 35, Please correct this section, Sierra Nevada Ecosystem water use
includes municipal supplies to numerous communities as well as state and federal
facilities. :

Page 4-10, line 33. The first sentence appears to be incorrect re: increasing California’s
air? '

Page 4-62, lines 24-34. It i not likely that given the uncertainties presented within the
Proposed Project that proactive efforts to transfer water from north of the Delta to south
of the Delta will take place. Additionally, proposed sanctions such as ER Pl's
moratorium on new water rights permits would not engender the likelihood of Sierra
Nevada Ecosystem agencies transferring water. To the contrary such policies would
likely create a general resistance to new water transfers in the areas upstream of the
Delta.

Page 4-65, lines 8-10. Please note that CWC §1011 provides that conserved water 1s
deemed equivalent to a reasonable beneficial use of water and no forfeiture of that
water occurs, Therefore, the only circumstances to likely result in conservation
programs leading to more water releases downsiream would be as compensated water
transfers. It must also be noted that water conservation efforts cost money to
implement, In many cases the marginal costs of water conserved is much higher than
the marginal cost of water from other sources. This fact, combined with many Sierra
Nevada Ecogystem areas status as disadvantaged communities, and combined with the
ecohomy of scale for smaller systems, means that the expansion of water conservation
programs are generally an impact to the fiscal viability to small and medium sized
upstream water providers and a burden on many customers who's incomes are well
below the state average.

Page 4-70, lines 26-28. The predicted reductions in water supply for export from the
Delta would also be a likely outcome to Sierra Nevada Fcosystem communities, These
reductions would impact agriculture first and then municipal supplies. Please make this
change.

Page 4-89, Section 44.6. The initial statement on line 33 is factually incorrect and
unsupported by any evidence in the BIR. It is an unsupported conclusion. Please see the
submitted Alternative 1B for details regarding water transfers (see Ag Urban
Alternative Plan as submitted pg 19), groundwater (see Ag Urban Alternative Plan as
submitted pg. 20 & 21) and reservoir opetations (see Ag Urban Alternative Plan as
submitted pg, 22).
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,
WHEREAS,
WHEREAS,
WHEREAS,
VIHEREAS,
WHEREAS,
WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

NEPA requires federal agencles to consider the impact of thair actions on the customs, beliefs,
and soclal forms, as well as the “materlal traits” of the people; and

itis reasonable to interpret NEPA as requiring faderal agencles to cansider the impacts of thelr
actions on those traditional and historical and economic practices, including commercial and
business activitles, which are performed or oparated on foderally and state managed lands
(including, butnotlimited to recreation, tourlsm, timber harvesting, mining, livestockgrazing, and
other commerclal pursuits); and

42 U.S.C. § 4331 places upon federal agencies the “continuing responsibllity... to use all
practicable means, consistent with other considerations of national policy to... preserve
im_ponam historie, culture, and natural aspects of our national heritage”; and

Webster's New Colleglate Dictionary (at 277, 1975) defines “culture” as “customary beliefs,
social forms, and materlal traits of a group; the Integrated pattern of human behavior passad to
succeeding genarations”; and

in 16 U.S.C. § 1604, tha Natlonal Forest Management Act, requires the Forest Service to
coordinate Its planning processes with local government units such as Tuolumne County; and

federal agencies implementing the Endangered Specles Act, the Clean Water Act, the Clean
Alr Act, and the Outdoor Recreation Goordination Act (16 U.S.C, § 4601-1(c) and (d)) are
required by Congrass to considerlocal plans and to coordinate and cooperate directly with plans
of local govarnment such as Tuolumne County; and

the coordinating provislons referred in the resolution require the Secretary of Interior to work
directly with local government to resolve water resource Issues and with regard to recreatlon

uses of the federal lands; and

the regulations issued by the federal agencies In this resolution are consistent with statutory
raquirements of goordination and direct cooperation and provlde implementation processes for
such coordination and direct conslderation and communication; and

the California Constitution has recognized Tuolumne County's authorily to exercise its local,
police and sanitary powers, and the California legislature has recognized and mandated
exarcisd of certain of those powers In specific statutes; and

the California legislature has mandated In Government Code § 86300 that éach county shall
prepare a comprehensive plan, and stated legislative Intent In Section 65300.9 that the county
planning shall be coordinated with federal and state program aclivities, and has mandated In
Sectlon 65103 that county local plans and programs must be coordinated with plans and

programs of other agencles; and

the California leglslature has stated its intent In Section 85070 that preparation of state and
regional transporiation plans be parformed In a cooperative process Involving local government;
and

the California legislature has mandated in Section 65040 that the State Office of Planning and
Research shall “coordinate, In conjunction with...local agencies: with regard to matters relating
to the environmental quality of the state”; and
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RLO046 Westlands WD

Response to comment RLO046-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO046-2
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO175.

Response to comment RLO046-3

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. 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 RLO046-4
Please refer to Master Response 2.



Response to comment RLO046-5

The potentially significant water resources impacts of the Final Draft
Delta Plan are analyzed in RDPEIR subsections 3.4.3.1.1 through
3.4.3.5.3, Impacts 3-1a through 3-3e. Water resources mitigation measures
are indentified in RDPEIR subsection 3.4.3.6. Please refer to Master
Response 2.
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Response to comment RLO046-6

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 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 RLO046-7
Please refer to the responses to the commenter’s prior letter, LO175.

Response to comment RLO046-8

The Revised Project is the 2012 Final Draft Delta Plan, which is analyzed
in RDPEIR (seg, e.g., RDPEIR, p. ES-1). The revised project description
is Section 2, Description of Revised Project, of the RDPEIR. 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).



Response to comment RLO046-9

The Revised Project is described in RDPEIR Section 2, Description of
Revised Project. As explained in subsection 2.1.1, the Revised Project is
the November 2012 Final Draft Delta Plan, which is available for review
from the Delta Stewardship Council and the Council’s website. 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 policies and recommendations of the Revised Project
are reproduced in Appendix C of the RDPEIR and are compared to the
policies and recommendations of the Proposed Project Alternative to show
the changes from the Fifth Staff Draft to the Final Draft Delta Plan
(RDPEIR, Appendix C, Tables C-11 and C-12).

Response to comment RLO046-10

Please refer to response to comment RLO046-9. The policies of
Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 are presented in Appendix C of the Draft
Program EIR.



Response to comment RLO046-11

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Please see responses to
comments RLO046-9 and RLO046-10.
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Response to comment RLO046-12

The Final Draft Delta Plan policies, which are proposed to become
regulations, are analyzed in the RDPEIR. Please refer to responses to
comments RLO046-9 and RLO046-10. Impacts on agricultural resources,
water supplies including groundwater, and air quality are discussed in
Sections 7, 3 and 9 of the EIR, respectively. Social and economic impacts
are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and are not analyzed in
the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 88 15064(e) and 15131).

Response to comment RLO046-13

Social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment under
CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §8§ 15064(e)
and 15131).

Response to comment RLO046-14

The impacts on agricultural resources due to fallowing of agricultural

land, construction of setback levees, and habitat restoration are discussed
in Section 7, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, and Section 11, Geology
and Soils, of this EIR.



Response to comment RLO046-15

Please refer to RDPEIR, Section 4, Biological Resources,

subsection 4.4.3.6, Mitigation Measures (pp. 4-33 to 4-37). Regarding the
enforceability and specificity of the EIR’s mitigation measures, please
refer to Master Response 3.
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Response to comment RLO046-16
Comment noted.



RLO047 WMWD

Response to comment RLO047-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO047-2

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 regarding the Delta Stewardship Council’s role with respect to
the BDCP as established in the Delta Reform Act.



Response to comment RLO047-3
Please refer to Master Response 5.

Response to comment RLO047-4
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR.

Response to comment RLO047-5
Comment noted.
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RLOO048 Yolo Co

Response to comment RLO048-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO048-2
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO048-3
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.



Response to comment RLO048-4
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.

Response to comment RLO048-5
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.

Response to comment RLO048-6
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.



Response to comment RLO048-7
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.

Response to comment RLO048-8
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO048-9
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.

Response to comment RLO048-10
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.

Response to comment RLO048-11
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.

Response to comment RLO048-12
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.



Response to comment RLO048-13
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO048-14
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.

Response to comment RLO048-15
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.

Response to comment RLO048-16
Comment noted.

Response to comment RLO048-17
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.

Response to comment RLO048-18
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.

Response to comment RLO048-19
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.



Response to comment RLO048-20

Please see the responses to comments RLO048-16 to RLO048-19 above,
which reference responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.

Response to comment RLO048-21
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.

Response to comment RLO048-22
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.

Response to comment RLO048-23
Please see the responses to the commenter's prior letter, LO222.



Response to comment RLO048-24
Comment noted.
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