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Response to comment LO200-1  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment LO200-2  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment LO200-3  
The referenced permit shows a location on the Port of Stockton land near 
Rough and Ready Island. 

Response to comment LO200-4  
Existing conditions of the Delta channels are further discussed in Section 
5 of the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-5  
The term "overbite" on page 2A-37, line 35, refers to the overbite clam 
which is further defined on page 4-7 of the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-6  
As described on page 2B-3 of the Draft Program EIR, analogous 
information from referenced EIRs and EISs were used to provide 
information about potential impacts and mitigation measures. The US 
Army Corps of Engineers Long-Term Management Strategy for the 
Placement of Dredged Material in the San Francisco Bay Region and 
modifications of the Sacramento Deep Water Ship Channel were included 
as analogous projects to provide information regarding the impacts of 
channel dredging, because these projects involved such dredging. 
Although dredging in these analogous projects was not for the same 
purpose as flood management dredging encouraged under the Delta Plan, 
they still provided valuable information about potential environmental 
impacts. 

Response to comment LO200-7  
Major development is considered the development of five or more parcels. 
This is further described in Table C-2 of the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-8  
The Delta was declared by the Legislature to be "inherently flood-prone" 
in 1992 (Public Resources Code section 29704)." 

Response to comment LO200-9  
The discussion on page 2A-50, Line 22 of the Draft Program EIR 
summarizes information of the Department of Water Resources (DWR) 
FloodSAFE 2011 report, "A Framework for Department of Water 
Resources Investments in Delta Integrated Flood Management." DWR 



presented recommended priorities for funding (page 14 of the DWR report). These 
recommendations are summarized on page 2A-50. 

Response to comment LO200-10 
The EIR assumes, as CEQA requires, that the Delta Plan’s policies and 
recommendations will be implemented, as discussed in Master Response 2. 

Response to comment LO200-11 
The sentence on page 2A-53, lines 6 and 7, of the Draft Program EIR provides a 
description of the Delta Protection Commission (DPC) October 2011 "Public Draft 
Economic Sustainability Plan" DPC presented these recommendations on page 273 
of the DPC report. These recommendations are summarized on page 2A-53. Similar 
recommendations are included in the DPC January 2012 "Economic Sustainability 
Plan" (page 278). 

Response to comment LO200-12 
The referenced document, "Recreation Proposal for the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta and Suisun Marsh" did not specifically identify the stakeholders. 

Response to comment LO200-13 
The existing bypass at Paradise Cut is discussed in the existing conditions 
subsection of Section 5, Delta Flood Risk, of the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-14  
The EIR’s description of flood control facilities is sufficient to provide 
decisionmakers and the public with context to consider the Delta Plan’s 
environmental impacts. 

Response to comment LO200-15  
Alternative 1A included provisions to reduce future development in areas with flood 
risks in order to reduce the need for levee upgrades or modifications and/or new 
levees. Regarding the development and selection of alternatives for consideration in 
the EIR, please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment LO200-16  
Alternative 2 was informed by information provided in comments to the Delta 
Stewardship Council from several environmental interest groups and includes a 
provision to prevent future development on subsided lands. 

Response to comment LO200-17  
“Floodplain” is defined in Appendix C, page C-6, as part of the 
description of RR P2. 

Response to comment LO200-18  
The two federal projects referred to on page 5-3 of the Draft Program EIR 
include the Sacramento River Flood Control Project and the San Joaquin 
River Flood Control Project described in subsequent subsections of this 
chapter. 

Response to comment LO200-19  
As is normal under CEQA, the EIR describes existing conditions at the 
time of the publication of the Notice of Preparation in December 2010 
(CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a)). The 2008 report was the most recent 
USACE report with the largest amount of data for the widest range of 
geographic locations at the time of the publication of the Notice of 
Preparation. 

  



 

 

Response to comment LO200-20  
Mormon Slough is part of the Mormon Slough Bypass Project, not the 
Lower San Joaquin River Control Project. Please see DWR’s State Plan of 
Flood Control Initial Status Report (DWR 2008c). 

Response to comment LO200-21  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment LO200-22  
A revised Figure 5-3 was issued as an erratum to the Draft Program EIR 
on November 4, 2011. 

Response to comment LO200-23  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment LO200-24  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment LO200-25  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Responses to comments LO200-2-24  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment LO200-27 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment LO200-28 
The text referred to in this comment is addressing existing conditions, not 
future facilities. 



Response to comment LO200-29 
The FEMA 100-year base flood protection standards include commercial and 
industrial structures. 

Response to comment LO200-30 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of impacts 
and determination of significance. 

Response to comment LO200-31 
As described on Draft PEIR page 2A-47, the term "major development" means a 
development that is subject to Delta Plan Policy RR P2: a development of five or 
more parcels. 

Response to comment LO200-32 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-33 
The referenced portion of Mitigation Measure 5-4 is intended to help provide 
protection against flooding in the event of levee failure. The word “unlikely” does 
not affect the measure’s effectiveness. 

Response to comment LO200-34 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment LO200-35  
Information for Table 23-1 was obtained from published information by California 
Natural Resources Agency for the Bay Delta Conservation Plan. As discussed in 
Master Response 3, CEQA does not require quantitative analysis of alternatives. 

  



 

 

Response to comment LO200-36  
The term "non-habitat restoration" is defined based upon the description of 
ER P3 on page 117 of the Fifth Staff Draft Delta Plan. This term would 
include any plan or construction project that was not specifically designed 
for habitat restoration, including "new or amended local or regional land 
use plans." 

Response to comment LO200-37  
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. Fall X2 is defined in 
Component 3 of the Reasonable and Prudent Alternative in the 2008 
USFWS biological opinion related to delta smelt. Fall X2 criteria would 
require SWP and CVP to maintain a salinity equal to or less than two parts 
per thousand at a location no greater than 74 kilometers from the Golden 
Gate Bridge in September, October, and November of years when the 
preceding water year was wet; and 74 kilometers in September and 
October and 81 kilometers in November when the preceding water year 
was above normal. 

Response to comment LO200-38  
The risks associated with flooding due to levee failures are considered to 
be unlikely because all construction would be required by federal and state 
requirements to be designed to avoid these risks. Therefore, the risks are 
defined as being "unlikely." 

Response to comment LO200-39  
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR.  

Response to comment LO200-40  
The referenced sentence in section 23.6.9 notes that the application of 
state and federal standards will reduce the risks associated with exposure 
of people or structures to seismic hazards, unstable geological conditions, 
or expansive soils. The analyses in Chapter 5 assume, as they must, that 
structures will, in fact, be constructed to such standards and that risks will 
consequently be reduced. In other words, it is the state and federal 
standards that make exposure to these dangers unlikely.  



Response to comment LO200-41 
As described in Section 16 of the Draft Program EIR, adequate potential exists to 
accommodate housing for projected populations through 2030 within the Delta and 
Suisun Marsh as described under existing general plans. Consistent with Delta Plan 
Policy DP P1, development is anticipated to continue in accordance with current 
general plans within incorporated cities and their spheres of influence and specified 
growth areas (as shown in Attachment C-2 in the Draft Program EIR) under the 
Delta Plan and all alternatives considered in the EIR.  

Response to comment LO200-42 
Comment noted. The measures listed in the EIR sufficiently cover this suggested 
action; the suggested change is not necessary compared to what the EIR already 
lists as mitigation. 

Response to comment LO200-43 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-44 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-45  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-46 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-47 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-48 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-49  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-50  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-51  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment LO200-52  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-53  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-54  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-55  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-56  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-57  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-58  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-59  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-60  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-61  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-62  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-63  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment LO200-64  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment LO200-65  
Comment noted. 
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