LO232 SLDMWA SWC

Response to comment LO232-1
Comment noted.

Response to comment LO232-2
Comment noted.



Response to comment LO232-3
Please refer to responses to comments LO232-4 through 7 below.

Response to comment LO232-4
Please refer to Master Response 3.



Response to comment LO232-5
Please refer to Master Response 5.

Response to comment LO232-6
Please refer to Master Response 1.



Response to comment LO232-7
Please refer to the responses to comments below.

Response to comment LO232-8

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

§ 29702(a)), the objectives inherent in those goals (Water Code § 85020),
and the statewide policy to reduce reliance on the delta (Water Code

§ 85021).

Regarding the incorporation of the BDCP into the Delta Plan, please refer
to Master Response 1.



Response to comment LO232-9

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

Regarding revisions to the Delta Plan, the Revised Draft PEIR analyzes
the environmental impacts of the Final Draft Delta Plan, which the
Council will consider for approval.

Regarding the analytical assumption that the Delta Plan will be successful,
please refer to Master Response 2. Regarding the availability of local and
regional water supplies, please refer to Master Response 5.

Response to comment LO232-10
Please refer to Master Response 3.

Response to comment LO232-11
Please refer to Master Response 2.



Response to comment LO232-12
Please refer to Master Response 2.

Response to comment LO232-13
Please refer to Master Response 4.

Response to comment LO232-14
Comment noted.



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment LO232-15
Comment noted.



Response to comment LO232-16
Comment noted.



No comments
-n/a-



Response to comment LO232-17
Comment noted.

Response to comment LO232-18
Comment noted.



Response to comment LO232-19
Comment noted.



No comments
-n/a-



No comments
-n/a-



Response to comment LO232-20
Comment noted.



No comments
-n/a-



Response to comment LO232-21
Comment noted.



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment LO232-22
Please refer to Master Response 2.



Response to comment LO232-23
Please refer to Master Response 2

Response to comment LO232-24
Please refer to Master Response 2.



Response to comment LO232-25
Please refer to Master Response 2.

Response to comment LO232-26
Please refer to Master Response 2.

Response to comment LO232-27
Please refer to Master Response 2.



Response to comment LO232-28
Please refer to Master Response 2.

Response to comment LO232-29
Please refer to Master Response 2.

Response to comment LO232-30
Please refer to response to comment LO232-8.



Response to comment LO232-31
Please refer to response to Master Response 2.

Response to comment LO232-32
Please refer to Master Response 1.

Response to comment LO232-33
Please refer to Master Responses 1 and 4.



Response to comment LO232-34
Please refer to response to comment LO232-9.



Response to comment LO232-35

Sections 3 through 21 of the EIR each describe the existing environmental
and regulatory conditions relevant to the resource under discussion,
including in Section 3, 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. Because of the programmatic
nature of the analysis, as described in Master Response 2, quantitative
description of hydrologic or hydraulic conditions or the conditions of
water conveyance and storage would not be helpful and thus was not
included.

Response to comment LO232-36

The Bulletin 160 series published by the Department of Water Resources
explains that a majority of the total amount of water used throughout the
state for municipal, industrial, and agricultural uses is derived from
groundwater, local surface water supplies, and recycled wastewater and
stormwater (California Department of Water Resources. 2009. California
Water Plan Update 2009). As the EIR acknowledges following the quoted
sentence, in many areas of the state imported water is the primary water
supply due to the lack of local surface waters and groundwater (Draft
PEIR at 3-6).

Response to comment LO232-37

The study area was delineated in the manner described in Section 1 of the
Draft Program EIR because the impacts of the Delta Plan may be roughly
divided and described along those geographic lines. For example, the impacts
of Delta ecosystem restoration projects within the Delta will 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 will primarily relate to changes on water supply.
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,” 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.
“Delta water” is thus a useful shorthand term in the context of the Delta Plan.
The San Joaquin and Sacramento rivers flow into the Delta and therefore a
reasonably considered “tributaries.”



Response to comment LO232-38

Pursuant to Public Resources Code § 15126.2(a), the EIR analyzes the
Project’s impacts as compared to the physical environment as it existed at
the time of the publication of the Notice of Preparation (December 10,
2010). Projecting future conditions for the purposes of this analysis would
require inappropriate speculation.

Response to comment LO232-39
Please refer to Master Response 3.

Response to comment LO232-40
Please refer to Master Response 3.



Response to comment LO232-41
Please refer to Master Response 3.

Response to comment LO232-42
Please refer to Master Response 3.

Response to comment LO232-43
Please refer to Master Response 2.



Response to comment LO232-44
Please refer to Master Response 4.

Response to comment LO232-45

Regarding the Project’s “overall impacts,” please refer to Master
Response 2.

Regarding the role of the Delta Stewardship Council and other agencies in
mitigation, please refer to Master Response 4.



Response to comment LO232-46
Please refer to Master Response 4.

Response to comment LO232-47
Please refer to Master Response 4.



Response to comment LO232-48

The impact analysis in Sections 3 through 21 focuses on areas where
potential physical environmental changes under the Delta Plan are
anticipated. For example, the Recirculated Draft PEIR projects significant
adverse impacts to biological and recreation resources (Sections 4 and 18
of the Draft Program EIR) in areas outside of the Delta that use Delta
water due to potential reduction or changes in SWP and CVP water
supplies. The RDPEIR also analyzes impacts related to geology and visual
resources throughout the project area. See, e.g., RDPEIR at 8-14 (visual
resources), 11-4 (geology).

Response to comment LO232-49
Please refer to Master Response 2.



Response to comment LO232-50
Please refer to Master Response 2.



Response to comment LO232-51
Please refer to response to comment Master Response 5.

Response to comment LO232-52

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 supplies, 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
subsection of sections 3 through 21 of the Recirculated Draft PEIR
analyzes 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. For example, the RDPEIR notes that recycled water projects are
more likely than groundwater projects in some Delta watershed areas. See,
e.g., RDEIR at 11-2. The Draft Program EIR also recognizes that the 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 Recirculated Draft Program EIR).



Response to comment LO232-53

Regarding the EIR’s analysis of the environmental impacts of developing
local and regional water supplies, please refer to response to comment
L0232-52. 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 for the EIR to provide quantitative
analysis of the impacts of such projects, nor is it possible for the EIR to
project the specific water-supply developments that the Delta Plan may
encourage. As further explained in Master Response 2, the EIR does not
speculate as to the particular combinations of water-supply strategies that
various agencies may pursue in response to the Delta Plan. Any recycled
water, whether for agricultural, municipal, or any other use, would be
required to meet any applicable legal or regulatory water quality
standards, thus avoiding environmental impacts related to quality of the
recycled water.

Response to comment LO232-54
Please refer to Master Response 5.



Response to comment LO232-55
Please refer to Master Response 2.

Response to comment LO232-56

As described on page 2A-39, Lines 38 through 40, of the Draft Program
EIR, it is anticipated that implementation of future water quality and flow
objectives by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) under
the Proposed Project could increase Delta outflow, reduce reverse flow
conditions in the south Delta, and increase flows in restored Delta
floodplains; and in general result in a more “natural flow regime” in the
Delta. The EIR determines that while such change could reduce water
supply reliability, the local and regional self-reliance encouraged under the
Delta Plan would prevent environmental impacts related to reduced water
supplies. RDPEIR at 3-9. Master Response 5 discusses the ability of such
projects to meet demand and the impacts of the encouraged changes in
flow.



Response to comment LO232-57

Regarding the EIR’s discussion of water conveyed through the Delta,
please refer to response to comment LO232-38. Regarding the impacts of
the Delta Plan’s policies and recommendations related to water supply,
please refer to Master Response 5 and response to comment LO232-52.

Response to comment LO232-58
Please refer to Master Response 5.

Response to comment LO232-59

Regarding the EIR’s programmatic approach to analyzing environmental

impacts, please refer to Master Response 2. Regarding the ability of local

and regional water supply projects to meet demand, please refer to Master
Response 5.

Response to comment LO232-60

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

Response to comment LO232-61

Regarding the EIR’s programmatic approach to analyzing environmental
impacts, please refer to Master Response 2. The EIR discusses the
Project’s regulatory setting related to air quality at pages 9-5 through 9-12
of the Draft PEIR; CEQA does not require an EIR to discuss thresholds of
significance used by other agencies.



Response to comment LO232-62

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 for the EIR to provide quantitative
analysis of the impacts of such projects, nor is it possible for the EIR to
project the location of the projects that the Delta Plan may encourage, as
further explained in Master Response 2.

Response to comment LO232-63
Please refer to Master Response 2.

Response to comment LO232-64

The EIR considers the contributions to greenhouse gas emissions from
potential actions including land fallowing, water supply reliability
projects, as well as long term operation of some potential projects
including conversion or fallowing of agricultural land in Section 21, and
concludes that the impact of these contributions would be significant and
unavoidable.

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.



Response to comment LO232-65

Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of
impacts and determination of significance.

Response to comment LO232-66
Please refer to Master Response 2.



Response to comment LO232-67
Please refer to Master Response 2.

Response to comment LO232-68
Please refer to Master Response 2.

Response to comment LO232-69
Please refer to Master Response 2.

Response to comment LO232-70
Please refer to Master Response 2.

Response to comment LO232-71
Please refer to Master Response 2.



No comments
-n/a-



Response to comment LO232-72
Comment noted.
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