OR102 CSPA et al.

Response to comment OR102-1

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

Response to comment OR102-2
Comment noted.



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



Response to comment OR102-4

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



Response to comment OR102-5
Comment noted.

Response to comment OR102-6

Neither the Delta Reform Act nor the Delta Plan affects water rights
(Water Code 88 85031, 85032(i)). Please see Master Response 5 for
further discussion of the EIR’s analysis of the protections for exiting water
uses and users. These protections are included in all of the alternatives
analyzed in the EIR. The cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan,
in combination with the impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in
DEIR and RDEIR Sections 22 and 23.



Response to comment OR102-7

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



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

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



Response to comment OR102-10

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. CEQA does not require
a cost-benefit analysis. See CEQA Guidelines §8§ 15064(e) and 15131
(social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment under
CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR). Please refer to Master
Response 2.



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment OR102-11

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



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment OR102-12

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



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



Response to comment OR102-14

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

Response to comment OR102-15

Please refer to Master Response 5. Reliable water supply is defined in the
Delta Reform Act to include meeting the needs for reasonable and
beneficial uses of water, sustaining the economic vitality of the State, and
improving water quality to protect human health and the environment
(Water Code 8 85302(d)(1)-(3)). Please refer to Final Draft Delta Plan,
Chapter 3.

Response to comment OR102-16

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



Response to comment OR102-17

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

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

Response to comment OR102-19

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



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



Response to comment OR102-21

This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The EIR describes
existing conditions in Sections 3 through 21 of the DEIR, including
declining conditions in the Delta such as deteriorating water quality, for
example, in Section 4.3.2.1, Factors Affecting the Delta Ecosystem.
Response to comment OR102-22

Please refer to Master Response 1.

Response to comment OR102-23
Comment noted.



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



No comments
-n/a -



No comments
-n/a -



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

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



Response to comment OR102-26

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



Response to comment OR102-27

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

Response to comment OR102-28

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

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

Response to comment OR102-30

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

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

Response to comment OR102-32

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



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



Response to comment OR102-33
Comment noted.



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

Response to comment OR102-35

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

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

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



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

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

Response to comment OR102-39

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

Response to comment OR102-40

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



Response to comment OR102-41

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

Response to comment OR102-42

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

Response to comment OR102-43

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

Response to comment OR102-44

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

Response to comment OR102-45

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



Response to comment OR102-46

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

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

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



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

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

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

Response to comment OR102-52

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

Response to comment OR102-53

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

Response to comment OR102-54

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

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

Response to comment OR102-56

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

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



No comments
-n/a -



Response to comment OR102-57

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

Response to comment OR102-58

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

Response to comment OR102-59

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

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



Response to comment OR102-61

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

Response to comment OR102-62

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

Response to comment OR102-63

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

Response to comment OR102-64
Comment noted.



Response to comment OR102-65
Comment noted.

Response to comment OR102-66
Comment noted.

Response to comment OR102-67

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

Response to comment OR102-68

The text describes the major users of Delta surface water: local Delta
agricultural users, and SWP and CVP users.

Response to comment OR102-69

The pumping plant periodically conveys 4,600 cfs according to Bureau of
Reclamation documents.

Response to comment OR102-70

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

Response to comment OR102-71

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

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

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



Response to comment OR102-74

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

Response to comment OR102-75

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



Response to comment OR102-76

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

Response to comment OR102-77

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

Response to comment OR102-78

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



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

Response to comment OR102-80

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

Response to comment OR102-81
Comment noted.

Response to comment OR102-82
Comment noted.

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

Response to comment OR102-84

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



Response to comment OR102-85
Comment noted.

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

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

Response to comment OR102-88

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

Response to comment OR102-89

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

Response to comment OR102-90

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



Response to comment OR102-91

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

Response to comment OR102-92

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

Response to comment OR102-93

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

Response to comment OR102-94

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

Response to comment OR102-95

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

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



Response to comment OR102-97

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

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

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

Response to comment OR102-100

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



Response to comment OR102-101

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

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

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



Response to comment OR102-104

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

Response to comment OR102-105

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

Response to comment OR102-106

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

Response to comment OR102-107

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

Response to comment OR102-108

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



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



Response to comment OR102-109

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

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

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

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



Response to comment OR102-113

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

Response to comment OR102-114

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

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

Response to comment OR102-116

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



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

Response to comment OR102-118

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

Response to comment OR102-119

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



Response to comment OR102-120

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

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

Response to comment OR102-122

This section describes potential impacts on sensitive natural communities,
not the species that inhabit these communities. Mortality to special-status
species from the Delta pumps, both directly and indirectly through take at
the pumps and modification of flows and habitats is discussed in Section
4.43.1.2.



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

Response to comment OR102-124

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

Response to comment OR102-125

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



No comments
-n/a -



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

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

Response to comment OR102-128

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



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

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



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

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

Response to comment OR102-133

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

Response to comment OR102-134

Please see responses to comments OR102-108 and OR102-128.



Response to comment OR102-135
Comment noted.

Response to comment OR102-136
Comment noted.

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

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

Response to comment OR102-139

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

Response to comment OR102-140
Comment noted.

Response to comment OR102-141

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



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

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

Response to comment OR102-144

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

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

Response to comment OR102-146

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



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

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

Response to comment OR102-149

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

Response to comment OR102-150

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



Response to comment OR102-151

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

Response to comment OR102-152

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

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

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

Response to comment OR102-155

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

Response to comment OR102-156

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



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

Response to comment OR102-158

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

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

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

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



Response to comment OR102-162

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

Response to comment OR102-163

Please refer to the response to comment OR102-108. Alternative 2 would
result in more constructions of groundwater, ocean desalination, and
recycled water facilities, potentially resulting in a greater likelihood that
recreational facilities or activities would be degraded, impaired, or
eliminated under Alternative 2 than the proposed Delta Plan.

Alternative 2 would partially restore the historic Tulare Lake and, due to
size and scope of construction and operations, has the potential to result in
significant impacts to recreational resources.

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

Response to comment OR102-165
Comment noted.

Response to comment OR102-166

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

Response to comment OR102-167

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

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



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

Response to comment OR102-170

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

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

Response to comment OR102-172

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

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



Response to comment OR102-173

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

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

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

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

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



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

Response to comment OR102-179

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

Response to comment OR102-180

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

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

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

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



Response to comment OR102-184

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

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

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

Response to comment OR102-187
Comment noted.

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

Response to comment OR102-189

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

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



Response to comment OR102-191

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

Response to comment OR102-192

Comment noted.



No comments
-n/a -
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