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Response to comment ST47-1 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 
- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-2 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment ST47-3 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-4 
Comment noted.  

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-5 
The text on page ES-2 of the Draft Program EIR referred to in this 
comment is consistent with the assumptions used in preparation of the 
EIR. The EIR assumes that other agencies will be encouraged to 
implement actions by recommendations in the Delta Plan, as explained in 
Master Response 2.  

Response to comment ST47-6 
The text on page ES-3 of the Draft Program EIR referred to in this 
comment is consistent with Water Code section 85021 ("improved 
regional supplies"). 

Response to comment ST47-7 
The text on page ES-3 referred to in this comment is consistent with Water 
Code section 85301(b)(1) ("Delta as a place"). 

Response to comment ST47-8 
Abbreviations were added to the first page of the table in the Recirculated 
DEIR to describe the associated determination of significance of impacts. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-9 
Section 6 of the EIR considers the Delta Plan’s physical environmental 
impacts related to land use and planning, in the manner directed by 
Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines. To the extent that this comment 
concerns the Delta Stewardship Council’s regulatory role, it is a comment 
on the project, not the EIR.  

Response to comment ST47-10 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-11 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-12 
The Economic Sustainability Plan was forwarded to the Council in 
January 2012. 

Response to comment ST47-13 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-14 
As described in Section 2A, the capitalized words included in Tables 2B-2 
through 2B-6 are related to the relative extent of new facilities or changed 
environmental conditions under the No Project Alternative and 
Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3, respectively, as compared to the Proposed 
Project. The EIR assumes that other agencies will be encouraged to 
implement Delta Plan recommendations or specific actions due to Delta 
Plan policies and that other agencies will not necessarily be encouraged to 
implement these actions without the Delta Plan. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-15 
The EIR consistently uses the term “Delta water” to include both water 
used within the Delta and water that is exported from upstream areas 
through the Delta.  

Response to comment ST47-16 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-15. 

Response to comment ST47-17 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-18 
Comment noted.  

Response to comment ST47-19 
As described in the California Water Plan Update 2009, precipitation 
includes both rainfall and snowfall that result in increased surface water 
flows and storage and groundwater storage. This report, which is used as 
the reference for the text in the Draft Program EIR that is referred to in 
this comment, also recognizes water supplies from outside of California, 
including surface water and groundwater inflows from Oregon, Mexico, 
and Colorado River watershed, and imported water from outside of 
California. 

Response to comment ST47-20 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-21 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-22 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-17. 

Response to comment ST47-23 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-24 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-25 
The Subsection 3.3.4.1.3 of the Draft Program EIR referred to in this 
comment describes the groundwater conditions upstream of the Delta. The 
Delta groundwater conditions are described in Subsection 3.3.3.3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-26 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-27 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-28 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-29 
Due to the recapture of interim and restoration flows in the San Joaquin 
River Restoration Program, the effects on the Delta are minimal. The level 
of detail provided in the EIR is sufficient to provide context for the 
analysis of the Delta Plan’s environmental impacts. 

Response to comment ST47-30 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

  



 

 

Response to comments ST47-31 and 32 
This information was taken from the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater 
Basin Kern County Subbasin document, in addition to Bulletin 118-2003 
developed by DWR (DWR 2006i, p. 4). No clear information on time 
periods for the annual groundwater use estimate is provided in this 
document. 

Response to comment ST47-33 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-34 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-35 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-36 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-37 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-38 
The Bay Area Water Agencies Coalition Integrated Regional Water 
Management Plan (BAWAC 2006a) includes the traditional nine Bay 
Area counties, as described on page 3-48 of the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment ST47-39 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-40 
The sentence referred to in this comment on page 3-49 refers to 30 
reservoirs with a total storage capacity of more than 800,000 acre-feet. 

Response to comment ST47-41 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-42 
As of January 2011, SCVWD had about 85,000 acre-feet in the water bank 
(SCVWD 2011). Comment noted; the requested change would not affect 
the evaluation of impacts and determination of significance. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-43 
The sentence referred to in this comment on page 3-54 of the Draft 
Program EIR is intended to refer to reduction in surface storage capacity 
in reservoirs within the Bay Area due to sedimentation. 

Response to comment ST47-44 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-45 
The referenced local supply sources were capable of meeting the demands 
until the first few years of the 1900s, when populations increased as much 
as tenfold in some areas (notably the City of Los Angeles). In response to 
the increased water demand, many agencies constructed large conveyance 
facilities to import water supplies to urban areas, such as the Los Angeles 
Owens Aqueduct that was completed in 1913 to convey water from 
Owens Lake to Los Angeles. 

Response to comment ST47-46 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-47 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-48 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-49 
The stated figure of 758,000 acre-feet per year of groundwater recharge is 
an average taken between 1985 and 2004. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-50 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-51 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-52 
Regarding the EIR’s thresholds of significance, please see Master 
Response 2. 

Response to comment ST47-53 
Impacts to water resources due to implementation of Delta ecosystem 
restoration, water quality improvement, flood risk reduction, and Delta 
enhancement projects encouraged by the Delta Plan are described in 
Subsections 3.4.4 through 3.4.7 of the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment ST47-54 
As described in Section 2B of the Draft Program EIR, the Delta 
Stewardship Council does not propose or contemplate directly authorizing 
construction or operation of 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 are 
under the jurisdiction and authority of the individual agencies that will 
propose them in the future. The Delta Plan’s degree of influence on future 
undefined projects is unclear. This EIR identifies feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce the significant effects on the environment. Agencies 
undertaking covered actions must incorporate these, or equivalent, 
measures into their projects or plans in order for any such covered action 
to be consistent with the Delta Plan. The EIR cannot determine at this time 
whether such mitigation will be sufficient to reduce all impacts of future 
projects to less than significant levels. For non-covered actions, the 
Council lacks authority to require that other agencies adopt any particular 
mitigation. The majority of other agency actions/projects this EIR 
evaluates will be non-covered actions. For these reasons, as CEQA 
requires, this program-level EIR determines that potentially significant 
impacts will be significant and unavoidable, even if identified mitigation 
measures, if consistently applied, could reduce impacts to a less than 



significant level. Please see Master Response 2 for further explanation of the EIR’s 
approach to the analysis of environmental impacts. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-55 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-56 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-57 
Please see Master Response 5. 

Response to comment ST47-58 
Please see Master Response 5.  

Response to comment ST47-59 
The North Delta Flood Control and Ecosystem Restoration Project was 
considered as an analogous project for flood risk reduction projects 
because the North Delta Flood Control and Ecosystem Restoration Project 
included the construction of levees and flooding of land currently 
protected by levees in a similar manner to flood risk reduction projects 
encouraged by the Delta Plan, as described in Section 2B of the Draft 
Program EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-60 
As described in Section 2A and Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR, 
Alternative 1A would modify the prioritization of levee investment 
programs that could result in less emphasis on investments to protect 
agricultural lands and increased investments to protect water supply 
corridors, and to include economically-based risk reduction approaches. 

Response to comment ST47-61 
The impact analysis determined that the conditions related to water supply 
reliability would be similar or the same under Alternative 1A and the 
Revised Project because the water supply agencies would be encouraged 
to reduce reliance on the Delta water resources through implementation of 
water use efficiency and local and regional water supplies in accordance 
with Reliable Water Supply Policies and Recommendations which are 
similar under both alternatives. 

Response to comment ST47-62 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-63 
As described in Section 2A, Alternative 2 would provide more emphasis 
than the Revised Project on the State Water Resources Control Board to 
develop flow criteria and flow objectives to prioritize beneficial uses for 
public trust resources in the Delta and upstream tributaries with an 
aggressive schedule, and therefore, would improve water quality as 
defined by the State Water Resources Control Board. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-64 
A more natural hydrographs would likely increase groundwater recharge 
of the affected aquifer systems and increase groundwater levels in areas 
where the groundwater aquifer is directly connected with a river when the 
river flows are greater than under the Revised Project conditions. 

Response to comment ST47-65 
Economic impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and 
are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131).  

Response to comment ST47-66 
Even though Ecosystem Restoration projects would likely have a net 
benefit to wetland and riparian habitat in the Delta, some sensitive natural 
communities could be adversely affected as described in the referenced 
Subsection 4.4.3.2.1 of the Draft Program EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-67 
Please see response to comment ST47-64. 

Response to comment ST47-68 
Subsection 4.4.3.3.1 of the Draft Program EIR discusses both water 
quality for ecosystem restoration and drinking water quality. While there 
are two different water quality objectives for ecosystem restoration and 
drinking water quality, especially with respect to constituents such as salts 
or dissolved organic carbon, the Delta Plan would encourage the State 
Water Resources Control Board to meet both of these objectives, as 
described in Section 2A and the subsection of the Draft Program EIR 
referred to in this comment. 

Response to comment ST47-69 
Flood risk reduction projects encouraged by the Delta Plan are assumed to 
be more extensive than those under the Delta Levees Program, and 
therefore would not necessarily be covered by that program’s protections. 
Regarding the EIR’s approach to the analysis of environmental impacts 
and conclusions of significance, please see Master Response 2 and the 
response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-70 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-71 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-72 
Seepage is managed in some areas of the Delta to protect the levee 
foundations and thus maintain flood protection. 

Response to comment ST47-73 
The sentence on page 5-8, lines 6 through 7, indicates that the Central 
Valley Flood Protection Board, Department of Water Resources, and local 
reclamation districts maintain the project levees.  

Response to comment ST47-74 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-75 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-76 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-77 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-78 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-79 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-80 
The PAL designation is described in Subsection 5.3.5.1.2 of the Draft 
Program EIR. 

Response to comment ST47-81 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-82 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-83 
The use of the word "many" implies that "not all" of the reclamation 
districts are prepared. 

Response to comment ST47-84 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-85 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-86 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-87 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-88 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-89 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-90 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-91 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-92 
The projects named in the Final Staff Draft Delta Plan are described in 
Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-93 
Final or draft environmental documents have not been completed for the 
North of Delta Storage Investigation or Upper San Joaquin River Storage 
Investigation. The status of all projects named in the Delta Plan is 
described in Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment ST47-94 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-95 
As described in Section 2A, the Delta Plan would expand the floodplain 
by relocating or removing levees throughout the Delta, including subsided 
islands. In some cases, the relocated levees could be replaced by setback 
levees. The floodplain paths described in the impact are associated with 
floodplain paths across islands currently protected by existing levees, 
especially if the levees modified the shape of the existing islands. Impacts 
to drainage patterns related to such floodplain paths could be, as the EIR 
concludes, significant. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-96 
Please see the response to comment ST47-95. Response to 
comment ST47-97 
As described in Section 2B, and further explained in Master Response 2, 
of the Draft Program EIR, the Draft Program EIR assumes that other 
agencies will be encouraged to implement actions by recommendations in 
the Delta Plan. 

Response to comment ST47-98 
As described on page 2A-67 and Section 2.3.2 of the Draft Program EIR 
and as required by CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e), the No Project 
Alternative, consists of the environment if no Delta Plan is adopted and 
assumes that existing relevant plans and policies would continue. The No 
Project Alternative also includes physical activities and projects that are 
permitted and funded at this time. Thus, as described in subsection 2.3.2.4, 
under the No Project Alternative, it is assumed that existing levee 
maintenance and repair programs would be continued until existing funds 
from State bonds are fully utilized. However, if adequate local funds are 
not available, the potential for levee failure could increase. 
Implementation of additional levee improvement programs may not be 
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future under the No 
Project Alternative based on current plans and existing levees. Therefore, 
it is anticipated that the potential risk to Delta land uses and communities 
and water supplies that rely upon Delta water would have increasing risk 
in the future.  

Response to comment ST47-99 

As described in subsection 2.3.2.4, under the No Project Alternative, it is 
assumed that existing levee maintenance and repair programs would be 
continued until existing funds from State bonds are fully utilized. 
However, if adequate local funds are not available, the potential for levee 
failure could increase. Implementation of additional levee improvement 
programs may not be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable 
future under the No Project Alternative based on current plans and exiting 
levees. Therefore, it is anticipated that the potential risk to Delta land uses 
and communities and water supplies that rely upon Delta water would 
have increasing risk in the future. The Draft Program EIR assumes that 
other agencies will be encouraged under Alternative 1B to implement 



recommended actions in the Delta Plan including funding those actions. However, 
as described in Section 2A, because the actions only would be recommendations, 
instead of policies, the actions would be less likely under Alternative 1B than the 
Revised Project. 

Response to comment ST47-100 
The label in the legend box referred to in this comment of Figure 6-2 in the Draft 
Program EIR has been revised to "Sacramento County." 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-101 
Long-term operation of flood risk reduction projects has the potential to 
permanently isolate developed areas, rural communities, or agricultural 
areas from urban services, especially, if projects occur near an urban edge 
or at the boundary of the Secondary Zone. Many Delta community 
boundaries extend beyond the limits of urban development and often 
include adjacent, less intensively developed lands. The alignment and 
design of flood protection facilities could limit access and therefore could 
potentially create a physical barrier within portions of a community. 
Division of an established community could also occur where setback 
levees are constructed adjacent to existing communities, such as Walnut 
Grove and Isleton, that are partially located on the top of levees. 
Floodplain expansion could result in the physical division of an 
established community where flood flows periodically or permanently 
inundate existing roadways or obstruct infrastructure that traverses the 
inundation area (e.g., bridges). In addition, floodplain expansion could 
allow inundation of lands currently on the land side of existing levees or 
cause flooding of Delta islands. 

Response to comment ST47-102 
Comment noted.  

Response to comment ST47-103 
Comment noted.  

Response to comment ST47-104 
The footnote on Table 7-1 in the Draft Program EIR has been modified to 
include the following: All acreage values are for Year 2008. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-105 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-104. 

Response to comment ST47-106 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-107 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-108 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-109 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-110 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance.  

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-111 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance  

Response to comment ST47-112 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-113 
Please refer to the response to comment ST47-112. 

Response to comment ST47-114 
This value is defined in terms of cash receipts when comparing the Central 
Valley with all of California.  

Response to comment ST47-115 
The sentence referred to in this comment on page 7-14 of the Draft 
Program EIR is describing the Delta watershed, not areas located outside 
the Delta that use Delta water. 

Response to comment ST47-116 
The term “export value” refers to the value of a crop associated with 
export to foreign markets. The primary nut crop being exported is 
almonds, which had a 2009 crop value of $8.7 million. The United States 
supplies 80% of the world’s almond exports. Total nut production value in 
the Delta exceeds $18 million (combined almonds and walnuts), making 
this group the ninth most valued crop in 2009 (University of the Pacific 
2012). 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-117 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-118 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-119 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-120 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-121 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-15. 

Response to comment ST47-122 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-123 
The discussion referenced in this comment addresses the entire area 
outside of the Delta that uses Delta water. The crops in that area are 
similar to the crops in the Delta and Delta watershed. 

Response to comment ST47-124 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-125 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-126 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-127 
It is unclear at this time what specific activities would result with 
implementation of the Delta Plan. The location, number, capacity, 
methods, and duration of construction activities and the types of facilities 
that would be operated are unknown. However, reliable water supply 
projects could result in construction of facilities, including storage 
reservoirs in areas of the Delta watershed with forestlands. Final 
determination of site-specific impacts associated with constructing and 
operating water storage facilities would determine the extent and 
significance of potential impacts; however, for purposes of this Program 
EIR, the conclusion is based on information supporting a reasonable 
assessment of potential impact. 

Response to comment ST47-128 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-129 
Please refer to the response to comment ST47-128. 

Response to comment ST47-130 
Please refer to the response to comment ST47-128. 

Response to comment ST47-131 
Please refer to the response to comment ST47-128. 

Response to comment ST47-132 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-133 
At this time, specific locations of storage facilities in the Delta watershed 
are not known. Depending upon the locations of storage facilities, forest 
lands could be affected through inundation. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-134 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-135 
Disturbance and removal of existing vegetation as a part of construction 
activities could result in the spread of nonnative invasive species or 
noxious weeds, such as purple loosestrife, Baltic rush, creeping wildrye, 
and saltgrass, to new areas, which could negatively affect the health or 
viability of surrounding agricultural or forest uses. The spread of 
nonnative invasive species and noxious weeds as a result of construction 
activities is further discussed in EIR Section 4, Biological Resources. 

Response to comment ST47-136 
Reliable water supply projects under the Revised Project are described in 
Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment ST47-137 
A study of past extended dry conditions found that although most lands 
were temporarily fallowed or converted to dry farm crops, some lands 
were taken from agricultural production and converted to other uses 
(Villarejo 1995). The analysis also found that the acreage of agricultural 
production declined through the duration of the dry period, resulting in 
continuous longer term fallowing. Therefore, the EIR concludes that 
reduced water deliveries could lead to long-term fallowing and 
conversion. 

Response to comment ST47-138 
As described in Sections 2A and 2B, projects or programs described in the 
Revised Project and/or Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 are referred to as 
"named projects." Delta Plan recommendations WR R8 through WR R13 
include actions to be encouraged for inclusion in future Bulletin 118 
updates. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-139 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-140 
The referenced phrase is consistent with the description of the Delta Plan 
presented in Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment ST47-141 
The impacts associated with development of local and regional water 
supplies are described in the Reliable Water Supply subsections of 
sections 3 through 21 and further explained in Master Response 5. 

Response to comment ST47-142 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-143 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-144 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-145 
The EIR considers the Delta Plan’s significant adverse impacts on the 
physical environment, and is not required to analyze beneficial impacts.  

Response to comment ST47-146 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-147 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-146. 

Response to comment ST47-148 
Please refer to the response to comment ST47-146. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-149 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-150 
Please see response to comment ST47-135. 

Response to comment ST47-151 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-152 
The Grasslands Bypass program, as discussed in Section 2B of the Draft 
Program EIR, is an example of a program that considers treatment of 
agricultural runoff or drainwater. 

Response to comment ST47-153 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-154 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-155 
The Davis-Woodland Water Supply Project Draft and Final EIRs are 
available at http://www.wdcwa.com/documents. The Draft EIR for the 
Davis-Woodland Water Supply Project addresses the impact of converting 
agricultural lands and found it to be significant (pages 3.5-23 and -24) 
(City of Davis 2007). 

Response to comment ST47-156 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-157 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-158 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. Regarding the potential environmental benefits of projects under the 
Delta Plan, please see response to comment ST47-145. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-159 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-160 
Please refer to responses to comment ST47-54 and ST47-145. 

Response to comment ST47-161 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

As described in the response to comment ST47-98 and subsection 2.3.2.4 
of the Draft Program EIR, it is assumed that existing levee maintenance 
and repair programs would be continued until existing funds from State 
bonds are fully utilized. However, if adequate local funds are not 
available, the potential for levee failure could increase. Implementation of 
additional levee improvement programs may not be reasonably expected 
to occur in the foreseeable future under the No Project Alternative based 
on current plans and exiting levees. Therefore, it is anticipated that the 
potential risk to Delta land uses and communities and water supplies that 
rely upon Delta water would have increasing risk in the future. The EIR 
assumes that other agencies will be encouraged under the Proposed Project 
policies and recommendations to implement recommended actions in the 
Delta Plan including funding those actions. 

Response to comment ST47-162 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-163 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-164 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-165 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-166 
This comment references the Delta Protection Commission Economic 
Sustainability Plan, which was incorrectly referenced in the Draft Program 
EIR as the Economic Stability Plan. The Economic Sustainability Plan 
provides substantial background information on the Delta and Delta 
communities, along with a set of recommendations for economic 
sustainability. These recommendations do not include provisions that 
would adversely affect agriculture or forestry in the Delta. For further 
discussion of the EIR’s approach to the Economic Sustainability Plan, 
please see Master Response 1.  

Response to comment ST47-167 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-168 
The description of the San Luis Rey River Park in the discussion of 
Impact 7-1e on page 7-49 of the Draft Program EIR is based on review of 
the Final EIR prepared for the San Luis Rey River Park project (San 
Diego County Department of Parks and Recreation 2008). Land classified 
as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Local Importance was identified in the proposed park sites 
(page 2.2-1 of the Final EIR). The analysis concluded that development of 
park components on sites designated as Tier A in the Final EIR would 
occur on lands identified as Important Farmland and that development of 
the park on these sites would preclude agricultural activities from 
occurring and/or render the lands unusable for agricultural purposes, 
resulting in a significant direct long-term impact (page 2.2-4 of the Final 
EIR). Therefore, the description of impacts on agricultural lands from 
development of the San Luis Rey River Park in the discussion of Impact 
7-1e is correct. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-169 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-170 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-171 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-172 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-173 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-174 
Please refer to the response for comment ST47-173. 

Response to comment ST47-175 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-168. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-176 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-177 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54 and Master Response 4. 

Response to comment ST47-178 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 of the 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-179 
Comment noted. The measures listed in the EIR sufficiently cover this 
suggested action. Please also see Policy G P1 regarding mitigation. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-180 
Comment noted. As stated in Impact Discussion 7-5a, “In addition to 
direct impacts described in Sections 7.4.3.1.1 (Impact 7-1a), 7.4.3.1.2 
(Impact 7-2a), 7.4.3.1.3 (Impact 7-3a), and 7.4.3.1.4 (Impact 7-4a), 
construction activities related to reliable water supply projects could affect 
nearby forest or agricultural lands because of noise, access constraints, 
dust, or other mechanisms that would indirectly result in conversion of 
these lands to other uses.” The EIR also states that “These temporary 
effects could become permanent where areas are cleared for buildings, 
facilities, paved roads and storage / staging, and other project features. “ 
Therefore, it is appropriate to include mitigation measures for temporary 
impacts. 

Response to comment ST47-181 
Comment noted. Please see change(s) to this measure in Section 5 of the 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-182 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-183 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-184 
Comment noted. See current version of Mitigation Measure 7-4 in the 
Recirculated Draft EIR and Section 5 of this FEIR.  

Response to comment ST47-185 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-186 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-187 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-188 
Please see Master Response 2 for a discussion of the EIR’s programmatic 
approach to the analysis of environmental impacts. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-189 
Comment noted, however; throughout the EIR, the word "would" has been 
used because this EIR takes a conservative approach and assumes that 
most significant adverse impacts would occur, and would be significant, as 
described in Section 2B of the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment ST47-190 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-191 
As described in Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR, under Alternative 
1B, the Delta Plan would include only recommendations, rather than 
mandatory policies. Thus, the various actions encouraged by the plan 
would be less likely under Alternative 1B than under the Revised 
Project’s; the alternative’s impact would be similar to the Revised 
Project’s, but smaller in magnitude. 

Response to comment ST47-192 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-193 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-194 
Please refer to responses to comments ST47-54 and ST47-188. 

Response to comment ST47-195 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-196 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-197 
As described in Section 2A, Alternative 2 would limit Delta exports to a 
total of 3 million acre-feet/year and SWP and CVP water contract amounts 
to values that could be reliably delivered at least 75 percent of the time. 
The water users could respond by increased use of the remaining limited 
groundwater, desalinated ocean water and groundwater, water transfers, 
periodic fallowing, or permanent land retirement. Because retirement (and 
thus conversion to non-agricultural use) is a potential result, the impact is 
considered significant. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-198 
Floodplain restoration would be encouraged under Alternative 2 primarily 
to reduce flood risks by avoidance of non-floodplain land uses in the 
floodplain with a secondary benefit to improve ecosystem habitat on lands 
that would not support developed land uses. 

Response to comment ST47-199 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-200 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-201 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-200. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-202 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-200. 

Response to comment ST47-203 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54 and Master Response 3. 

Response to comment ST47-204 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-205 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-206 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-207 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-206. 

Response to comment ST47-208 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-209 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-210 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-211 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-212 
Please refer to responses to comments ST47-54 and ST47-188. 

Response to comment ST47-213 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-214 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-215 
Please refer to responses to comments ST47-54 and Master Response 2 
regarding the EIR’s approach to the analysis of environmental impacts. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-216 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-217 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-140. 

Response to comment ST47-218 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-141 and Master Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-219 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-152. 

Response to comment ST47-220 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-166 regarding the Delta 
Economic Sustainability Plan. 

Response to comment ST47-221 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-168. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-222 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-223 
As stated in Section 8.4.3.2.3, “a small number of new structures could 
introduce reflective materials used on permanent outbuildings, including 
in areas that currently experience low levels of light and glare. This 
potential impact would be temporary but significant. Long-term impacts 
from low levels of light and glare due to new structures would be 
significant but likely could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level 
through implementation of standard mitigation measures.” 

Response to comment ST47-224 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-225 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-226 
The paragraph referred to in this comment on page 10-41, Lines 1-3, has 
not been changed because the Delta Stewardship Council does not direct 
the construction of specific projects nor would the projects be 
implemented under the direct authority of the Council, implementation of 
mitigation measures cannot be directed by the Council. Therefore, it was 
found that any potential to unearth human remains could be significant. 
However, in response to this comment, please see text change(s) in 
Section 5 in this FEIR.  
  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-227 
Subsection 11.5.3.1.7 referred to in this comment on page 11-44 of the 
Draft Program EIR is referring to implementation of reliable water supply 
projects including water storage projects, treatment plants, and 
conveyance facilities that would be constructed primarily in areas outside 
of the Delta, as described in Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment ST47-228 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR.  

Response to comment ST47-229 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-230 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-231 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-232 
Please see the response to comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-233 
Please refer to response to Comment ST47-54. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-234 
Please refer to response to Comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-235 
Please refer to response to Comment ST47-54. 

Response to comment ST47-236 
Comment noted. As commenter suggests, subsequent projects will 
incorporate requirements as appropriate through CEQA and required 
permitting processes as applicable to a particular project.  

Response to comment ST47-237  
The sentence referred to in this comment on page 16-9 of the Draft 
Program EIR is describing existing conditions. The impact analysis of the 
Proposed Project and the alternatives as compared to the existing 
conditions is presented is subsection 16.4, which starts on page 16-15 of 
the Draft Program EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-238  
The EIR’s analysis of impacts related to housing and population 
appropriately assumes that the relevant jurisdictions’ general plans will 
continue in their current form. Rehabilitating levees could potentially 
result in increased pressure to develop the lands behind the levees such 
growth would not be accommodated in current general plans. 

Response to comment ST47-239  
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-240 
Comment noted. The measures listed in the EIR sufficiently cover this 
suggested action. 

Response to comment ST47-241 
The designation of the "Primary Market Area" in Section 18 of the Draft 
Program EIR is based upon the designation presented on page 6-6 of the 
Department of Boating and Waterways Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
Boating Needs Assessment (DBW 2002). In part, the Department of 
Boating and Waterways Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Boating Needs 
Assessment states: “The PMA for the Delta was viewed as a trade area in 
relation to consumer opportunities. That is, the market area was defined 
based upon the degree of penetration of available consumers…The result 
of this analysis shifted the PMA slightly with some counties contiguous to 
the Delta such as Yolo falling out of the PMA because the origin-
destination data confirmed that, of the boating activity days generated by 
Yolo County residents, 70 percent occurred outside both the thirteen-
county PMA and Yolo County.” 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-242 
Figure 18-2 of the Draft Program EIR was included to demonstrate the 
wide geographic range and extent of recreation facilities in the Delta and 
Suisun Marsh. The term “water facilities” refers to "waterway" based 
recreation that is included in the title of this figure. 

Response to comment ST47-243 
The Personal Water Craft column in Table 18-2 of the Draft Program EIR 
refers to statewide data. At the time of publication, the data presented is 
the most recent available data. 

Response to comment ST47-244 
According to State Parks (1997a, pg. 138), 23 percent of randomly 
selected licensed anglers responding to the survey indicated they recreated 
in the Delta by fishing at some point during the survey year. 

Response to comment ST47-245 
The statewide values are based upon sales of fishing licenses. The Delta 
values are estimated based upon a calculation that approximately 23 
percent of all statewide anglers recreate in the Delta (DPC 2006a, p. 138). 

Response to comment ST47-246 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-247 
The term "Participation” refers to percent of respondents who have 
participated or frequency of participation during past 12 months. The 
information is from a publication by State Parks (State Parks 2009b, p. 33, 
Table 26, Recreation Activity Participation of Respondents During the 
Past 12 Months, 2002 vs. 2008). 

Response to comment ST47-248 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-249 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-250 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. Sly Park Reservoir (Jenkinson Lake) is located within the 
Cosumnes River watershed, which drains to the San Joaquin River via the 
Mokelumne River due to modifications of the delta area of the 
Mokelumne River. This entry has been moved. Lake Berryessa is not 
included because it is not located within the Sacramento or San Joaquin 
valleys. 

Response to comment ST47-251 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-252 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-253 
Please see the response to comment ST47-250. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-254 
Visitation for the American River Parkway in Sacramento County was 
estimated to be 5.58 million by Sacramento County (Sacramento County 
2012). 

Response to comment ST47-255 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-256 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR.  

Response to comment ST47-257 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-258 
State Water Project water is released to Lake Piru from Pyramid Lake for 
use by United Water Conservation District. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-259 
Please see Master Response 2 regarding the EIR’s approach to describing 
the current environmental setting for the project. 

Response to comment ST47-260 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR.  

Response to comment ST47-261 
The comment appears to refer to page 18-33, Lines 1–9. As described on 
page 2A-5 of the Draft Program EIR, the Delta Plan would encourage 
increased development of local and regional water supplies to reduce 
reliance on the Delta. If the Delta exports are reduced through increased 
water use efficiency, recycled water projects, ocean desalination projects, 
or local surface water and groundwater projects, it is not anticipated that 
the new local and regional water supplies would be conveyed to the 
reservoirs that currently store water from the Central Valley Project or 
State Water Project because the reservoirs are anticipated to be located 
upstream of new local and regional water supplies. 

Response to comment ST47-262 
Comment noted. The referenced actions have been fully or partially 
implemented and focus on monitoring, study, and coordination; the 
encouragement of the continuation of these actions would not physically 
change existing conditions and would have no recreational impacts as 
compared to existing conditions. 

Response to comment ST47-263 
Please see the response to comment ST47-145. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-264 
Please refer to the response to comment ST47-263. 

Response to comment ST47-265 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-263. 

Response to comment ST47-266 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-263. 

Response to comment ST47-267 
The proposed closure of Brannan Island State Park was considered on a 
temporary basis. The park is now fully open. 

Response to comment ST47-268 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-52. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-269 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 of this 
FEIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-270 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-271 
Although the Delta Plan development of ecosystem restoration at some 
recreational locations, such as along Barker Slough, many of the 
ecosystem restoration programs described for the Delta Plan (see 
Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR) would be difficult to implement in 
conjunction with high use active recreation areas or in existing recreation 
spaces. The new or expanded ecosystem restoration opportunities could 
preclude existing or future recreational activities, or high-use recreation 
could preclude establishment of sustainable population of native species in 
a natural environment. For example, breaching of a levee and inundation 
of an island may not be compatible with continuation of marinas on that 
island. 

Response to comment ST47-272 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-273 
Please refer to responses on comments ST47-262 through ST47-272. 

Response to comment ST47-274 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-270. 

Response to comment ST47-275 
Comment noted. The measures listed in the EIR sufficiently cover this 
suggested action. 

Response to comment ST47-276 
As described in Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR, the Delta Plan 
would encourage the development of new or expanded water and recycled 
wastewater or stormwater facilities to reduce reliance on the Delta water. 
These facilities would not themselves cause the need for additional water 
supply and treatment capacity in addition to the facilities encouraged 
under the Proposed Project or alternatives to meet additional demands. 
Impacts associated with the facilities encouraged by the Delta Plan, 
including waste water treatment and desalination facilities, are described 
in other chapters of the EIR, including the need for new water treatment 
facilities. In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 
5 in this FEIR.  

Response to comment ST47-277 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-276. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-278 
As explained in Master Response 2, the Delta Plan Program EIR is a 
programmatic document; therefore, project-specific details about future 
projects that may be encouraged by the Delta Plan are not known with any 
certainty at this time. Site-specific impacts related to energy use and the 
power grid for each such project would need to be determined during 
environmental review of that project and in coordination with the relevant 
utility providers and regulatory agencies. The conclusion that the City of 
Huntington Beach desalination facility would have less than significant 
impacts related to energy demand is based upon information presented in 
the EIR for the project. That EIR noted that on-site solar generation, use of 
green building design, and the ability to reduce operations during peak 
power usage periods by others would be less than significant. 

Response to comment ST47-279 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-280 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-281 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-282 
Water transfers and water use efficiency and conservation programs are 
also activities that could be encouraged by the Delta Plan, but GHG 
emissions generally would not be expected from these activities. In some 
cases, water transfers and water use efficiency could result in modified 
surface water projects, as described for surface water projects discussed in 
Section 21 of the EIR. In addition, please see Section 5 of this FEIR for 
text changes related to this comment. In response to this comment, please 
see text change(s) in Section 5 in this FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-283 
In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment ST47-284 
As described in the response to comment ST47-52, 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 
cannot be assumed that the technical report would have the details 
suggested in Mitigation Measure 21-1. Therefore, the impacts are 
described as significant. 

Response to comment ST47-285 
The analyses of potential GHG impacts under Impact 21-1a are related to 
the potential for an increase in GHG emissions that may have a significant 
impact on the environment. The analyses referred to in this comment on 
page 21-13, Lines 30-36, under Impact 21-2a are related to the potential 
for a conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing emissions of GHGs. Although the Proposed Project 
could result in project-specific GHG emission impacts that are considered 
to be significant under Impact 21-2a; the Draft Program EIR analysis 
determined that overall the actions encouraged by the Proposed Project 
would be consistent with regional and statewide criteria for GHG 
emissions. 

Response to comment ST47-286 
The Delta Conservancy Strategic Plan and California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife Stage Two Actions for Nonnative Invasive Species programs, 
identified on page 21-15, Lines 14 through 18, of the Draft Program EIR 



are plans that focus on monitoring, study, coordination and encouragement of 
ecosystem restoration projects that would be similar to those encouraged by the 
Delta Plan. Implementation of those types of ecosystem restoration projects are 
analyzed in the EIR. The encouraged variance from the USACE Vegetation Policy 
would not result in any significant adverse impacts on the existing physical 
environment. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-287 
The Section 21 of the  

Response to comment ST47-288 
Comment noted. Subsequent projects would undergo CEQA and NEPA 
analysis including analysis of greenhouse gas emissions as appropriate. 
The law already requires what the comment requests.  

Response to comment ST47-289 
As noted on page 21-29, Line 36, the proposed measures are a "selected 
list." The text includes a reference to the document consulted for this EIR. 

Response to comment ST47-290 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-291 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-292 
The proposed BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is 
being evaluated by the Department of Water Resources as the CEQA lead 
agency. The cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in 
combination with the impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in EIR 
Sections 22 and 23. Please see Master Response 1. 

Response to comment ST47-293 
Comment noted. As stated in Section 22, Cumulative Impact Assessment 
in the DEIR, the implementation of “standard construction practices 
including erosion control best management practices” would ensure that 
projects under the Delta Plan make a less than cumulatively considerable 
contribution to cumulative impacts. 

Response to comment ST47-294 
Please see the response to comment ST47-145 regarding the Delta Plan’s 
beneficial effects. Regarding the EIR’s thresholds of significance, please 
see Master Response 2.  

Response to comment ST47-295 
Regarding the EIR’s programmatic approach to the analysis of 
environmental impacts, including cumulative impacts, please see Master 
Response 2. Regarding “beneficial impacts” see the response to comment 
ST47-145. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-296 
Growth-inducing impacts of the Delta Plan, including cumulative impacts, 
are addressed in Section 24, of the EIR. 

Response to comment ST47-297 
Regarding the EIR’s programmatic approach to the analysis of 
environmental impacts, including cumulative impacts, please see Master 
Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-298 
Comment noted. As stated in Section 22, Cumulative Impact Assessment 
in the DEIR, the rerouting of traffic during the construction period would 
ensure that projects under the Delta Plan make a less than cumulatively 
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts. 

Response to comment ST47-299 
This impact conclusion was revised in the Recirculated DEIR at page 
22-5.  

Response to comment ST47-300 
Please refer to the response to comment ST47-145. 

Response to comment ST47-301 
The findings and conclusions for the cumulative impact assessment under 
Agricultural and Forestry Resources are presented on page 22-7, Lines 1-2 
and Lines 15-16, of the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment ST47-302 
The study period for the Delta Plan Program EIR extends through 2030. 
Although there have been recent increases in housing vacancies 
throughout California, the long-term population projections prepared by 
the State of California Department of Finance anticipate population 
growth by 2030 which could result in a reduction in housing vacancies as 
compared to existing conditions. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-303 
The paragraph referred to in this comment on pages 22-14 and 22-15 of 
the Draft Program EIR describes that the impacts due to cumulative 
projects (summarized in Table 22-1 of the Draft Program EIR) would 
result in less than significant impacts to housing because most of the 
projects would occur in rural or non-urban areas where there are limited 
numbers of housing to be impacted, and that the displaced residents should 
be able to find replacement housing due to their limited numbers. The 
paragraph continues to describe a similar situation related to 
implementation of the Proposed Project which also would encourage 
construction of facilities in rural or non-urban areas, and also would 
impact a minimal number of housing. Therefore, it is anticipated that the 
displaced residents would be able to find replacement housing. 

Response to comment ST47-304 
As described in Section 22.2.15, “When the impact of actions that the 
Delta Plan would permit or encourage are considered in connection with 
the potential impacts of the projects listed in Table 22-1, the combination 
would result in potentially significant adverse cumulative impacts…” 

However, this discussion further states and concludes that: “The need for 
new or physically altered public service facilities, however, is mostly 
prompted by increased demand, typically as a result of new land 
development and/or population growth. The projects listed in Table 22-1 
do not include new land development and/or population growth, and 
therefore would not add only negligible new demands to existing public 
services. For this reason, cumulative impacts are expected to be less than 
significant. “The full analysis of the project’s potential impact on Public 
Services is described in Section 15 of the DEIR.  

Response to comment ST47-305 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-306 
Please refer to the response to comments ST47-145.  

Response to comment ST47-307 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-308 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-145. 

Response to comment ST47-309 
Comment noted; the requested change would not affect the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of significance. 

Response to comment ST47-310 
The sentence referred to in this comment indicates that the future 
conditions under the No Project Alternative would be degraded as 
compared to future conditions under the Proposed Project. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-311 
Comment noted. Please see Master Response 3.  

Response to comment ST47-312 
Please see Master Response 3. 

Response to comment ST47-313 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-314 
The analysis in Section 5, Delta Flood Risk, of the Draft Program EIR 
considers the risks associated with construction and operation of new 
facilities (including levee modifications to accommodate reliable water 
supply, ecosystem restoration facilities, water quality improvement, and 
flood risk reduction projects) on adjacent land uses and levees that may 
not be able to withstand the hydrologic changes caused by new facilities 
within the waterways. Therefore, a reduction in new levees and ecosystem 
restoration projects within the Delta could result in less risk to existing 
levees, as described in Section 5 of the Draft Program EIR. However, it is 
recognized in the Draft Program EIR, that fewer levee improvement 
projects would increase the risk to existing land uses from flooding. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-315 
The analysis in Section 22 of the Draft Program EIR relies upon results of 
the analyses in Sections 3 through 21 of the Draft Program EIR. 
Therefore, the references included Sections 3 through 21 are incorporated 
by reference into Section 22. 

Response to comment ST47-316 
The agencies listed in the first column of Table 22-1 are generally 
agencies that are responsible for implementation of the projects, but may 
not be the "Lead Agency" consistent with the CEQA definition of a "Lead 
Agency."  

Response to comment ST47-317 
The referenced item discusses a single project, the Shasta Lake Water 
Resources Investigation, which is a surface water storage investigation.  

Response to comment ST47-318 
Please see Master Response 1. 

Response to comment ST47-319 
The information is consistent with the current project description provided 
on the Bureau of Reclamation’s Mid-Pacific Region website. 

Response to comment ST47-320 
The information is consistent with the current project description provided 
on Reclamation’s Mid-Pacific Region website. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-321 
The plan was completed in 2000. The program is ongoing and continues to 
address issues associated with land conversion of multi-purpose open 
space, agricultural, and natural lands; development of preserves; 
monitoring of lands; and funding for these activities. 

Response to comment ST47-322 
The Delta Long-Term Management Strategy Program, the Delta Levees 
Program, and Delta Flood Emergency Preparedness, Response and 
Recovery Program are encouraged under the Delta Plan. These projects 
are considered in the cumulative impact assessment, but not included in 
Table 22-1 which describes projects that are considered only as 
cumulative impact projects. 

Response to comment ST47-323 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-322. 

Response to comment ST47-324 
Please see the response to comment ST47-145. 

Response to comment ST47-325 
Regarding the possibility of levee improvements inducing growth, please 
see the response to comment ST47-239.  

Response to comment ST47-326 
As described in Section 5, construction of reliable water supply projects 
(including intakes), establishment of Delta ecosystem restoration projects, 
water quality improvement projects (including outfalls), Delta 
enhancement projects (including visitor centers, gateways, and new 
parks), and flood risk reduction projects (including relocation or removal 
of levees) could change drainage patterns, create or contribute to runoff, 
expose other structures to flood risk, or place structures in the 100-year 
Flood Hazard Area. As described in Subsection 2.3 of Section 2B, 
agencies undertaking covered actions must incorporate mitigation 
measures in the Final EIR into their projects or plans in order for any such 
covered action to be consistent with the Delta Plan. For non-covered 
actions, the Delta Stewardship Council lacks authority to require that other 
agencies to adopt any particular mitigation. The majority of other agency 
actions/projects that the Draft Program EIR evaluates, and associated 



mitigation measures, will be non-covered actions. For these reasons, the Draft 
Program EIR determines, as CEQA requires, that each significant environmental 
impact is significant and unavoidable as CEQA specifies. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-327 
As described on page 25-1, lines 3 and 4, this section only provides a 
summary of the results of the impact assessment. The more detailed 
discussions of the impact assessment of the alternatives as compared to 
conditions that would occur with implementation of the Proposed Project 
are presented in Sections 3 through 21 of the Draft Program EIR. For 
further explanation of the EIR’s approach to the analysis of alternatives, 
please see Master Response 3. 

Response to comment ST47-328 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-329 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-330 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-331 
Please see Master Response 5. 

Response to comment ST47-332 
Comment noted. This point is consistent with the discussion on page 25-2, 
Lines 41 through 43, of the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment ST47-333 
Comment noted.  

Response to comment ST47-334 
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-335 
As described in Section 2A and Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR, 
Alternative 2 would restrict the use of water transfers across the Delta as 
compared to Existing Conditions, Proposed Project, and Alternatives 1A, 
1B, and 3. The word "recycling" is defined in the Draft Program EIR to 
include both wastewater (or frequently referred to as "water") recycling 
and stormwater recycling. 

Response to comment ST47-336 
Please see the response to comment ST47-145, the EIR only evaluated 
potential adverse impacts, as described subsection 1.4, Overview of the 
Delta Plan Environmental Impact Report, of the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment ST47-337 
As described in Section 3, Water Resources, of the Draft Program EIR, the 
water quality impacts were evaluated as the potential for an action to 
violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or 
otherwise substantially degrade water quality. Because there would be less 
ecosystem restoration in the Delta under Alternative 3 than under the 
Proposed Project, there would be a greater potential for continued 
agricultural runoff into the Delta waters which could result in a greater 
adverse water quality impacts. Implementation of water quality 
improvement projects would be similar under Alternative 3 and the 
Proposed Project, as described in Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment ST47-338 
Comment noted.  

Response to comment ST47-339 
This section provides a summary of the results of the impact assessment 
presented in Section 5, Delta Flood Risk. The more detailed discussions of 
the impact assessment of the alternatives as compared to Proposed Project 
are presented in Section 5 of the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment ST47-340 
Regarding the Delta Plan’s beneficial impacts, please see thee response to 
comment ST47-145.  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-341 
Please refer to response to comment ST47-302. 

Response to comment ST47-342 
The proposed reservoir in the Tulare Lake Bed is located within an area 
used for flood flows during extremely wet years and does not include 
residential development. Reduction in Delta exports to the San Joaquin 
Valley would not increase population and housing demand and may not 
necessarily result in reduction in population if irrigation water supplies 
were made available from other water supplies by water transfers and 
increased water use efficiency, as described in Section 3, Water 
Resources, of the Draft Program EIR. Therefore, Alternative 2 would not 
result in an increase in population and housing demand or displace 
population or housing as compared to the Revised Project. 

Response to comment ST47-343 
Comment noted. 

Response to comment ST47-344 
Please see the response to comment ST47-276. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-345 
Sections 20 and 24 of the EIR consider impacts related to the natural gas 
and electivity demands of projects encouraged by the Delta Plan and the 
alternatives. 

Response to comment ST47-346 
As described in Section 2A and Appendix C of the Draft Program EIR, 
construction of the reservoir storage on the Tulare Lake bed would require 
minimal construction due to the presence of existing levees around this 
area, which is already used for flood storage in extremely wet years. As 
described in Section 2A, reduction of Delta exports under Alternative 2 
may not result in a reduction in irrigated acreage if water demands are met 
through increased water use efficiency and water transfers within the San 
Joaquin Valley basin. These projects would not create new sources of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

Response to comment ST47-347 
Please see Master Response 3. 

Response to comment ST47-348 
As the Draft Program EIR explains at page 16-28, the No Project 
Alternative would have fewer impacts in population and housing than the 
Delta Plan as proposed. Both, however, would have impacts relatively 
small in magnitude (though potentially significant). The EIR thus fairly 
determines that this impact is not among the key differences between the 
No Project Alternative and the Revised Project. Regarding Alternative 2’s 
impacts related to population and housing, please refer to response to 
comment ST47-342. 

Response to comment ST47-349 
Regarding the determination of the Environmentally Superior Alternative, 
please see Master Response 3. Regarding the EIR’s approach to the 
BDCP, which is not a part of the Delta Plan, please see Master 
Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment ST47-350 
Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Response to comment ST47-351 
As discussed in Section 25 of the Recirculated Draft Program EIR, 
Alternative 2 would result in the greatest reduction in agricultural land use 
in the San Joaquin Valley through the loss of approximately 320,000 acres 
of Farmland of Statewide Importance (if Alternative 2’s Tulare Lake 
Basin reservoir is constructed), and possibly additional acreage to be 
periodically fallowed due to restrictions on total amount of water to be 
exported from the Delta. 

Response to comment ST47-352 
As described in Section 2A, reduction of Delta exports under Alternative 2 
may not result in a long-term reduction in irrigated acreage if water 
demands are met through increased water use efficiency and water 
transfers within the San Joaquin Valley basin. However, there may be 
periods of time when additional water supplies are not available. 
Therefore, the term "fallow" is appropriate in the sentence referred to in 
this comment on page 25-11, Line 22, of the Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment ST47-353 
As described on page 25-1, Lines 3 and 4, this section provides a summary 
of the results of the impact assessment. The more detailed discussions of 
the impact assessment of the alternatives and the related references are 
presented in Sections 3 through 21 of the Draft Program EIR. California 
Water Code section 85054 is discussed in Section 1, Introduction, of the 
Draft Program EIR. The summary of the Draft Program EIR analyses are 
described in the Executive Summary. 
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