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This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

We are 32 year residents of Discovery Bay and are appalled with the manner you are trying
to force this ridiculous tunnel project down our throats without proper ERIS procedures.
Tunnels will not generate any additional water for California! Your only solution is to take
what little we have and send it to the South so that the "water barons" so that they make
even more money than they are currently generating.

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point of
water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity,
the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational
flexibility.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
302

1

My wife and I live on the water in Discovery Bay California. We bought this home because
we love being on the water. We, our children and grandchildren, Swim, ski, and boat in our
bay and the delta. We love our home. The proposed tunnels will undoubtedly adversely
affect life as we know it.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
Chapter 16 of the EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS Appendix A (Socioeconomics) identifies the unique features of
the Delta and describes the potential effects on Delta communities. Please see chapter 15 for a discussion
on impacts to recreation. Please see Master Response 24 for information on the Delta As a Place.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

303
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Why does this Delta conservation plan smell as bad as the 100 piles of delta muck it will
produce?
As a 16 year resident and Discovery Bay homeowner, I am outraged and dismayed that my
government is once again wasting tax dollars planning a project that will be detrimental to
me, my family and community and destroy one of the greatest water resources in the world
- the California Delta. To do so under the guise of conserving the Delta when in fact it will
destroy the Delta is beyond belief. The State must think its residents are mindless idiots!
Well, I am not. I think for myself, I can read and understand what is presented in the BDCP.

Since 2006, the proposed has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various agencies
and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and more than
600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. Existing water diversions, including the existing State Water
Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact water flows and quality. By
establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria with the goal of
improving water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish
migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master Response 3 for additional
information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.
Socioeconomic effects of the various alternatives are described and assessed in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics,
of the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS. A Draft BDCP Statewide Economic Impact Report has also been
published, which indicates that the project would result in a substantial economic net benefit to the State of
California. Please see Master Response 5 for more information on costs and funding.
Under Alternative 4 and 4a (the proposed project), the revised estimates of Reusable Tunnel Material (RTM)
can be found in the recirculated documents in Table 3C-1 "Construction Assumptions for Water Conveyance
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Facilities" starting on page 3C-40 of Appendix 3C in Appendix A, which details the revised estimates for RTM
storage acreage, volume, and potential reuses. Mapbook figures M3-4 and M14-7 show potential RTM
storage locations. Final locations for storage of RTM would be selected based on guidelines presented in
Appendix 3B Environmental Commitments, section 3B.2.18 "Disposal and Reuse of Spoils, Reusable Tunnel
Material (RTM), and Dredged Material" starting on page 3B-50, also in Appendix A.
For more information regarding Reusable Tunnel Material please see Master Response 12.
Specific impacts to Discovery Bay related to water quality are provided in Chapter 8 of the EIR/EIS.
303

2

The project is constantly shifting cost estimate. First it was $13.5 billion, then $25B. Now
we’re hearing $65 billion as the cost to build the tunnel project. How much you want to bet
the real number is over $100 billion once we factor in all of the missing costs the plan has
failed to include (bond interest expenses, mitigation costs, lawsuit defense costs, reduced
property taxes due to lower property values of homes and farms affected by reduced water
flows, increased salinity levels, etc.), lost taxes on the 10% of fertile cultivated productive
farmland taken by eminent domain, and so forth. How do you quantify the cost of the
disruption in lives, traffic, and to the environment this project will create over its 10 year
build cycle and 50+ year life that have not been included in these documents?

The costs have evolved over the course of the project development as the components of the proposed
project have changed and been refined. Early cost estimates for the proposed project were incomplete
because cost estimates had not been developed for key elements. Also, as new elements have been added
to the project in response to stakeholder and regulatory agency requests, these new costs have been added.
Costs have also increased due to inflation that has occurred during the planning process. The combination of
these factors explains why project costs have appeared to increase over time. For more information
regarding cost of the proposed project please see Master Response 5.
The proposed water conveyance facility design was approximately 10% complete under the 2013 Public
Draft BDCP. This level of design is typical of infrastructure projects at this stage of the environmental review
process. The detailed cost estimate for the facility was developed to take into account the preliminary level
of design. Cost estimates include standard contingencies of 20-30% and in some cases are as high as 50%
where cost uncertainties are highest. The cost estimate in Chapter 8 of the 2013 BDCP, is at an appropriate
level of detail and accuracy for a planning level estimate for the endangered species permits from the state
and federal governments.
Indirect economic impacts of the project such as those cited by the commenter (e.g., reduced property
values, traffic disruption) are described and quantified when feasible in the BDCP Statewide Economic
Impact Report available on the project website. Consistent with state law (Cal. Wat. Code, 85089), the
project has committed to offsetting foregone property tax revenue to local agencies on all lands acquired in
fee title, so there would be no loss of local taxes. See Chapter 8, Section 8.2.3.23, Property Tax and
Assessment Revenue Replacement, BDCP, for more information.
An updated cost-benefit analysis will be prepared outside of the CEQA/NEPA process. In contrast to the
former Statewide Economic Impact Report, the new analysis will be limited to the economic benefits to
water supply, water quality, and water supply reliability. The economic benefits of the habitat restoration
will not be included in the new cost-benefit analysis because the amount of habitat restoration required for
mitigation is substantially less than the restoration that was originally proposed under BDCP. This updated
cost-benefit analysis is not needed to support the final EIR/EIS or the Lead Agency decisions associated with
CEQA or NEPA compliance but it is expected to be released prior to the final decisions on the project.

303
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Cost / Benefit analysis is flawed. The analysis presented uses 60 years to calculate the
benefits and 50 years to calculate the operating costs. What is that all about? Unless the
cost benefit analysis is revised to compare apples to apples, it cannot be believed in any
objective way. Is this intentionally deceptive?
Until the cost estimate is a "real" number, how can a cost benefit analysis even be
performed? The plan is based on a cost of $13.5 Billion which is nowhere even close to
reality. What would it look like at the current estimated $65-100 Billion cost? I’m led to
believe the BDCP is only 10% designed. How can a cost basis be established to possibly
project the final cost of this boondoggle when such a small part of the design process has
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The analysis in the BDCP Statewide Economic Impact Report
(http://baydeltaconservationplan.com/Libraries/Dynamic_Document_Library/Draft_BDCP_Statewide_Econo
mic_Impact_Report_8-5-13.sflb.ashx) did use 60 years as the time horizon in which to calculate the
economic benefits of the operation of the water conveyance facility for water supply, water quality, and
water supply reliability. For this analysis, the costs of operating the facility were also calculated out to 60
years. The costs of implementing BDCP conservation measures 2 to 22 would have ended after 50 years,
corresponding to the end of the permit term. While costs to manage the BDCP Reserve System continue in
perpetuity, these costs would be paid for by the endowment created during the first 50 years. So there
would be no new costs after 50 years except the continued operation of the water conveyance facility.
Therefore, it was reasonable to consider the costs and benefits of the water conveyance facility beyond 50
years because its useful life would extend beyond 50 years and with benefits accrued throughout its life.
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been completed? Complete the design then tell us how much the BDCP will cost.

Indeed, because the facility would be likely to last much longer than 60 years, considering benefits out to 60
years was very conservative and greatly underestimated these economic benefits.
The proposed water conveyance facility design was approximately 10% complete under the 2013 Public
Draft BDCP. This level of design is typical of infrastructure projects at this stage of the environmental review
process. The detailed cost estimate for the facility was developed to take into account the preliminary level
of design. Cost estimates include standard contingencies of 20-30% and in some cases are as high as 50%
where cost uncertainties are highest. The cost estimate in Chapter 8 of the 2013 BDCP, is at an appropriate
level of detail and accuracy for a planning level estimate for the endangered species permits from the state
and federal governments.
Under the current proposed project (Alternative 4A) a more detailed and refined cost estimate will need to
be prepared to support project financing and implementation. These subsequent studies would be
completed after project permits are issued.

303
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The 2% per year cumulative earthquake risk abatement cited as a benefit of the project is
bogus. Robert Bea, professor of civil and environmental engineering at the University of
California, Berkeley, exposed the earthquake induced massive levee failure risk as false.
There has never been an earthquake induced levee failure in the last 100 years in the Delta
and neither the 1906 nor Loma Prieta quakes created one levee failure. What creates
failures is lack of maintenance which is a real issue that needs to be addressed. Also, the risk
of tunnel failure due to liquefaction during an earthquake is probably much greater than
any risk of levee failures. Where in the BDCP is the cost of earthquake or other possible
tunnel failures calculated?

Chapter 9 of the 2013 BDCP Draft EIR/EIS and Appendix A of the RDEIR/SDEIS describes the geology and
seismicity of the study area. Based on a review of the last 20 years of precast tunnel lining seismic
performance histories, it can be concluded that little or no damage to precast tunnel lining was observed for
major earthquakes around the world. Based on preliminary data, it is anticipated that the Delta tunnels can
be designed to withstand anticipated seismic loads. Design-level geotechnical studies would be conducted to
assess site-specific hazards and appropriate mitigation measures would be implemented. Impact GEO-7
discusses the possibility of loss or damage resulting from strong seismic activity during operation of water
conveyance features. For more information regarding tunnel design please see the 2013 Conceptual
Engineering Report.

303
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New or alternative water sources have not been presented or addressed in the study. The
City of Carlsbad has approved a new desalination plant be built and it is now 25%
completed. At a cost of approximately $1 billion, the desalination plant will produce
50,000,000 gallons of clean drinkable water each and every day! That’s 50 million new
additional gallons not diverted from the Delta. If the State were to build 65 such
desalination plants instead of this hare-brained conservation plan (which really is nothing
more than a disguised water grab by farmers and Southern California water districts) we
would produce 15,000 trillion gallons of water each year and probably lower the rising
water levels of the Pacific enough to save the island of Tuvalu and others from disappearing.
All of these gallons would be new water, a huge net plus! The current BDCP does not
produce one additional drop of water and does nothing to help the State during drought
periods such as the one we are currently experiencing. Tell me again why the BDCP makes
sense?

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.
For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 3.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
Please see Master Response 4 for discussion of the scope of the proposed project and alternatives (such as
desalination) that were not carried forward for analysis in this document due to the fact that required
actions beyond the scope of the proposed project. However, nothing in the proposed project would prevent
other entities from pursuing innovative approaches to desalination or other water supply solutions. As
described in Appendix 3A, Section 3A.7, Results of Initial Screening of Conveyance Alternatives, EIR/EIS
(2013), desalination was included as part of Alternative B7. Issues related to desalination include land use
impacts, costs, and substantial energy use requirements. Advances in technology have improved feasibility
of desalination and as a statewide water use planning component; it will be evaluated by water agencies on
a local/regional level.
Desalination, the process of removing salt and other minerals from seawater to make it suitable for drinking
or irrigation, is being implemented in several California communities. However, it has not proven viable to
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secure adequate water supplies to meet California’s needs due to high costs and energy demands.
Today, desalination creates an estimated 84,000 acre-feet of potable water a year in the state, mostly
through treatment of brackish groundwater, which is less salty and cheaper to treat than sea water. In
comparison, the proposed project would secure an estimated 4.7 to 5.2 million acre-feet of water to supply
more than 25 million people and 3 million acres of farmland.
Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it would
make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline. Local
water agencies will need to invest in additional strategies and technologies, including desalination, to meet
future water demand.
The proposed project is one part of a diverse portfolio of strategies needed to meet California’s overall
water management needs. It is not a substitute for increased commitments to other water supply solutions,
including recycling, desalination, water conservation and storage.
Please see Master Response 7 regarding desalination.
The Proposed Project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances in which hydrological conditions result in availability of sufficient water and ecological
objectives are fully satisfied. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects
under the Proposed Project would be roughly 10 percent more or equal to the average annual amount of
water that would be diverted under the No Action Alternative (i.e. 2025 conditions without the Proposed
Project). It is projected that Delta exports from the federal and state water projects would either remain
similar or increase in wetter years and decrease in drier years under Alternative 4A as compared to exports
under No Action Alternative (ELT) depending on the capability to divert water at the north Delta intakes
during winter and spring months. The estimated changes in deliveries for 4A are provided in the
RDEIR/SDEIS 4.3.1 and Appendix A Chapter 5 Water Supply. Although exports under the Proposed Project
would be similar to the amount water exported in recent history, it would make the deliveries more
predictable and reliable, while reducing other stressors on the ecological functions of the Delta.
303
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Who controls the tunnel flows? As I read it, the water districts through the tunnel
management operating agreement would be in control of determining the appropriate flow
of water through the tunnels with little oversight and with veto authority! This is insanity at
its best; the fox is guarding the hen house.

The amount of water DWR can pump from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating
agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and not by the water contractors. Operations for the
proposed project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the FWS (2008) and NMFS (2009) BiOps
and State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made
pursuant to the adaptive management process as described in the 2008 and 2009 BiOps (RDEIR/SDEIS
Executive Summary ES.2.2). In addition to permitting constraints on daily operations of the SWP and CVP,
DWR must maintain proper performance and bypass flows across fish screens when endangered and
threatened fish species are present within the north Delta facilities area. The intake fish screens drive the
overall size of the intake structure on the riverbank, and have been numbered and sized to permit water to
flow through the screens within a predetermined flow regime set by California Department of Fish and
Wildlife and NMFS fish screen criteria (BDCP Appendix 5B Section 3.B.3.3).

303
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Current water storage facilities are inadequate to support the BDCP. I have heard from
BDCP staffers at meetings that there is usually a large surplus of water during the spring
run-off period that is diverted into the Yolo Canal for flood control purposes and wasted.
Conceptually, the BDCP provides for a big gulp, little sip approach to water management
taking advantage of these large spring run-offs to divert water with little or no effect on the
Delta and sipping small amounts of water when flows are lower. Great concept but the
BDCP makes no provisions for building of storage facilities to save this massive water
diversion. Where does the water go after it is gulped from the Delta? Why isn’t this expense
included in the cost/benefit analysis? And who determines the appropriate timing and

Various storage facilities north of the Delta have been proposed in order to capture excess flows. Water
storage facilities are discussed in Appendix 1B, Water Storage, EIR/EIS. Please see Master Response 37
regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage, either in the Delta or elsewhere, was
not included in the EIR/EIS.
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Water diverted from the Delta would continue to be pumped into the California Aqueduct and
Delta-Mendota Canal by the existing pumping plants located near the Clifton Court Forebay.
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sippage?

See Master Response 28 for additional information on proposed project operations.
Because additional water storage is not part of the proposed project, it is not included in the Socioeconomic
analysis.

303
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Increased desert farming is not prohibited under the plan but should be. Why would the
State take fertile productive revenue producing Delta farmland out of production by
eminent domain to support the expansion of almond growers using desert farmland that
would never grow anything without our precious water? This makes no sense at all unless
you are the desert farmer who bought his land cheap. Planting of permanent crops on
desert soil should be prohibited under the BDCP and existing plants/crops required to be
plowed under / taken out of production.

More than two-thirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of highly productive farm
land receive water exported from the Delta watershed. The proposed project aims to provide a more
reliable water supply, in a way more protective of fish. However, the project proponents have no authority
to designate what water is used for.
One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This
charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued
by the State Water Board.
The proposed project Lead Agencies have no power to impose penalties on individual water users. DWR and
Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who have
individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayers to conserve water. Different districts have the right
to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.
For more information regarding beneficial use please see Master Response 34.
For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 3.
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Water for fracking has not been addressed in the BDCP and must be prohibited. Why
doesn't the BDCP prohibit the use of Delta water for fracking?

303
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The construction of the BDCP will likely damage existing aquifers due to the use of various
The proposed project would not significantly impact local water supplies. While groundwater levels could be
chemicals and agents needed for the build. What are the mitigants to this damage and how temporarily lowered in localized areas during the dewatering phases of construction, groundwater would
much will it cost? Why isn’t this included in the BDCP?
return to pre-pumping levels over the course of several months following the dewatering phase. Mitigation
has been proposed to maintain water supplies in areas affected by construction dewatering. Additionally,
the project proponents would relocate and/or replace wells, pipelines, power lines, drainage systems, and
other infrastructure that are needed for ongoing agricultural uses and would be adversely affected by
project construction or operation. For additional information regarding proposed agricultural mitigation,
please see Master Response 18.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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This comment addresses Alternative 4 (known also as the BDCP) or analysis contained within the draft BDCP
Effects Analysis. In response to comments received during the 2013-2014 public comment period, State and
Federal agencies decided to change the approach and are no longer pursuing the BDCP as the proposed
project. Instead, a modified proposed project (Alternative 4A/California WaterFix) is being considered.
Numerous comments were received that focused on various elements of the BDCP. Where the comments
focused on elements of the BDCP that overlap with the elements of Alternatives 2D, 4A, or 5A (e.g., CM1 as
it comprises of the North Delta Diversions, tunnels, and supporting facilities), specific responses are
presented. Where comments raised issues as to whether the BDCP and other HCP/NCCP alternatives in
the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS were potentially feasible and could function as an alternative for purposes of meeting
CEQA and NEPA’s requirements to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project (e,g.,
issues regarding the BDCP Effects Analysis or financial feasibility), responses are presented generally in
Master Response 5. Where comments submitted on the BDCP were focused on elements outside the scope
of the environmental analysis or viability of the BDCP and other HCP/NCCP alternatives within the context of
CEQA/NEPA (e.g., request of specific revisions to the BDCP related to mapping or references), no specific
responses are provided and further consideration will be given to these comments, and any revisions to the
Draft BDCP would only be made, if an HCP/NCCP alternative was ultimately approved at the conclusion of
the CEQA/NEPA process.
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Construction of BDCP facilities will occur in a manner specifically designed to avoid adverse effects on
groundwater. As described in Appendix 3C, Table 3C-7, of the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS, ponds to store
reusable tunnel materials and spoils material would designed with the invert at least 5 feet above seasonally
high groundwater and impervious liners along the invert and interior slopes of the ponds to avoid
contamination. The tunneling operation would use biodegradable polymers that would be combined with
the excavated soil to allow conveyance of the soil slurry, or reusable tunnel material. The polymers would
decompose over time.
In some locations within the State, groundwater is regulated through judicial review related to adjudication
proceedings in the court system. Many counties and regional agencies, or groups of agencies, have adopted
groundwater management plans and/or ordinances.
Governor Brown recently signed into law three bills
that address groundwater management in California. These bills direct local agencies to develop
groundwater management plans and allow the state to monitor and intervene if local agencies fail to do so.
For more information regarding groundwater impacts and their associated mitigation of the proposed
project please see Section 4.3.3 Groundwater of Section 4 in the RDEIR/SDIES. Updated information on
groundwater effects of proposed water conveyance alternatives can be found in Appendix A Chapter 7 of
the RDEIR/SDIES.
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What will the impact be on Delta boating and navigation safety? Are existing county, state
and federal resources adequate to maintain safe boating and Delta navigation? Can
emergency responders be effective given the disrupted boating patterns required by the
BDCP build? Why isn’t this addressed in the BDCP?

Impacts on traffic safety are discussed in 4.3.15 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, Transportation, Impact TRANS-3. The
potential for significant impacts is identified and mitigation is proposed to avoid or minimize these effects.
4.3.11 RDEIR/SDEIS, Recreation, Impact REC-3, discusses potential impacts on boating activity. Significant
impacts are identified and mitigation is proposed to implement site-specific construction traffic
management plans. The proposed mitigation will allow for emergency responders to continue to respond in
a timely manner. This potential impact is discussed in 4.3.16, Public Services and Utilities, Impact UT-1.
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Do the rate payers who will be the beneficiaries of this big-gulp water understand the true
cost to them once the project has been completed? What will the cost increase per
household water bill be per month, quarter or annually? How can users agree to approve or
support this project without knowing how much it is going to cost them each individually?

The construction of the water delivery facilities is estimated to cost $14.9 billion, an amount that would be
paid for by the state and federal water contractors who rely on Delta exports. The range of costs for water
varies widely among contractors south of the Delta. Costs depend on the source of water, transport
facilities, energy requirements, among other factors. For the agricultural customers of the CVP, prices range
from $100 per acre-foot to more than $400 per acre-foot. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California, which buys water from the SWP, estimates that the cost of the proposed project would translate
into about $5.00 extra per household, per month in its service area. The final cost of water from the new
conveyance facilities would be determined by numerous factors. A number of these significant factors, such
as the project yield and allocation of costs, have yet to be determined. Please see Master Response 5 for
more information regarding costs of implementing the proposed project and regarding funding of the
proposed project.
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Why hasn’t the State kept its promises to us? At local meetings I attended last year, I asked For information pertaining to how comments have been considered and addressed, please refer to Master
questions like those posed here and staffers were unable or unwilling to answer them in the Response 42.
public forums. I gave BDCP staffers my email address and was told I would receive answers. I
haven’t. It's like this project has already been determined to be acceptable by the State and
is being steamrolled over the objections of its citizens.

303
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Will the BDCP be put on a ballot for voter approval?

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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Prior to construction of the proposed project, the EIR/EIS must be certified and adopted by the
implementing agencies, and permits must be obtained. However, a public vote it not required to move
forward. California Water Code section 12934, subdivision (d)(3), of the Burns-Porter Act and Water Code
section 11260 of the Central Valley Project Act authorize DWR to build water facilities in the Delta, as part of
the State Water Project, and give DWR broad discretion as to what those facilities may involve. Thus, DWR
has the authority to build the proposed project without a public vote.

Comment Letter: 300–399
6

2016
ICF 00139.14

DEIRS
Ltr#

Cmt# Comment

Response

Even so, the proposed project is the result of more than seven years’ collaboration and consultation with
numerous stakeholders, agencies, public water agencies and environmental organizations. The organizations
that have participated in the Steering Committee, public meetings or written letters to provide input on the
Plan include: American Rivers, Bay Institute, Defenders of Wildlife, The Endangered Species Coalition,
Environmental Defense Fund, The Golden Gate Salmon Association, National Audubon Society, Natural
Resources Defense Council, the Nature Conservancy, and Planning and Conservation League. The feedback
was used to guide the development and subsequent revisions of the Proposed Project and its associated
EIR/EIS to reflect concerns addressed from the various groups. All of the documents, studies, administrative
drafts, and meeting materials have been posted online since 2010 in an unprecedented commitment to
provide public access and government transparency.
Although the RDEIR/SDEIS, EIR/EIS and much of the proposed project has been drafted by scientists working
for a private consulting firm (ICF) working for the Lead Agencies, the Agencies’ scientists have been
intimately involved, and their judgments are reflected throughout the EIR/EIS and the proposed project
itself. The State is most interested in putting forth the best project that meets the goals of ecosystem
improvement and water supply reliability. To the degree that the current Plan is endorsed by some
environmental organizations serves as confirmation that the proposed plan protects species, habitats and
the Delta ecosystem in a way that is compatible with their goals. The website includes correspondence from
agencies and NGOs received prior to the start of the formal comment period. Comments received during the
comment period are to be included in the Final EIR/EIS.
For more information on public outreach efforts, please see Master Response 40.
303
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Why isn’t the BDCP process transparent? Where can I go to read comments others are
sending to the State regarding the BDCP? Where are they posted for me to read them? In
this day and age of the internet, why isn’t there a website available for me to read other
opinions, not just the "party-line" put forth by BDCP staffers?

Please refer to Master Responses 40 and 41 for information related to outreach, transparency of the
planning process and stakeholder engagement.

I have a waterfront home in Discovery Bay and have enjoyed the recreation possibilities of
the entire Delta since the late 60’s. Our 4 kids have learned to ski here and returned every
summer to continued enjoying this place. I bought a 24’ Cutty-cabin boat 20 years ago and
continue to enjoy staying several nights on the Delta many times each year. Skiing and
fishing has been an important activity for our whole family.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

I am opposed to the BDCP of the twin 40’ tunnels for many reasons

Chapter 16 of the EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS Appendix A (Socioeconomics) identifies the unique features of
the Delta and describes the potential effects on Delta communities. Please see chapter 15 for a discussion
on impacts to recreation. Please see Master Response 24 for information on the Delta As a Place.

The standard process for publishing comments submitted on CEQA and NEPA documents is to include them
with the responses to comments in the Final EIR/EIS. Posting comments online is not a requirement of or a
standard policy for CEQA or NEPA processes.

The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
304

2

The Draft EIR/EIS mentions the environmental benefits including monitoring water quality
stations within our bays, but to this day there are no monitoring sites as promised. The
reduction of high quality fresh water flowing through our bays will require increased weed
control and dredging and restrict most water contact sports. I see no purported
environmental benefit whatsoever from this project since the water quality will diminish.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

There are numerous water quality monitoring stations at locations throughout the Delta that are currently
operating and will continue to be operational in the future. These stations are operated by the United
States Geological Survey, the United States Bureau of Reclamation, the California Department of Water
Resources, the Interagency Ecological Program, and numerous local agencies. Monitoring locations already
present in Old River near Discovery Bay are sufficient to support and inform these activities with regards to
salinity (including both chloride and electrical conductivity) and organic carbon. Monitoring of mercury and
selenium will be further defined in site specific monitoring and management plans associated with the
restoration areas.
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The water quality analysis presented in the RDIER/RDEIS sections covering the new proposed Alternatives
and Appendix A provide a thorough analysis of important water quality constituents of concern at multiple
locations throughout the Delta to present the potential water quality effects that could result from
implementing the project alternative.
304

3

The Draft EIR/EIS should not be included with the Habitat Conservation Plan since the
The Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the impacts of the proposed BDCP and alternatives. As a habitat conservation
tunnels have nothing to do with restoration of the Delta. It should include all economic
plan and natural community conservation plan prepared under the federal Endangered Species Act and the
impacts including reduced property values and tax revenue and local economy degradation. state Natural Community Conservation Planning Act, the BDCP would improve habitat for fish, other species
and terrestrial plants and wildlife, rather than cause harm to them. Though the activities associated
construction of the new conveyance infrastructure would cause some impacts, the EIR/EIS contains
environmental commitments and mitigation measures to reduce significant and adverse effects to the
extent feasible Please see Master Response 5 describing why the conveyance facilities are considered a
conservation measure. Numerous comments were received that focused on various elements of the BDCP.
Where the comments focused on elements of the BDCP that overlap with the elements of Alternatives 2D,
4A, or 5A (e.g., CM1 as it comprises of the North Delta Diversions, tunnels, and supporting facilities), specific
responses are presented. Where comments raised issues as to whether the BDCP and other HCP/NCCP
alternatives in the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS were potentially feasible and could function as an alternative for
purposes of meeting CEQA and NEPA’s requirements to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives to the
proposed project (e,g., issues regarding the BDCP Effects Analysis or financial feasibility), responses are
presented generally in Master Response 5. Where comments submitted on the BDCP were focused on
elements outside the scope of the environmental analysis or viability of the BDCP and other HCP/NCCP
alternatives within the context of CEQA/NEPA (e.g., request of specific revisions to the BDCP related to
mapping or references), no specific responses are provided and further consideration will be given to these
comments, and any revisions to the Draft BDCP would only be made, if an HCP/NCCP alternative was
ultimately approved at the conclusion of the CEQA/NEPA process. Please note that the BDCP is no longer the
preferred alternative. The preferred alternative is now Alternative 4A and no longer includes an HCP or
conservation measures. Alternative 4A has been developed in response to public and agency input. The
EIR/EIS analyzes all alternatives, including Alternative 4A.
Economic effects are described in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics, EIR/EIS, including discussion of changes in
tax revenue and regional economic effects.

304

4

All mention of alternatives has not been explored which would produce more water such as
desalination, in-ground recharge or increased storage. The approach of "little sip, big
gulp" has absolutely no merit since it relies on taking extra water during the heavy rain
occasions with no place to store it since most reservoirs will already be full. We must have
an increase of storage capacity if this project will have any merit. The EIR/EIS Draft must
be revised and recirculated to include a reasonable range of alternatives that include
various storage concepts. Since enough water flows over the flood control diversion
structures at the Sacramento Weir and Fremont Weir during peak winter storm events in a
few days to supply Southern California with all its water needs we must find a way of
capturing and storing water diverted by these weirs.

The Natural Resources Agency and DWR staff will continue seeking improvements and refinements to the
current proposal in order to enhance species benefits and to avoid, reduce or mitigate for negative impacts
to people, communities, sensitive species and habitats.
The California Water Action Plan recognizes that all Californians have a stake in the future of our state’s
water resources, and that a series of actions are needed to comprehensively address the water issues before
us. The five-year agenda spells out a suite of actions in California to improve the reliability and resiliency of
water resources and to restore habitat and species — all amid the uncertainty of drought and climate
change. For more information regarding future developments of the California Action Water Plan please
follow http://resources.ca.gov/docs/Final_Water_Action_Plan_Press_Release_1-27-14.pdf. Future
committees for the Proposed Project implementation may provide future opportunities for innovative input
as well.
The California Water Plan evaluates different combinations of regional and statewide resources
management strategies to reduce water demand, increase water supply, reduce flood risk, improve water
quality, and enhance environmental and resource stewardship. Follow the California Water Plan here:
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/.
Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1, EIR/EIS, describes
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the range of conveyance alternatives considered in the development of the EIR/EIS. Appendix 1B, Water
Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage and Appendix 1C, Demand
Management Measures, EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other sources of water
supply including desalination. While these elements are not proposed as part of the proposed project, the
Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in managing California’s water resources.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the selection of alternatives analyzed, Master Response 7 regarding
desalination, Master Response 6 regarding demand management and Master Response 37 regarding water
storage.
While water storage is a critically important tool for managing California’s water resources, it is not a topic
that must be addressed in the EIR/EIS for the proposed project. This is because the proposed project does
not, and need not, propose storage as a project component. Although the physical facilities contemplated by
the proposed project, once up and running, would be part of an overall statewide water system of which
new storage could someday also be a part, the proposed project is a stand-alone project for purposes of
CEQA and NEPA, just as future storage projects would be. Appendix 1B, Water Storage, of the 2013 Public
Draft BDCP EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the development of alternatives. Please see Master Response 6 for
information on Demand Management.
304

5

Thwarting informed public participation by keeping everyone in the dark about what others Please refer to Master Responses 40 and 41 for information related to outreach, transparency of the
are saying must stop.
planning process and stakeholder engagement.
The standard process for publishing comments submitted on CEQA and NEPA documents is to include them
with the responses to comments in the Final EIR/EIS. Posting comments online is not a requirement of or a
standard policy for CEQA or NEPA processes.

304

6

All water exports must be reduced since there is simply not enough water to expect the
Delta species to survive.

The amount of water DWR can pump from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating
agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and not by the water contractors. Operations for the
proposed project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the FWS (2008) and NMFS (2009) BiOps
and State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made
pursuant to the adaptive management process as described in the 2008 and 2009 BiOps (RDEIR/SDEIS
Executive Summary ES.2.2). In addition to permitting constraints on daily operations of the SWP and CVP,
DWR must maintain proper performance and bypass flows across fish screens when endangered and
threatened fish species are present within the north Delta facilities area. The intake fish screens drive the
overall size of the intake structure on the riverbank, and have been numbered and sized to permit water to
flow through the screens within a predetermined flow regime set by California Department of Fish and
Wildlife and NMFS fish screen criteria (BDCP Appendix 5B Section 3.B.3.3).
The Proposed Project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances in which hydrological conditions result in availability of sufficient water and ecological
objectives are fully satisfied. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects
under the Proposed Project would be roughly 10 percent more or equal to the average annual amount of
water that would be diverted under the No Action Alternative (i.e. 2025 conditions without the Proposed
Project). It is projected that Delta exports from the federal and state water projects would either remain
similar or increase in wetter years and decrease in drier years under Alternative 4A as compared to exports
under No Action Alternative (ELT) depending on the capability to divert water at the north Delta intakes
during winter and spring months. The estimated changes in deliveries for 4A are provided in the
RDEIR/SDEIS 4.3.1 and Appendix A Chapter 5 Water Supply. Although exports under the Proposed Project
would be similar to the amount water exported in recent history, it would make the deliveries more
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predictable and reliable, while reducing other stressors on the ecological functions of the Delta.
304

7

You can’t recover the Delta as the Delta Reform Act requires and continues to export water
at current levels, let alone the increased levels that the tunnels will allow.

The proposed project aims to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same to the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
Please refer to Master Response 31 and Appendix 3I and 3J of the Final EIR/EIS regarding compliance with
the Delta Reform Act.

307

1

I am a Discovery Bay resident and have been involved with boating and watersports in the
Delta for over 35 years. My children and now my grand-children have enjoyed and are
enjoying the beauty of the Delta. I would like to preserve the Delta so that they and their
children and grandchildren could continue to enjoy its beauty. After being exposed to the
BDCP I am truly disappointed that it does nothing to preserve the integrity of the Delta, and
in fact, potentially has a greater than average change of hurting the delicate balance of the
eco-system of the Delta.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
Chapter 16 of the EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS Appendix A (Socioeconomics) identifies the unique features of
the Delta and describes the potential effects on Delta communities. Please see chapter 15 for a discussion
on impacts to recreation. Please see Master Response 24 for information on the Delta As a Place.
For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 45.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

307

307

2

3

I, and many other people, attended a meeting in the Brentwood Library to provide our
comments and questions and were told that we would receive feedback. No one to my
knowledge has received any feedback. This only feeds to the feeling of distrust in the
process of the BDCP and that is one of the reasons why I want all comments posted online.

Please refer to Master Responses 40 and 41 for information related to outreach, transparency of the
planning process and stakeholder engagement.

The following comment is on the Draft EIR/EIS. The EIR/EIS fails to analyze any alternative
with a storage component. As we know from our current dry year, we get no rain then we
get too much rain, all at once, in the wrong place, at the wrong time, and thanks to mother
nature it is often very erratic. Note that if the tunnels were in place they would not help the
current dry situation we are in. The reason is very simple…... they do not add any water to
our systems, they only convey more water from point A to point B. The only solution is to be
able to harvest and store the water that comes in great bursts at times when our existing
reservoirs are already full. We need new storage. Without new storage we continue to draw
water from the Delta at times when water is critically low and at times when exports harm
fish and other species. If we had water in storage at these times we wouldn’t need to
draw water (or at least as much water) from the Delta at these times. To me this seems very
basic. Has storage been considered? And if not why not? It seems that all the energy and
resources of the BDCP have been focused on building the big old tunnels to get more water
flowing rather than addressing the issue of a way to provide water in the least disruptive
manner for a long term solution. So I suggest that you and your teams go back, put the
concept of the tunnels aside, and redefine the problem. Then figure out alternatives that
provide a solution in a cost effective manner. The end solution should minimize impact to
stakeholders (environment, species, recreation use, needs of northern and southern
California residents and taxpayers). To me increased storage is a no-brainer and it would

Please see Master Response 4 for more information regarding alternatives to the proposed project. The
alternatives included in the EIR/EIS represent a legally adequate reasonable range of alternatives and the
scope of the analysis of alternatives fully complies with both CEQA and NEPA. The specific proposals that
were considered but ultimately rejected by the Lead Agencies are discussed in Appendix 3A, Identification of
Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1,FEIR/EIS. Appendix 3A thoroughly explains why
various proposals were not analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

The standard process for publishing comments submitted on CEQA and NEPA documents is to include them
with the responses to comments in the Final EIR/EIS. Posting comments online is not a requirement of or a
standard policy for CEQA or NEPA processes.

Please see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage, either
in the Delta or elsewhere, was not included in the FEIR/EIS.
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help alleviate the dry condition we are in right now...big old tunnels would not help. Think
about it and take some action!
309

1

You have not allowed what is standard procedures and due process of law to post all
comments to this proposed EIR for everyone to see and add to additional points of
contention. Why have you not followed other Federal and State protocol, have something
to hide? We the public also cannot access the builders and supporters comments to voice
our objections.

For information pertaining to how the BDCP/California WaterFix has been developed in an open and
transparent manner and the public outreach conducted, please refer to Master Responses 40 and 65.
The standard process for publishing comments submitted on CEQA and NEPA documents is to include them
with the responses to comments in the Final EIR/EIS. Posting comments online is not a requirement of or a
standard policy for CEQA or NEPA processes.

Since we are directly in the scope of impact in Discovery Bay we would expect a public
hearing to voice our concerns in our own communality, which was promised but not
delivered on.
309

2

We are already experiencing clogged water ways of various plants, invasive species of water There is no evidence that reduced pumping from south Delta channels would result in an increase in invasive
hyacinths and algae. It is so bad that many of our bays are unusable to swim and boat in.
aquatic vegetation in south Delta channels.
The pump station at Clifton fore bay filters a huge amount in vast tonnage of water
hyacinths which will cease with the tunnels. What impact does that add to the already
clogged waterways?

The prevalence of non-native species in the Delta is described in BDCP Section 2.3.4, where each natural
community description contains a subsection describing the prevalence and ecological consequences of
non-native species in that natural community. The proposed project will incorporate existing Conservation
Measures from the BDCP as Environmental Commitments (ECs) to further address the issue of non-native
species (RDEIR/SDEIS Appendix 3B Section 3B.5). EC 11 - Natural Communities Enhancement and
Management - describes how non-native vegetation will be disturbed or removed. Restoration ECs may
have non-native weed control through operation and maintenance of restored sites (EC 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10). EC
15, Localized Reduction of Predatory Fish, does not intend to entirely remove non-native predators at the
north and south Delta export facilities. It is intended to reduce localized abundance of fish predators of
salmonids at these two locations through active capture methods. Division of Boating and Waterways'
Aquatic Weed Control Program helps suppress and control Water Hyacinth and Egeria densa.
Potential changes in Delta hydrology under the proposed project (Alternative 4A) as compared to the
Existing Conditions and No Action Alternative were analyzed using the DSM2 model results provided to the
public. The changes in residence times in the south Delta, including the sloughs near Discovery Bay were
analyzed using the DSM2 model results.

309

3

Discovery Bay has a silt problem in filling in our waterways and bays. Has anyone done a
study to find the impact on future low flows of water thus adding time for debris and silt to
settle out?

309

4

Overall water quality is decreasing around Discovery Bay witnessed that the inflow pumping The water quality analyses presented in the EIR/EIS provide a thorough analysis of important water quality
station was moved from Old River to Slough upstream to pump water to Los Vaqueros
constituents of concern at multiple locations throughout the Delta to present the potential water quality
Reservoir. What impact does lower water flows to higher pollutants in the existing water?
effects that could result from implementing each of the project alternatives. The locations and constituents
of concern assessed by hydrodynamic modeling were chosen based on locations of existing water quality
monitoring stations, existing compliance points in the Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan for the
protection of beneficial uses throughout the Delta, and professional judgment.
Although it would not be practical to present water quality results at every location in the Delta, for water
quality constituents that were modeled, the analysis provides enough information at 11 different locations
within the Delta to characterize areas near the chosen locations. For example, potential water quality
changes in Discovery Bay can be approximated by evaluating the modeling results presented for Old River
near Rock Slough. The modeling was conducted to evaluate potential water quality changes with project
alternative implementation relative to existing conditions and the future No Action baseline conditions. For
water quality constituents that were not modeled, with few exceptions, specific locations in the Delta were
not discussed, but rather, the assessment addresses qualitatively the types of changes, if any, which are
expected for various regions of the Delta or the Delta as a whole, including terminal/dead-end sloughs and
areas such as Discovery Bay. This approach is valid for constituents whose levels or concentrations are not
expected to change as a result of the project at any location throughout the Delta by a large enough
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magnitude that effects on beneficial uses would be expected (e.g., pathogens, dissolved oxygen, trace
metals).
Water circulation and exchange in Discovery Bay, as with other terminal/dead-end sloughs in the Delta, is
expected to be dominated by tidal effects and local withdrawals and agricultural returns. Tidal effects on
Discovery Bay are not expected to be substantially altered by restoration proposed under the new proposed
project alternative, as effects are expected to be limited and localized to the restoration areas. The project
alternatives will not have direct effects on agricultural or other water withdrawals or returns local to
Discovery Bay. Reductions in pumping from the existing South Delta pumping plants will affect flows in Old
River, but the effects of these changes on Discovery Bay exchange and circulation is expected to be small
relative to other factors (i.e., tidal effects and local withdrawals and agricultural returns). The largest effect
on water quality of Discovery Bay is expected to be the change in its source water, which is Old River, as a
result of the replacement of Sacramento River water with San Joaquin River water. This change is reflected
in water quality modeling results presented for Old River at Rock Slough.
For constituents for which significant adverse effects were predicted, mitigation is presented in Chapter 8,
Water Quality, and other commitments to reduce potential economic effects are included in Appendix 3B.
Mitigation measures were developed considering the uncertainties regarding climate change and sea level
rise, the lack of specific locations of restoration areas, and uncertainties in the modeling. Specific mitigation
measures for Discovery Bay were not determined to be necessary, based on the water quality analyses
conducted and determinations of adverse effects. However, mitigation measures that are implemented to
reduce significant water quality impacts will also be implemented, as appropriate, for impacts to Discovery
Bay that are a result of project implementation.
Monitoring is conducted in many locations throughout the Delta, and will continue to be conducted
following implementation of the project, to support and inform adaptive management and mitigation
activities for those constituents for which adverse effects were predicted. Monitoring locations already
present in Old River near Discovery Bay are sufficient to support and inform these activities with regards to
salinity (including both chloride and electrical conductivity) and organic carbon. Monitoring of mercury
and selenium will be further defined in site specific monitoring and management plans associated with the
restoration areas.
309

5

My granddaughters swim in the waterways and bays in Discovery Bay. What scientific
testing has been done on the bacteria count and pollutants that come from sewer
treatments plants, storm water runoff and agricultural runoff? Human contact to decreased
water quality in swimming, fishing, hiking and drinking has not been addressed.

A full analysis was done of the potential water quality impacts that would result from implementation of the
various action alternatives in the Final EIR/EIS. These results were then carried over to Chapter 25, Public
Health, which analyzed the potential health impacts that could result from implementation of the various
action alternatives.

309

6

No monitoring station has been proposed in Discovery Bay.

There are numerous water quality monitoring stations at locations throughout the Delta that are currently
operating and will continue to be operational in the future. These stations are operated by the United
States Geological Survey, the United States Bureau of Reclamation, the California Department of Water
Resources, the Interagency Ecological Program, and numerous local agencies. Monitoring locations already
present in Old River near Discovery Bay are sufficient to support and inform these activities with regards to
salinity (including both chloride and electrical conductivity) and organic carbon. Monitoring of mercury and
selenium will be further defined in site specific monitoring and management plans associated with the
restoration areas.

309

7

No consideration has been given to alternates to the tunnel in terms of water conservation
by all citizens of California, the easiest remedy. No mention of desalinization even as
California is building facilities. No additional water storage is in this plan to use if the water
is diverted.

Please see Master Response 4 for more information regarding alternatives to the proposed project. The
alternatives included in the EIR/EIS represent a legally adequate reasonable range of alternatives and the
scope of the analysis of alternatives fully complies with both CEQA and NEPA. The specific proposals that
were considered but ultimately rejected by the Lead Agencies are discussed in Appendix 3A, Identification of
Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1, Draft EIR/EIS. Appendix 3A thoroughly explains
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why various proposals were not analyzed in the EIR/EIS.
For more information regarding demand management please see Master Response 6.
Please see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage, either
in the Delta or elsewhere, was not included in the EIR/EIS.
For more information regarding desalination
please see Master Response 7.
309

8

Any industrial project in the state of California would have to have a full EIR covering all the
issues mentioned above, think Bay Bridge, local gas fired electrical power plant
(Antioch/Oakley) local area kind of projects. This is a flawed illegal project that discriminates
against all the local inhabitants by not following nationally recognize EIR procedures, public
notices and public participation.

The Proposed Project is the result of more than seven years’ collaboration and consultation with numerous
stakeholders, agencies, public water agencies and environmental organizations. The organizations that have
participated in the Steering Committee, public meetings or written letters to provide input on the Plan
include: American Rivers, Bay Institute, Defenders of Wildlife, The Endangered Species Coalition,
Environmental Defense Fund, The Golden Gate Salmon Association, National Audubon Society, Natural
Resources Defense Council, the Nature Conservancy, and Planning and Conservation League. The feedback
was used to guide the development and subsequent revisions of the Proposed Project and its associated
EIR/EIS to reflect concerns addressed from the various groups. All of the documents, studies, administrative
drafts, and meeting materials have been posted online since 2010 in an unprecedented commitment to
provide public access and government transparency. Although the RDEIR/SDEIS, EIR/EIS and much of the
proposed project has been drafted by scientists working for a private consulting firm (ICF) working for the
Lead Agencies, the Agencies’ scientists have been intimately involved, and their judgments are reflected
throughout the EIR/EIS and the proposed project itself. The State is most interested in putting forth the best
project that meets the goals of ecosystem improvement and water supply reliability. To the degree that the
current Plan is endorsed by some environmental organizations serves as confirmation that the proposed
Plan protects species, habitats and the Delta ecosystem in a way that is compatible with their goals. The
website includes correspondence from agencies and NGOs received prior to the start of the formal comment
period. Comments received during the comment period are to be included in the Final EIR/EIS.

310

1

Dear Sirs, I have lived in Discovery Bay, California for 25 years plus. This project, and how it
is being processed, is beyond our rights to a fair due process by not allowing our comments
and the oppositions comments to be publicly posted and accessible. We have no way of
knowing what our fellow effected residents are commenting on. We also have no rights as
to comment on pro tunnel participants’ comments and arguments. This discriminates to
those of us who are most at risk to this proposed project.

For information pertaining to how the BDCP/California WaterFix has been developed in an open and
transparent manner and the public outreach conducted, please refer to Master Responses 40 and 41.

My concerns and comments are that the tunnels are not a water conservation project as it
does not address water conservation by all Californians in way, shape or size. It is a way to
bypass the Delta so that the current pump stations don't kill off all the fish either going up
stream to mate or returning to the ocean to grow.

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

310

2

The standard process for publishing comments submitted on CEQA and NEPA documents is to include them
with the responses to comments in the Final EIR/EIS. Posting comments online is not a requirement of or a
standard policy for CEQA or NEPA processes.

The freshest cleanest water upstream by Sacramento is at the pump point. Any water
downstream will be impacted by bacteria count, storm water runoff and agricultural runoff.
A higher concentration of pollutant will be the result of this water grab. No safety checks
For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 3.
and balances are in place.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
This project discriminates against the inhabitants in this region and to the plants and wildlife circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
that live here. None of these factors are being considered.
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
The amount of water DWR can pump from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating
agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and not by the water contractors. Operations for the
proposed project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the FWS (2008) and NMFS (2009) BiOps
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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and State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made
pursuant to the adaptive management process as described in the 2008 and 2009 BiOps (RDEIR/SDEIS
Executive Summary ES.2.2). In addition to permitting constraints on daily operations of the SWP and CVP,
DWR must maintain proper performance and bypass flows across fish screens when endangered and
threatened fish species are present within the north Delta facilities area. The intake fish screens drive the
overall size of the intake structure on the riverbank, and have been numbered and sized to permit water to
flow through the screens within a predetermined flow regime set by California Department of Fish and
Wildlife and NMFS fish screen criteria (BDCP Appendix 5B Section 3.B.3.3).
RDEIR/SDESIS 4.3.4 (4A) describes whether concentrations of various water quality constituents are
expected to increase or decrease with the project, relative to existing conditions and the No Action
Alternative. To the extent that concentrations of various water quality constituents are expected to increase,
4.3.4 describes whether these increases are expected to result in impacts to beneficial uses of water in the
Delta. For constituents for which adverse impacts were expected, mitigation and other commitments, such
as additional evaluation and modeling and consultation with water purveyors to identify additional
measures to avoid and minimize or offset these impacts, were introduced to address those impacts.
Additionally, adding intakes in the North Delta will allow for operational flexibility that can improve natural
flow in the Delta and avoid impacts to migratory fish based on real time data and operations.
310

3

The water is not destined to support humans but farmers, farming in poor soil and growing
in regions unfit for farming.

More than two-thirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of highly productive farm
land receive water exported from the Delta watershed. The proposed project aims to provide a more
reliable water supply, in a way more protective of fish. However, the project proponents have no authority
to designate what water is used for.
One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This
charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued
by the State Water Board.
The proposed project Lead Agencies have no power to impose penalties on individual water users. DWR and
Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who have
individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayers to conserve water. Different districts have the right
to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.
The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project . For more information please
refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural water use efficiency, which
describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use. Also,
refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand management measures,
including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.
For more information regarding beneficial use please see Master Response 34.

310

4

The funding for this project is in line with the High Speed Rail project which is open ended
and will result in costs associated with the Bay Bridge fiasco.

For more information regarding cost of the proposed project and funding information, please see Master
Response 5.

310

5

No alternative projects are, or are going to be considered, which is a direct violation of
public trust which is adhered to in all federal and state projects.

15 alternatives and 3 new subalternatives were analyzed in the EIR/S and the RDEIR/RSEIS respectively. Four
major alignments have been included in the EIR/S: Through-Delta, East of the Sacramento River, West of the
Sacramento River, and a Tunnel under the Delta. Many additional proposals by public and private individuals
and organizations have also been evaluated and described in Chapter 3 of the BDCP EIR/S and Appendix 3A,
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Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1.
Regarding development of alternatives for the EIR/EIS, a description of the process the Lead Agencies
followed to develop and screen alternatives is provided in Master Response 4.
For more information regarding demand management please see Master Response 6.
310

6

All this project does is take the freshest water upstream and bypass the problem with the
Endangered Species Act, concentrate waters that have sewer discharges, storm water runoff
and agricultural runoff. This concentrated pollution will be a critical factor for all Delta
communities and their people.

RDEIR/SDESIS 4.3.4 (4A) describes whether concentrations of various water quality constituents are
expected to increase or decrease with the project, relative to existing conditions and the No Action
Alternative. To the extent that concentrations of various water quality constituents are expected to increase,
4.3.4 describes whether these increases are expected to result in impacts to beneficial uses of water in the
Delta. For constituents for which adverse impacts were expected, mitigation and other commitments,
such as additional evaluation and modeling and consultation with water purveyors to identify additional
measures to avoid and minimize or offset these impacts, were introduced to address those impacts.
Additionally, adding intakes in the North Delta will allow for operational flexibility that can improve natural
flow in the Delta and avoid impacts to migratory fish based on real time data and operations

310

7

This project will add to the major problem of clogged waterways, bays and estuaries.
Present water flows wash down the water hyacinths, algae and debris and cleanse the delta.
Now, the pump station at Clifton Court Forebay filters out huge tons of water hyacinths,
which will now be left in the Delta. No one has accounted for this drastic change or
additional tonnage in the Delta system.

The Lead Agencies acknowledge your opposition to the BDCP. The location of King Island (which is different
from Kings Island located on Old River in the south Delta adjacent to Clifton Court Forebay) as shown on
the map is correctly identified. The Mapbook (Volume M-3), EIR/EIS may provide the level of detail in
labeling of places that you are seeking. The maps throughout the EIR/EIS have been designed to provide the
level of detail appropriate to depict the effects of conveyance facilities on these resource areas. Accordingly,
not all maps are all the same scale; rather, the scale was selected on the basis of the nature of the effects for
a given resource area. Labeling in many map figures has been minimized to be consistent with discussions in
the narrative in order to maintain clarity and ease of use in the maps.

310

8

The project should be abandoned and real conservation measures, such as ones used in
Since 2006, the proposed has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various agencies
Israel and even in Maui by pineapple growers. True conservation measures would produce and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and more than
tremendous savings.
600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. Existing water diversions, including the existing State Water
Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact water flows and quality. By
establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria with the goal of
improving water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish
migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master Response 3 for additional
information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.
Socioeconomic effects of the various alternatives are described and assessed in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics,
of the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS. A Draft BDCP Statewide Economic Impact Report has also been
published, which indicates that the proposed project would result in a substantial economic net benefit to
the State of California. Please see Master Response 5 for more information on costs and funding.

311

1

I strongly oppose the proposed plan to build water tunnels taking water above the Bay to
ship south. This plan will harm the Delta ecology, harm existing agricultural activities in the
Delta, will allow further saltwater incursion up the Bay and into the Sacramento River,
rewards greedy southern water companies, and endangers local habitat.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
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fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 3.
Salinity in the Delta is a function of the amount and timing of freshwater input from the major tributaries,
tidal action from San Francisco Bay, and exports from the Delta. During the late winter and spring months of
seasonally elevated flows, and in wet years, seawater intrusion is limited and the Delta has mostly low
salinity. During low-flow summer and fall months, and during dry years, lower freshwater flows result in
greater amounts of seawater intrusion. Staff from DWR and USBR constantly monitor Delta water quality
conditions and adjust operations of the SWP and CVP in real time as necessary to meet water quality
objectives set by the State Water Resource Control Board protection of agricultural water supply, municipal
and industrial drinking water supply, and fish and wildlife beneficial uses. See section 4.3.4 for a discussion
on the proposed projects effects on water quality, salinity and electrical conductivity.
Effects of the alternatives on salinity levels are described in Chapter 8, Water Quality, and Appendix 8H,
Electrical Conductivity, EIR/EIS and Appendix A of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Modeling results indicate that the
implementation of the water conveyance facilities may positively or adversely affect in-Delta water quality,
depending on a number of factors including location, time of year, and hydrologic conditions. See tables in
Appendices 8E through 8N for specific results related to various water quality constituents (including
bromide and chloride).
In addition to potential effects associated with the project and alternatives, modeling results for the No
Action Alternative indicate that, with or without the proposed project, rising sea levels will bring saline tidal
water further into the Delta than occurs at present.
For more information regarding MWD Water Supply please see Master Response 35.
312

1

My wife and I have lived in Discovery Bay on the water for 25 years. We enjoy wildlife,
fishing, swimming and boating. We are very interested in saving the Delta.

Please see chapter 15 for a discussion on impacts to recreation.
information on the Delta As a Place.

Please see Master Response 24 for

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
312

2

This is my comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. I would like to see a good problem statement with
a list of all the alternatives for solving the problem. For instance, a series of reservoirs down
the state, desalinization units in the southern part of the state, [and] mandatory rationing
for all.

The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
For more information regarding alternatives to the proposed project please see Master Response 4. For
more information regarding demand management please see Master Response 6. For more information
regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.
SUBMITTED BY DWR: Although components such as desalination plants and demand management measures
have merit from a statewide water policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered
independently through the state, they are beyond the scope of the proposed project. It is important to
note that the proposed project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to all of California’s water
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problems, and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and
other public agencies in conservation, recycling, desalination, treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other
measures to expand supply and storage. Please refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further
information on demand management measures, including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and
conservation.
For more information regarding alternatives to the proposed project please see Master Response 4. For
more information regarding demand management please see Master Response 6. For more information
regarding desalination please see Master Response 7. For more information regarding water storage please
see Master Response 37.
313

1

My wife and I have lived in Discovery Bay on the water for 25 years. We enjoy wildlife,
fishing, swimming and boating. We are very interested in saving the Delta.

Please see chapter 15 for a discussion on impacts to recreation.
information on the Delta As a Place.

Please see Master Response 24 for

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
313

2

I think the canal proposal is bad.

Either a large pipe or canal would be cheaper and better. A number of important improvements have been made to set the current proposal apart from the
Peripheral Canal. For instance, tunnels are proposed to reduce surface impacts associated with canals. The
capacity of the Proposed Project is more than 10,000 cfs smaller than the Peripheral Canal. The project as
proposed allows for dual conveyance allowing through-Delta operations to continue in order to maintain
in-Delta water quality. The Proposed Project would require operation of the proposed new in-Delta portions
of the CVP and SWP pursuant to environmentally stringent rules under the Federal Endangered Species Act
and California Endangered Species Act. Refer to Master Response 36 for more information on the
differences between the proposed project and the Peripheral Canal.
The Department of Water Resources released in 2013 the Conceptual Engineering Report that describes
design details of the modified pipeline/tunnel option (MPTO). For more information regarding tunnel
research and design please see
http://baydeltaconservationplan.com/Libraries/Dynamic_Document_Library/Conceptual_Engineering_Repo
rt-Modified_Pipeline_Tunnel_Option.sflb.ashx.
DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new
operating criteria with the goal of improving water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is
designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

317

1

Please abandon this plan before there are millions spent on it and an equal amount in law
suits against it.

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

318

1

This is a comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. It is well known that there is currently enough
water that flows over the flood diversion structures at the Sacramento Weir and Fremont
Weir during the peak winter storm events in a few days to supply all the water needs of
Southern California for several years!! We have plenty of water but we must have a way
to capture it. The BDCP should review and analyze ways to divert these weirs. The
environmental benefits would be enormous because none of this water flows through the
Delta. It would be possible to meet export needs and reduce the amount of water taken

The flood flows that enter the Yolo Bypass primarily enter during periodic storm events between December
and April in wet years and January and March in above normal water year types. The volume of water is
extremely rainfall pattern dependent and would not be a consistent water supply for SWP and CVP water
users.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

Please see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage, either
in the Delta or elsewhere, was not included in the EIR/EIS. Please see Master Response 4 for discussion of
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from the Delta. It is a solution worth considering even with the expense.
included in the considerations?

Response

Why is it not

the scope of the Proposed Project and alternatives (such as water storage) that were not carried forward for
analysis in this document due to the fact that they required actions beyond the scope of the Proposed
Project.
It should be noted that the Proposed Project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to all of
California’s water problems, and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment
by the State and other public agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling,
desalination, treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as
described in Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).

320

1

We live in Discovery Bay and have spent a lot of time reviewing the "Tunnels" projects.
Please go back to and look at options that will help the California water situation, protect
fish and wildlife and won't cost 60 billion dollars.

Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1, EIR/EIS, describes
the range of conveyance alternatives considered in the development of the EIR/EIS. Appendix 1B, Water
Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage and Appendix 1C, Demand
Management Measures, EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other sources of water
supply including desalination. While these elements are not proposed as part of the proposed project, the
Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in managing California’s water resources.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the selection of alternatives analyzed, Master Response 7 regarding
desalination, Master Response 6 regarding demand management and Master Response 37 regarding water
storage.
As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.
For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 3.
The proposed project is costly, but proponents have assessed the benefits as described in the BDCP funding
sources. Notably, the water contractors benefitting from the proposed project and their constituents will
bear all costs associated with constructing new conveyance facilities and mitigating for the impacts of those
facilities. Expenditures of public money from other sources would be limited to restoration activities beyond
those needed to mitigate the impacts of facility construction. BDCP Chapter 8, which deals with cost issues,
and cost-benefit analysis information are available on the BDCP website. Please see Master Response 5 for
more information on project costs and funding.

323

1

Given that we are in the most severe drought of our recorded history, and given that we
humans have caused climate change that is predicted [to] reduce the expected rainfall in
Northern and Central California, it seems imminently reasonable that we build additional
water storage capacity here in the North, and that we save the money and environmental
impacts by not building additional capacity to ship water to the south end of this state.

The anticipated hydrologic changes due to climate change (increased temperatures and more years of
critical dryness, increased water temperatures, changes in precipitation and runoff patterns, sea level rise,
and tidal variations) will constrain and challenge future water management practices across the state, with
or without the proposed project. The state is addressing climate change through strategies and a
decision-making framework as outlined in the California Climate Adaptation Strategy and Adaptation
Planning Guide. However, no single project and indeed none of the project alternatives would be able to
completely counteract all of the impacts of climate change.
While water storage is a critically important tool for managing California’s water resources, it is not a topic
that must be addressed in the EIR/EIS for the proposed project. This is because the proposed project does
not, and need not, propose storage as a project component. Although the physical facilities contemplated by
the proposed project, once up and running, would be part of an overall statewide water system of which
new storage could someday also be a part, the proposed project is a stand-alone project for purposes of
CEQA and NEPA, just as future storage projects would be. Appendix 1B, Water Storage, of the FEIR/EIS,

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

Comment Letter: 300–399
18

2016
ICF 00139.14

DEIRS
Ltr#

Cmt# Comment

Response

describes the potential for additional water storage.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the development of alternatives. Please see Master Response 6 for
information on Demand Management. Please see Master Response 37 regarding water storage.
326

1

The EIR/EIS fails to address the economic impact of this project on Discovery Bay, a
year-round family-based community with 3,200 waterfront homes and nearly 15,000
residents. The EIR/EIS does not adequately address the economic impact on the many
marinas and other water-related businesses that the area supports.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

327

1

I have been a resident in Discovery Bay for almost 5 years (home owner for about 1 year).
My wife and I are huge boaters and have been using the Delta water ways for over 10 years
and my father used to take the family on the Delta throughout my younger stages in life. We
are on the Delta at least 2-5 times a week during the spring, summer and even fall. The life
style that the Delta has is a life style that we are hoping to be able to enjoy with our future
children. We are afraid that if you run these tunnels, our future children will never be able
to enjoy the Delta life style. I have family and friends who are yearlong hunters and they use
the Delta to hunt wild game, and I have recently obtained my hunter’s license in hoping to
start my journey as a hunter in the Delta. Taking water away from the Delta will change and
dramatically impact the wild life that the Delta has to offer.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
Socioeconomic effects of the various alternatives are described and assessed in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics,
of the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS. A Draft BDCP Statewide Economic Impact Report has also been
published, which indicates that the proposed project would result in a substantial economic net benefit to
the State of California.
When required, DWR would provide compensation to property owners for economic losses due to
implementation of the proposed project. Construction of water conveyance facilities would be sequenced
over approximately 10 years. Construction of individual components (e.g. intakes, tunnels) would range from
one to six years. Temporary construction-related impacts include noise, visual, and transportation, among
others. The construction-related impacts are disclosed in individual resource area chapters in the Draft BDCP
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS). All impacts would be minimized
and mitigated to the degree feasible and are described under each alternative in the RDEIR/SDEIS individual
resource chapters and in the BDCP Appendix 3B, Environmental Commitments, EIR/EIS. An analysis of
economic impacts of the proposed project, including impacts related to agriculture, recreation, water rates,
and taxes are also evaluated and described in the Bay Delta Conservation Plan Statewide Economic Impact
Report
(http://baydeltaconservationplan.com/Libraries/Dynamic_Document_Library/Draft_BDCP_Statewide_Econo
mic_Impact_Report_8-5-13.sflb.ashx).
Chapter 16, Socioeconomics, of the Draft EIR/EIS was revised based on the revised construction footprint for
proposed water conveyance facilities, along with a refined set of construction cost and schedule
assumptions developed for Alternative 4. Refer to Chapter 16, Socioeconomics, Section 16.3.3.9, in Appendix
A for the revised analysis of Alternative 4. Additionally, one table from Draft EIR/EIS Appendix 16A has been
incorporated into Appendix A.
The proposed project may impact recreational opportunities including impacts on hunting, fishing,
swimming, and boating. Mitigation is proposed to reduce these impacts; however some impacts may remain
significant due to the long-term nature of the temporary construction related impacts. Please see Chapter
15, Recreation, and Section 4.3.11 for more detail on the impacts of the proposed project on recreational
opportunities and the proposed mitigation.
To compensate for the loss of access as a result of constructing the river intakes, the proponents will work
with the California Department of Parks and Recreation to help insure the elements of the proposed project
would not conflict with the elements proposed in DPR’s Recreation Proposal for the Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta and Suisun Marsh (California Department of Parks and Recreation 2011d) that would enhance bicycle
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and foot access to the Delta. This would include the helping to fund or construct elements of the American
Discovery Trail and the potential conversion of the abandoned Southern Pacific Railroad rail line that
formerly connected Sacramento to Walnut Grove.
327

2

My wife and I recently purchased a house in Discovery Bay off water, but we are hoping to
purchase a house on the water in the future by the time we have children. When we lived
on the water, I would swim with my dogs on a daily basis, borrow my neighbor’s paddle
boards and boats and of course take the boat out. We still have friends that live on the
water and we use their docks to still do everything we used to, before we moved off water.
Cutting the circulation away from the bays will make the bays a bad place to do all of these
sports and more.

The amount of water DWR can pump from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating
agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and not by the water contractors. Operations for the
proposed project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the FWS (2008) and NMFS (2009) BiOps
and State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made
pursuant to the adaptive management process as described in the 2008 and 2009 BiOps (RDEIR/SDEIS
Executive Summary ES.2.2). In addition to permitting constraints on daily operations of the SWP and CVP,
DWR must maintain proper performance and bypass flows across fish screens when endangered and
threatened fish species are present within the north Delta facilities area. The intake fish screens drive the
overall size of the intake structure on the riverbank, and have been numbered and sized to permit water to
flow through the screens within a predetermined flow regime set by California Department of Fish and
Wildlife and NMFS fish screen criteria (BDCP Appendix 5B Section 3.B.3.3).
For more information regarding water supply reliability please see Master Response 3.

327

3

Here’s the problem: you are too clever by half. Labeling the tunnels as a conservation
measure and putting in place an adaptive management plan that gives the water
contractors the ability to direct management if the tunnels is thinly disguised water grab
and nothing else.

The amount of water DWR can pump from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating
agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and not by the water contractors. Operations for the
proposed project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the FWS (2008) and NMFS (2009) BiOps
and State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made
pursuant to the adaptive management process as described in the 2008 and 2009 BiOps (RDEIR/SDEIS
Executive Summary ES.2.2). In addition to permitting constraints on daily operations of the SWP and CVP,
DWR must maintain proper performance and bypass flows across fish screens when endangered and
threatened fish species are present within the north Delta facilities area. The intake fish screens drive the
overall size of the intake structure on the riverbank, and have been numbered and sized to permit water to
flow through the screens within a predetermined flow regime set by California Department of Fish and
Wildlife and NMFS fish screen criteria (BDCP Appendix 5B Section 3.B.3.3).

329

1

You call this boondoggle a conservation project! How do you sleep at night? It should be
called the Bay Delta Water Grab. How gullible do you think we are? Have you ever heard of
reservoirs?

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.

329

2

Please post all comments and emails.

For more information regarding the transparency of the project and communications please see Master
Response 41.

330

1

Government must be "transparent" especially for controversial issues such as this.

For more information regarding the transparency of the project and communications please see Master
Response 41.

331

1

As a resident of Discovery Bay, I find it unbelievable and probably illegal that you are not
posting comments online as they come in so everyone can read them.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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The public comment period for the RDEIR/SDEIS began on July 10, 2015 and continues through October 30,
2015. Public comments submitted during the official public comment period and the previous comment
period for the 2013 Public Draft will be made available to the public upon the release of the Final EIR/EIS.
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The Final EIR/EIS will include all comments received during the official comment period and responses to
substantive comments.
The obligations of California public agencies under Article 1, section 3(b)(1), of the California Constitution
and under the Public Records Act, do not include any obligation to post comments on draft environmental
documents on agency websites as such comments come in from the public and interested agencies. Rather,
those statutes deal with the obligation for public agencies to hold certain kinds of meetings of public bodies
and public officials in public, and to make non-privileged documents of various kinds available to members
of the public in response to formal requests. To date, neither the California Legislature nor Congress has
required Lead Agencies for CEQA and NEPA documents to post comments on draft environmental
documents on their websites during the public review periods for those draft documents.
This is consistent with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA Guidelines
§15088) and the National Environmental Policy Act (Council on Environmental Quality § 1503.4) and policies
held by all Lead Agencies governing the implementation of CEQA and NEPA. Please see Master Responses 40
for additional detail on the public outreach that has been done for stakeholders and Master Response 42
regarding treatment of public comments.
For more information regarding the transparency of the project and communications please see Master
Response 41.
332

1

This is my home! I have lived here for sixteen years and just bought a second home again
on the water, one story, and plan to retire there in two years.
There is too much on the line (and our life) when you are considering the changes of
diverting our water to Southern California.
Please reconsider!

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be roughly about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last
20 years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.

332

2

Extend the check time for review and comment on the Draft.

For information pertaining to the length of the comment period, please refer to Master Response 39.

Post all comments online as they come in, keeping the public informed.

Please refer to Master Responses 40 and 41 for information related to outreach, transparency of the
planning process and stakeholder engagement.
The standard process for publishing comments submitted on CEQA and NEPA documents is to include them
with the responses to comments in the Final EIR/EIS. Posting comments online is not a requirement of or a
standard policy for CEQA or NEPA processes.

332

3

Diverting water will give us a low supply of drinking water, affect the supply of fish and
change the environment that we live and play in.

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.
For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 3.
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332

4

Can you really say what the total cost and analysis will be?
background info?

332

5

Where will the water be stored in should this plan go into action? Will it be stored above or
below ground?
You are only moving water, not creating more.
point?

Response

Where is the science

Come on, are you kidding?

What’s the

Please see Master Response 5.

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.
For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 3.

332

6

What about all the muck should the tunnels be dug? Football-sized fields and fields of muck Under Alternative 4 and 4a (the proposed project), the revised estimates of Reusable Tunnel Material (RTM)
and a hundred feet high. Are you kidding?
can be found in the recirculated documents in Table 3C-1 "Construction Assumptions for Water Conveyance
Facilities" starting on page 3C-40 of Appendix 3C in Appendix A, which details the revised estimates for RTM
storage acreage, volume, and potential reuses. Mapbook figures M3-4 and M14-7 show potential RTM
storage locations. Final locations for storage of RTM would be selected based on guidelines presented in
Appendix 3B Environmental Commitments, section 3B.2.18 "Disposal and Reuse of Spoils, Reusable Tunnel
Material (RTM), and Dredged Material" starting on page 3B-50, also in Appendix A.

332

7

You are walking a thin line on our county identity and our agriculture, also on our economy, The Lead Agencies acknowledge the discussion of community character in Chapter 16 of the EIR/EIS and
boating, fishing and our life. And what about any aspects or risks of flooding?
RDEIR/SDEIS Appendix A (Socioeconomics) identifies the unique features of the Delta and describes the
potential effects on Delta communities. Please see Chapter 15 for a discussion on impacts to recreation.
We can’t afford this financially and otherwise!
Impacts to agriculture are identified and discussed in Chapter 14; project proponents have proposed
measures that would support and protect agricultural production in the Delta by securing agricultural
easements and/or by seeking opportunities to protect and enhance agriculture with a focus on maintaining
economic activity on agricultural lands. Please see Master Response 18 for more information on agricultural
mitigation.
For more information regarding funding of the proposed project please see Master Response 5.
For more information regarding floods and levees, please see Appendix 6A.

333

1

A fundamental objective of the League of Women Voters is to promote public
Please note that the preferred alternative is now 2015, RDEIR/SDEIS, Alternative 4A and no longer includes
understanding and participation in decision making as essential elements of responsible and an HCP or Conservation Measures. Alternative 4A has been developed in response to public and agency
responsive management of our natural resources. Nowhere is meeting this objective more input.
challenging than with respect to water resources.
Please see Master Responses 39, 40 and 41 regarding public review, public outreach, and transparency
We have in the past advocated for greater transparency in the Bay Delta Conservation Plan respectively.
process, and we appreciate efforts by the Brown Administration to increase transparency
and allow for greater public participation in the planning process. However, we are
concerned that insufficient time is being allowed for public review and comment on the
draft plan and its environmental documents, given the length of the released documents
(40,214 pages).
Public comments are an essential part of the NEPA/CEQA process. We respectfully request
that the public review and comment period for the BDCP and its environmental documents
be extended for an additional 120 days beyond the planned 120 days based on the
December 13, 2013 release date. This would make August 15, 2014 the revised deadline for
public comments.
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334

1

In addition to and to supplement Mitigation Measure WQ-11, the BDCP proponents have incorporated into
the BDCP, as set forth in EIR/EIS Appendix 3B, Environmental Commitments, AMMs, and CMs, a separate
additional commitment to address the potential increased water treatment costs that could result from EC
effects on agricultural water purveyor operations. Potential options for making use of this financial
commitment include funding or providing other assistance towards acquiring alternative water supplies or
towards modifying existing operations when levels of EC at a particular location reduce opportunities to
operate existing water supply diversion facilities. Please refer to Appendix 3B for the full list of potential
actions that could be taken pursuant to this commitment in order to reduce the water quality treatment
costs associated with water quality effects relating to chloride, EC, and bromide.

My concern is regarding salt content in the fresh water supply. All water has some degree of
salt content in it; fresh water commonly has about 50 ppm. Salt buildup in agricultural soils
has been the primary reason for many agricultural areas collapsing. I have read that salt
build up in the central valley in California is becoming a major issue. It is a very difficult
problem to deal with particularly in more arid climates like California, because of the higher
rates of evaporation and the need to actually supply more water to flush the salt out.

Discussion of effects from changes in salinity is presented in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources, Section
14.3.3.2, Impact AG-2. Crop yields and crop selection on lands in the Delta affected by changes in salinity of
agricultural water supply during operation and maintenance activities are described under this impact as
well. Water quality modeling results indicate that it is unlikely that there would be increased frequency of
exceedance of agricultural EC objectives in the western, interior, or southern Delta. However, there could be
increased long-term and drought period average EC levels during the summer months in the Sacramento
River at Emmaton under Alternative 4A relative to the No Action Alternative (ELT), which could adversely
affect agricultural beneficial uses. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-1 would develop an
Agricultural Lands Stewardship Plan maintain agricultural productivity and mitigate for loss of Important
Farmland and land subject to Williamson Act contracts or in Farmland Security Zones, and Mitigation
Measure WQ-11 (including Mitigation Measure WQ-11e) would avoid or minimize reduced water quality
conditions and adaptively manage diversions at the north and south Delta intakes to reduce or eliminate
water quality degradation in Western Delta.
Most salinity problems in the Delta result from intrusion of saline drainage water from the San Joaquin
Valley and from intrusion of saline water from the San Francisco Bay, a situation likely to worsen with any
increases in sea level.
334

2

I am a small farmer, mostly growing food for my own family. I use crop rotations to maintain
fertility, high volumes of compost for soil composition and nutrition, and drip irrigation.
Hence my water consumption per lb of yield is about 25% of a commercial farmer’s water
usage in the central valley. Soils with high compost content retain much higher amounts of
water, and hence much less water is needed on continual basis.

State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water and state law requires
that water supplied from the Delta be put to beneficial uses. The Lead Agencies do not have the authority to
designate what water deliveries are used for or what types of agricultural practices are used. Please refer to
Master Response 34 regarding the potential uses of water delivered via BDCP proposed conveyance facilities
and Master Response 6 regarding water demand management.

334

3

The following is what I believe to be true regarding water supplies in California, and if I am
wrong I would greatly appreciate being corrected. California’s water supply is from
precipitation and imports from Colorado, Oregon and Mexico.

The commenter’s statements about California water supplies are generally accurate. In average water years,
the state’s water supply is about 200 million acre-feet, most of which comes from precipitation and up to 10
MAF comes from water flowing into California from Oregon, Mexico, and the Colorado River.

Annual water supply

Through the Legislature and through executive agencies, California has embraced water conservation on
numerous fronts, as have many California water agencies. Many of these efforts are highlighted in Appendix
1C, Demand Management Measures, EIR/EIS, which describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other
sources of water supply, including recycled water. While these elements are not proposed as part of the
BDCP, the Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in managing California’s water resources.
The Lead Agencies do not have the authority to designate what water deliveries are used for or what types
of agricultural practices are used. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential uses of water
delivered via BDCP proposed conveyance facilities.

-During wet years about 335 million acre-feet of water.
-During average years about 200 million acre-feet of water.
-During dry years about 145 million acre-feet of water.
Dedicated supplies to users
-During wet years about 97.5 million acre-feet of water, 29% of supply.
-During average years about 82.5 million acre-feet of water, 42.5% of supply.
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-During dry years about 65.1 million acre-feet of water, 44.7% of supply.
Annually 50-60% of our water supply is not available for human consumption because it is
consumed by native vegetation, evaporates or is needed to sustain estuaries for ecological
balance on its way to the ocean. Of the remaining 40-50% available, distribution goes to
urban use, agricultural uses, and environmental uses or is stored in surface or ground water
reservoirs. Of the allocation dedicated for human consumption 80% is consistently being
allocated to agricultural proposes.
I would very much like to see some conservation guidelines in the proposal attached to the
supply of water, where farmers would be required to convert to farming techniques that
use much less water. In the U.S. today the average person consumes about 1,500 gallons of
water per day, with 1,250 gallons going to food production. California has a population of
38.3 million, which would require a total of 64,348,118 acre feet of water annually or
53,623,267 acre feet just for agriculture if we tried to be self-sustaining. Currently we only
allocate 34 million acre-feet for agriculture on an ongoing basis. It is pretty clear to me
agriculture should be trying to use 50% less water, which is possible if they improved their
irrigation practices, along with improving soil quality.
334

4

What elevation is the pump station currently at?

The commenter did not specify which pump station he was referencing to in his email. There are 20
pumping stations associated with the SWP. It is recommended that the commenter review Figure 1A-4
(Major Components of the SWP and CVP) in Appendix 1A (Primer on the Delta and California Water Delivery
System) of the Draft EIR/EIS and then seek specific information, such as elevation, from the State’s website
at: http://www.water.ca.gov/swp/index.cfm.

334

5

What is the range of salt content in the water currently being pumped? I assume it varies
depending on how high tide is.

A characterization of existing water quality in the Sacramento River and Delta, including levels of
salinity-related parameters, in provided in Section 8.1,3, Existing Surface Water Quality, of Chapter 8, Water
Quality.

What is the salt content in the water that would be pumped from the Sacramento River?
334

6

How would the Sacramento River water be separated from Delta water to ensure no cross
contamination occurs? Sea level is projected to rise about 18 inches the mid century and 3
feet by the end of the century. The pump obviously needs to be protected against sea level
rise.

As described in Chapter 8, Water Quality, and Section 29.5.1.3 of Chapter 29, Climate Change, of the Draft
BDCP EIR/EIS, sea level rise under the No Action Alternative (without BDCP implementation) and under the
BDCP Alternatives 1 through 9 will result in salinity intrusion into the interior Delta during certain months.
The SWP and CVP will release water in certain months to reduce salinity in the interior Delta in accordance
with the State Water Resources Control Board requirements; however, there will be periods in the drier
years when salinity will increase as compared to Existing Conditions. The project facilities would be designed
to avoid damage due to the sea level rise and peak flood conditions, in accordance with State and federal
laws and regulations (see Appendix 3C, Construction Assumptions for Water Conveyance Facilities). The
project facilities also would be designed for resiliency and adaptability to sea level rise and hydrology
changes (See Chapter 29).

334

7

Where can I find the storage capacity of California lakes, and underground aquifers?

Storage capacity of the major SWP and CVP surface water reservoirs is presented in Table 6-1 of Chapter 6,
Surface Water.
Storage capacity of major underground aquifers in California has not been fully defined, as described in a
reference used in the EIR/EIS (DWR Bulletin 118-2003), due to the incomplete information for the entire
aquifers. Sections 7.1.1.1 through 7.1.1.4 of Chapter 7, Groundwater, include characteristics, annual
recharge rates, and annual groundwater use rates of major aquifers in the study area.

334

8

What is this year’s allocation of water to agriculture?

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

The analysis in the EIR/EIS was conducted using numerical modeling analyses that calculates annual SWP and
CVP water allocations for the 82-years of hydrology analyzed in the model simulation. Actual SWP and CVP
water allocations are presented on the websites of DWR (http://www.water.ca.gov/swpao/deliveries.cfm)
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and Reclamation (http://www.usbr.gov/mp/cvo/vungvari/water_allocations_historical.pdf)
334

9

Would it be possible to get a tour of the pump facility?

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

334

10

If the project were presented as a means of providing higher certainty that available fresh
water would be protected from rising sea levels and our agricultural businesses would be
required to institute conservation measures to reduce consumption, I think the proposal
would be received much better.

The No Action Alternative and all of the EIR/EIS alternatives include assumptions for climate change and sea
level rise (as described in Section 5.3.1.1 of Chapter 5, Water Supply. The assumptions for climate change
and sea level rise include changes in the watersheds upstream of the Delta and in the Delta.

The project is just one element of the state’s long-range strategy to meet anticipated future water needs of
Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. The project is
not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex and
long-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of
exported supplies. It is important to note that the project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to
all of California’s water problems, and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued
investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, storage, recycling, desalination,
treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in
Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).
335

1

I live in Northern California on the water in Discovery Bay. My family and I have enjoyed
swimming, boating and fishing in the Delta for over 15 years. We have attended many of the
Bay/Delta tunnel meetings and find it very disturbing we have no representatives from
Northern California on any committees to determine the outcome of our Delta.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
Please refer to Chapter 32 in the EIR/EIS and Master Responses 40 and 65 for information related to
outreach, transparency of the planning process and stakeholder engagement.

337

1

I absolutely oppose the BDCP Project: My family and I live on the California Delta for the
past 15 years. We swim, boat and fish in this special Eco system that requires a special
balance with man.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
Please see chapter 15 for a discussion on impacts to recreation.
information on the Delta As a Place.

Please see Master Response 24 for

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
338

1

The Draft EIR/EIS is deficient because it either fails to consider, or adequately consider, the
following point:

Please see RDEIR/SDEIS Appendix A Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources, Impact AG-1 and Impact AG-2 and
their associated mitigation measures for complete analysis of how the proposed project will effect and
mediate important farmland in the Delta.

The proposal to take thousands of acres of Delta farmland out of production is not
adequately justified. This will only hurt the California economy and force us to buy more
For more information regarding agricultural mitigation please see Master Response 18.
food from Mexico, Chile, and other countries. The net effect will be that those countries will
increase their production and hurt the global environment more than the U.S. would
because we have superior farming methods and more restrictive environmental regulations.
338

2

The Draft EIR/EIS is deficient because it either fails to consider, or adequately consider, the
following point:

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

More than two-thirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of highly productive farm
land receive water exported from the Delta watershed. The proposed project aims to provide a more
reliable water supply, in a way more protective of fish. However, the project proponents have no authority
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If you wish to spend taxpayer dollars wisely, why don't you pay off the farmers who have
created farms in the California desert -- where there is no water -- instead of the farmers
who have farms in the Delta near the water?!

to designate what water is used for.
One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This
charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued
by the State Water Board.
The proposed project Lead Agencies have no power to impose penalties on individual water users. DWR and
Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who have
individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayers to conserve water. Different districts have the right
to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.
The proposed project is costly, but proponents have assessed the benefits as described in the BDCP funding
sources. Notably, the water contractors benefitting from the proposed project and their constituents will
bear all costs associated with constructing new conveyance facilities and mitigating for the impacts of those
facilities. Expenditures of public money from other sources would be limited to restoration activities beyond
those needed to mitigate the impacts of facility construction. BDCP Chapter 8, which deals with cost issues,
and cost-benefit analysis information are available on the BDCP website. Please see Master Response 5 for
more information on project costs and funding.

338

3

The Draft EIR/EIS is deficient because it either fails to consider, or adequately consider, the
following point:
Instead of spending money on this project, funds should be spent on alternative sources of
water production, storage, and conservation methods, including but not limited to:
a. new dams;

Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, , EIR/EIS, describes the range of conveyance
alternatives considered in the development of the EIR/EIS. Appendix 1B, Water Storage, EIR/EIS, describes
the potential for additional water storage and Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures, EIR/EIS,
describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other sources of water supply including desalination. While
these elements are not proposed as part of the proposed project, the Lead Agencies recognize that they are
important tools in managing California’s water resources.

b. new reservoirs;
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the selection of alternatives analyzed and Master Response 7
regarding desalination and Master Response 6 regarding water demand management.

c. aquifer recharging;
d. desalinization plants;
e. drip irrigation systems for agriculture; and
f. more efficient pipelines, canals, and water treatment plants.
340

1

I am 54 years old and have lived in this area since 1975. I was very involved with the Delta
very early on in life. I studied it when I was a junior in high school as part of my education in
Marine Biology. I did not complete that education but learned a great deal about the
ecosystem that is our California Delta. I also lived through the drought at that time and
remembered it well and the harm that the salt did to the Delta and its habitat. Many of its
fish and plant life suffered as a result of the salt water intrusion due to the pumping of fresh
water up stream. I have also now witnessed the diversion of more water in this water
shortage year due to over pumping that was promised to not occur. In the BDCP plan, it is
stated that there would only be water pumped in excess during high water years... obviously
if it was a lie before it is a lie again.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
Salinity in the Delta is a function of the amount and timing of freshwater input from the major tributaries,
tidal action from San Francisco Bay, and exports from the Delta. During the late winter and spring months of
seasonally elevated flows, and in wet years, seawater intrusion is limited and the Delta has mostly low
salinity. During low-flow summer and fall months, and during dry years, lower freshwater flows result in
greater amounts of seawater intrusion. Staff from DWR and USBR constantly monitor Delta water quality
conditions and adjust operations of the SWP and CVP in real time as necessary to meet water quality
objectives set by the State Water Resource Control Board protection of agricultural water supply, municipal
and industrial drinking water supply, and fish and wildlife beneficial uses. See section 4.3.4 for a discussion
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on the proposed projects effects on water quality, salinity and electrical conductivity.
Effects of the alternatives on salinity levels are described in Chapter 8, Water Quality, and Appendix 8H,
Electrical Conductivity, EIR/EIS and Appendix A of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Modeling results indicate that the
implementation of the water conveyance facilities may positively or adversely affect in-Delta water quality,
depending on a number of factors including location, time of year, and hydrologic conditions. See tables in
Appendices 8E through 8N for specific results related to various water quality constituents (including
bromide and chloride).
As mentioned in Chapter 8, Section 8.4.2.2, Comparisons, in the Final EIR/EIS, the CEQA baseline “Existing
Conditions” is represented by Existing Conditions modeling runs, not the historical water quality monitoring
data as presented in Section 8.1.3. The modeling and impact assessment specifically included and
addressed the drought period of 1987-1991. Therefore, the assessment is considered adequate and
represents the best available information to assess the effects of the BDCP implementation under drought
conditions. As the current drought is ongoing, the effects of the drought are not available at a level
sufficient to be used at this time in the modeling and assessment for the EIR/EIS.
The proposed intakes would only be permitted to operate with regulatory protections, including river water
levels and flow, which would be determined based upon how much water is actually available in the system,
the presence of threatened fish species, and water quality standards. Flow criteria will be applied month by
month and according to water year type. More information on the ranges of water project diversions, based
on water year types and specific flow criteria, can be found in BDCP, Chapter 3, Conservation Strategy.
Monitoring for compliance with D-1641 requirements or any future requirements for SWP/CVP water supply
operations would be conducted year-round in the future under the proposed project.
341

1

As I write these comments I sit on my back deck enjoying the quiet Sunday morning
serenity, the calm waters and the songs of the birds. I believe there is so much that has
not been considered and there are better ways to be environmentally sound and to support
the needs of all Californians. You need to listen to the people and consider a better way.
Clearly this is not being done. The tunnels are not the answer.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

342

1

Vacation is a state of mind and that is why I live in Discovery Bay. I endure the commute
back and forth from work because Discovery Bay is vacation. After living here for 22 years
and raising my kids here, I have come to be part of an amazing community. We are not big
but we care about each other and we are willing to fight to keep what we have. It is the
right thing to do. The tunnels are the wrong thing to do.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
Chapter 16 of the EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS Appendix A (Socioeconomics) identifies the unique features of
the Delta and describes the potential effects on Delta communities. Please see Chapter 15 for a discussion
on impacts to recreation. Please see Master Response 24 for information on the Delta As a Place.

342

2

The cost of this project will be huge and we all know the so-called budget is not even close
to what the actual cost will be in the end. It will cost us financially and environmentally.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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The proposed project is costly, but proponents have assessed the benefits as described in the funding
sources. Notably, the water contractors benefitting from the proposed project and their constituents will
bear all costs associated with constructing new conveyance facilities and mitigating for the impacts of those
facilities. Expenditures of public money from other sources would be limited to restoration activities beyond
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those needed to mitigate the impacts of facility construction. 2013 Public Draft Chapter 8, which deals with
cost issues, and cost-benefit analysis information are available on the BDCP website. Please see Master
Response 5 for more information on project costs and funding.
342

3

This is a comment on the BDCP project. This project needs to be abandoned; it is a waste of
taxpayer money. You will expect us to pay and do not allow us a vote. I vote against it! You
are so clever to say this is a conservation measure and putting in place an adaptive
management plan that gives the water contractors the ability to direct management of the
tunnels. This is a thinly disguised water grab and nothing else.

Prior to construction of the proposed project, the EIR/EIS must be certified and adopted by the
implementing agencies, and permits must be obtained. However, a public vote it not required to move
forward. California Water Code section 12934, subdivision (d)(3), of the Burns-Porter Act and Water Code
section 11260 of the Central Valley Project Act authorize DWR to build water facilities in the Delta, as part of
the State Water Project, and give DWR broad discretion as to what those facilities may involve. Thus, DWR
has the authority to build the proposed project without a public vote.
Even so, the proposed project is the result of more than seven years’ collaboration and consultation with
numerous stakeholders, agencies, public water agencies and environmental organizations. The organizations
that have participated in the Steering Committee, public meetings or written letters to provide input on the
Plan include: American Rivers, Bay Institute, Defenders of Wildlife, The Endangered Species Coalition,
Environmental Defense Fund, The Golden Gate Salmon Association, National Audubon Society, Natural
Resources Defense Council, the Nature Conservancy, and Planning and Conservation League. The feedback
was used to guide the development and subsequent revisions of the Proposed Project and its associated
EIR/EIS to reflect concerns addressed from the various groups. All of the documents, studies, administrative
drafts, and meeting materials have been posted online since 2010 in an unprecedented commitment to
provide public access and government transparency. For more information on public outreach efforts,
please see Master Response 40.
Operation of the new north Delta facilities will be guided by strict regulations that are set by the SWRCB.
Adaptive management and collaborative science will aid operators in managing the pumping schedule in the
presence of sensitive species. Appendix 5A shows supplemental modeling results for the new alternatives.
In particular, it should be noted that for Alternative 4A the modeling demonstrates that under the preferred
alternative (4A) reservoir levels (e.g., Trinity Lake, Shasta Lake, Folsom Lake, and Lake Oroville) would be
similar to the No Action Alternative (ELT). For more information regarding adaptive management please see
Master Response 33.
The proposed project does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water rights or for use as
allowed under its contracts. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a
fully-implemented Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount
diverted in the last 20 years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta
water exported, it would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in
steep decline.

342

343

4

1

This is an outrage that you need to post all comments online so others can see these
comments; I know there are many out there who feel as I do. Public participation is
necessary! I actually believe you are keeping us in the dark to keep the voting public from
stopping something that will destroy our Delta and line your pockets and the water
contractors. I went to Brentwood for the question and answer session and left work early
to never be contacted again. The promise was we would be heard and answered. You
lie!

Please refer to Master Responses 40 and 41 for information related to outreach, transparency of the
planning process and stakeholder engagement. For information pertaining to how comments have been
considered and addressed, please refer to Master Response 42.

My wife and I own a waterfront home in Discovery Bay and both of us enjoy our place in
paradise. I have been waterskiing, wakeboarding, and participating in a great variety of
recreational activities on the Delta for 15 years. We also enjoy the restaurants and all the

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
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The standard process for publishing comments submitted on CEQA and NEPA documents is to include them
with the responses to comments in the Final EIR/EIS. Posting comments online is not a requirement of or a
standard policy for CEQA or NEPA processes.
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social activities available by boat.

criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

We have become very concerned about the plan to install tunnels from Sacramento to the
Discovery Bay area to divert water that would otherwise flow through the Delta. All of us
understand that there is no environmental benefit to the tunnels; it is simply a way to get
more water down south at the expense of the Delta environment. Less water flow means
more stagnant water, more brackish water further inland, and a decline in the Delta
environmental state.

The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 3.
Discussion of the main environmental attributes affecting individual covered species is provided in Appendix
2.A of the 2013 public draft BDCP. Effects of the proposed water conveyance and associated restoration
activities on general resource areas are discussed in Ch. 4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Resource areas are addressed
separately under sections for each of the new project Alternatives, including surface water, groundwater,
water quality, fish and aquatic resources, terrestrial biological resources, agricultural resources, air quality
and greenhouse gases, public health, and others. Where impacts are determined to be significant,
environmental commitments will be implemented to avoid and/or offset these effects, where possible.
The Cumulative Impact Analyses that was written for the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS has been revised to
include the impacts associated with the new proposed project alternatives and also updates past analyses.
Environmental Commitments are to minimize effects to the Delta and its inhabitants and mitigate for loss of
habitat to the ecosystem and its species. For more information please see Section 5 Revisions to Cumulative
Impact Analyses, Appendix A Chapter 11 Fish and Aquatic Resources, Appendix A Chapter 12 Terrestrial
Biological Resources, and Appendix 3B Environmental Commitments, AMMs, and CMs of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
Salinity in the Delta is a function of the amount and timing of freshwater input from the major tributaries,
tidal action from San Francisco Bay, and exports from the Delta. During the late winter and spring months of
seasonally elevated flows, and in wet years, seawater intrusion is limited and the Delta has mostly low
salinity. During low-flow summer and fall months, and during dry years, lower freshwater flows result in
greater amounts of seawater intrusion. Staff from DWR and USBR constantly monitor Delta water quality
conditions and adjust operations of the SWP and CVP in real time as necessary to meet water quality
objectives set by the State Water Resource Control Board protection of agricultural water supply, municipal
and industrial drinking water supply, and fish and wildlife beneficial uses. See section 4.3.4 for a discussion
on the proposed projects effects on water quality, salinity and electrical conductivity.
Effects of the alternatives on salinity levels are described in Chapter 8, Water Quality, and Appendix 8H,
Electrical Conductivity, EIR/EIS and Appendix A of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Modeling results indicate that the
implementation of the water conveyance facilities may positively or adversely affect in-Delta water quality,
depending on a number of factors including location, time of year, and hydrologic conditions. See tables in
Appendices 8E through 8N for specific results related to various water quality constituents (including
bromide and chloride).
In addition to potential effects associated with the project and alternatives, modeling results for the No
Action Alternative indicate that, with or without the proposed project, rising sea levels will bring saline tidal
water further into the Delta than occurs at present.

343

2

There is huge risk in building the tunnels. The project will cost many billions of dollars, and
there is a real likelihood that the estimate is very low. Cost overruns could cost water users
a huge amount of money and impact taxpayers. California is just starting to get its financial
house in order, now is not the time to start a huge project, with highly questionable benefit.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

The proposed project is costly, but proponents have assessed the benefits as described in the BDCP funding
sources. Notably, the water contractors benefitting from the proposed project and their constituents will
bear all costs associated with constructing new conveyance facilities and mitigating for the impacts of those
facilities. Expenditures of public money from other sources would be limited to restoration activities beyond
those needed to mitigate the impacts of facility construction. BDCP Chapter 8, which deals with cost issues,
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and cost-benefit analysis information are available on the BDCP website. Please see Master Response 5 for
more information on project costs and funding.
343

3

The tunnel product will not necessarily make more water available. In dry years such as this The Proposed Project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
there will be little water flow to pump through the tunnels, and if the water is diverted it
circumstances in which hydrological conditions result in availability of sufficient water and ecological
would have a huge negative impact on the Delta environment.
objectives are fully satisfied. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects
under the Proposed Project would be roughly 10 percent more or equal to the average annual amount of
water that would be diverted under the No Action Alternative (i.e. 2025 conditions without the Proposed
Project). It is projected that Delta exports from the federal and state water projects would either remain
similar or increase in wetter years and decrease in drier years under Alternative 4A as compared to exports
under No Action Alternative (ELT) depending on the capability to divert water at the north Delta intakes
during winter and spring months. The estimated changes in deliveries for 4A are provided in the
RDEIR/SDEIS 4.3.1 and Appendix A Chapter 5 Water Supply. Although exports under the Proposed Project
would be similar to the amount water exported in recent history, it would make the deliveries more
predictable and reliable, while reducing other stressors on the ecological functions of the Delta.
Discussion of the main environmental attributes affecting individual covered species is provided in Appendix
2.A of the 2013 public draft BDCP. Effects of the proposed water conveyance and associated restoration
activities on general resource areas are discussed in Ch. 4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Resource areas are addressed
separately under sections for each of the new project Alternatives, including surface water, groundwater,
water quality, fish and aquatic resources, terrestrial biological resources, agricultural resources, air quality
and greenhouse gases, public health, and others. Where impacts are determined to be significant,
environmental commitments will be implemented to avoid and/or offset these effects, where possible.
The Natural Resources Agency and DWR staff will continue seeking improvements and refinements to the
current proposal in order to enhance species benefits and to avoid, reduce or mitigate for negative impacts
to people, communities, sensitive species and habitats.
The California Water Action Plan recognizes that all Californians have a stake in the future of our state’s
water resources, and that a series of actions are needed to comprehensively address the water issues before
us. The five-year agenda spells out a suite of actions in California to improve the reliability and resiliency of
water resources and to restore habitat and species — all amid the uncertainty of drought and climate
change. For more information regarding future developments of the California Action Water Plan please
follow http://resources.ca.gov/docs/Final_Water_Action_Plan_Press_Release_1-27-14.pdf. Future
committees for the Proposed Project implementation may provide future opportunities for innovative input
as well.
The California Water Plan evaluates different combinations of regional and statewide resources
management strategies to reduce water demand, increase water supply, reduce flood risk, improve water
quality, and enhance environmental and resource stewardship. Follow the California Water Plan here:
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/.
Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1, EIR/EIS, describes
the range of conveyance alternatives considered in the development of the EIR/EIS. Appendix 1B, Water
Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage and Appendix 1C, Demand
Management Measures, EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other sources of water
supply including desalination. While these elements are not proposed as part of the proposed project, the
Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in managing California’s water resources.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the selection of alternatives analyzed, Master Response 7 regarding
desalination, Master Response 6 regarding demand management and Master Response 37 regarding water
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storage.
The Cumulative Impact Analyses that was written for the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS has been revised to
include the impacts associated with the new proposed project alternatives and also updates past analyses.
Environmental Commitments are to minimize effects to the Delta and its inhabitants and mitigate for loss of
habitat to the ecosystem and its species. For more information please see Section 5 Revisions to Cumulative
Impact Analyses, Appendix A Chapter 11 Fish and Aquatic Resources, Appendix A Chapter 12 Terrestrial
Biological Resources, and Appendix 3B Environmental Commitments, AMMs, and CMs of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
343

4

My wife and I are adamantly opposed to the tunnel project.

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

344

1

I have lived in Discovery Bay for 22 years and call it home. It is an amazing place where the
marsh lands have a plethora of beautiful birds. I love watching them spread their wings,
taking in the sun rays and they are at home here. The fish jump on a warm fall evening in
groups…I call it my fish fry. So amazing! The BDCP is not addressing these wonders.

The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
Chapter 16 of the Final EIR/EIS (Socioeconomics) identifies the unique features of the Delta and describes
the potential effects on Delta communities. Please see Chapter 15 for a discussion on impacts to
recreation. Impacts to birds are covered in Chapter 12 and Chapter 11 covers impacts on fish. Please see
Master Response 24 for information on the Delta As a Place.

344

2

I left work early to attend one of the Brentwood Library meetings. I signed in and voiced
Please refer to Master Responses 40 and 41 for information related to outreach, transparency of the
my concerns. I was told you would respond back to me within two weeks to respond to
planning process and stakeholder engagement.
my concerns. Well, I never heard another word from you. I thought my comments were
not worthy of a response because I am merely a taxpayer and voter. I went to a meeting
at the Discovery Bay Gym just last Wednesday 2/19/2014 and they asked the question
"…who went to one of these meetings?" The majority of hands went up …then they asked,
"who of you received an answer?" All hands went down, not even one hand remained in
the air. This speaks volumes to me. The premise of this project is dishonest. I oppose
the construction of the twin tunnels.

344

3

The tunnels are not a conservation measure. The tunnels are a piece of water supply
infrastructure designed to export more water to Southern California, not to save fish or
even help the Delta. You come in like a Trojan Horse saying you want to help species in the
Delta recover, if you do reduce exports from the Delta through true conservation,
desalination, developing local supplies, and banning wasteful agricultural practices such as
growing cotton and rice in the desert. Be honest! Any Habitat Conservation Plan must
recognize that there simply is not enough water to allow the Delta species (Salmon, Smelt
and Shad) to survive and meet the demands of the water contractors who are behind
project. Reduce water exports! Save the Delta and stop the tunnels!

Under the BDCP, Conservation Measures are defined as those actions that will minimize and mitigate, to the
maximum extent practicable, impacts to Covered Species associated with Covered Activities, as well as those
actions that contribute to the recovery of those species. Collectively, the BDCP Conservation Measures
have been designed to meet the permit issuance requirements of the ESA and the NCCPA.
The development of new conveyance infrastructure and the operational criteria associated with that
infrastructure are key components of the overall BDCP Conservation Strategy. Specifically, CM1 has been
designed to minimize the effects of the State Water Project and the Central Valley Project on covered fish
species and advance the biological goals and objectives of the Plan. As such, they meet the definition of a
Conservation Measure.
CM1 provides for the development of new water conveyance facilities, sets out criteria for the operations of
both new and existing facilities, and established requirements for outflow from the Delta. The CVP/SWP
facilities include operations of the south Delta export facilities, a new Head of Old River operable gate, new
north Delta intake facilities, Delta Cross Channel gates, the Suisun Marsh Salinity Control Gates, and a new
North Bay Aqueduct intake. Each of these individual operations is proposed to interact and complement
each other to provide important benefits to Covered Species and water supply and system reliability.
CM1 will minimize the effects of the CVP/SWP and advance the biological goals and objectives by helping to
restore a more natural flow regime and enabling restoration of certain attributes of a natural flood
disturbance regime. CM1 also provides an indirect contribution to many other goals and objectives
associated with habitat protection and restoration actions under the Plan. Specifically, CM1 will minimize
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the effects of the CVP/SWP on covered species in the Plan Area as set forth below.
Entrainment and Related Losses
Entrainment has long been recognized as a consequence of pumping at the existing south Delta diversions.
The risk of entrainment at the diversions has been reduced and partly remediated through the installment of
fish screens and addition of salvage facilities. Additionally, the reductions in export levels pursuant to the
existing CVP/SWP Biological Opinions have served to further reduce entrainment risks. Through CM1, the
BDCP will provide for further reductions in entrainment and its associated risks, including stress/injury
related to salvage operations, and pre-screening and post-screening losses from predation.
The existing south Delta export facilities are located in areas occupied by covered fish species, at least for
part of the year. With addition of the new conveyance facilities in the north Delta, diversions levels in the
south Delta will be reduced, thereby further minimizing the risk of entrainment mortality of salmonids,
smelt, splittail, sturgeon and Pacific and river lamprey, as well as the risk of predation mortality of
salmonids, smelt, lamprey, and splittail associated with the export facilities. (Fish that do become entrained
into Clifton Court Forebay will have predation risk reduced through measures described in CM15 Localized
Reduction of Predatory Fishes.)
Please see Master Response 5 for more on why CM1 is a conservation measure.
Alternative 4A, also known as California WaterFix, has been developed in response to public and agency
input and is the new CEQA Preferred Alternative. Alternative 4A is also the NEPA Preferred Alternative, a
designation that was not attached to any of the alternatives presented in the 2013 Public Draft EIR/EIS.
Alternative 4 remains a potentially viable alternative and is being carried forward in this RDEIR/SDEIS
because it represents the original habitat conservation plan/natural community conservation plan
(HCP/NCCP) alternative approach, and because it provides an important reference point from which the
Alternative 4A, 2D, and 5A descriptions and analyses were developed. If the Lead Agencies ultimately choose
the alternative implementation strategy and select an alternative presented in the RDEIR/SDEIS after
completing the CEQA and NEPA processes, elements of the conservation plan contained in the alternatives
in the 2013 Public Draft EIR/EIS may be utilized by other programs for implementation of the long term
conservation efforts.
345

1

In regards to the delta plan, I am opposed to the plan only because the brunt of the costs
will be borne by the average

The proposed project is costly, but proponents have assessed the benefits as described in the BDCP funding
sources. Notably, the water contractors benefitting from the proposed project and their constituents will
bear all costs associated with constructing new conveyance facilities and mitigating for the impacts of those
consumer/taxpayer, not the major beneficiary of the water, the large agribusinesses who, if facilities. Expenditures of public money from other sources would be limited to restoration activities beyond
I am not mistaken, use approximately 80% of available water in the state. Does this not beg those needed to mitigate the impacts of facility construction. BDCP Chapter 8, which deals with cost issues,
the question on why are we subsidizing corporate profits on the backs of the average
and cost-benefit analysis information are available on the BDCP website. Please see Master Response 5 for
citizen? And why is produce being grown where is should not be and not in its normal
more information on project costs and funding.
growing season? The upside of restoration of the Delta is a good one, but the beneficiaries
of this water transfer are few, and overall long term costs to the citizen too high, thus in my
opinion, not a worthy project.

347

1

Since the onset of pumping, the quality and quantity of the water has certainly declined.
Specifically the water level in Indian Slough and Kellogg Creek is so low that we must travel
near high tide to leave Discovery Bay to do any boating. We stopped fishing in the Delta
long ago. We no longer swim the bays and advise our neighbors who are part timers here
not to swim in the bays.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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The amount of water DWR can pump from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating
agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and not by the water contractors. Operations for the
proposed project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the FWS (2008) and NMFS (2009) BiOps
and State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made
pursuant to the adaptive management process as described in the 2008 and 2009 BiOps (RDEIR/SDEIS
Executive Summary ES.2.2). In addition to permitting constraints on daily operations of the SWP and CVP,
DWR must maintain proper performance and bypass flows across fish screens when endangered and
threatened fish species are present within the north Delta facilities area. The intake fish screens drive the
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overall size of the intake structure on the riverbank, and have been numbered and sized to permit water to
flow through the screens within a predetermined flow regime set by California Department of Fish and
Wildlife and NMFS fish screen criteria (BDCP Appendix 5B Section 3.B.3.3).
RDEIR/SDESIS 4.3.4 (4A) describes whether concentrations of various water quality constituents are
expected to increase or decrease with the project, relative to existing conditions and the No Action
Alternative. To the extent that concentrations of various water quality constituents are expected to increase,
4.3.4 describes whether these increases are expected to result in impacts to beneficial uses of water in the
Delta. For constituents for which adverse impacts were expected, mitigation and other commitments, such
as additional evaluation and modeling and consultation with water purveyors to identify additional
measures to avoid and minimize or offset these impacts, were introduced to address those impacts.
Additionally, adding intakes in the North Delta will allow for operational flexibility that can improve natural
flow in the Delta and avoid impacts to migratory fish based on real time data and operations
The water quality analysis presented in the RDIER/RDEIS sections covering the new proposed Alternatives
and Appendix A provide a thorough analysis of important water quality constituents of concern at multiple
locations throughout the Delta to present the potential water quality effects that could result from
implementing the project alternative.
The water quality analysis presented in the RDIER/RDEIS sections covering the new proposed Alternatives
and Appendix A provide a thorough analysis of important water quality constituents of concern at multiple
locations throughout the Delta to present the potential water quality effects that could result from
implementing the project alternative.
There are numerous water quality monitoring stations at locations throughout the Delta that are currently
operating and will continue to be operational in the future. These stations are operated by the United
States Geological Survey, the United States Bureau of Reclamation, the California Department of Water
Resources, the Interagency Ecological Program, and numerous local agencies. Monitoring locations already
present in Old River near Discovery Bay are sufficient to support and inform these activities with regards to
salinity (including both chloride and electrical conductivity) and organic carbon. Monitoring of mercury and
selenium will be further defined in site specific monitoring and management plans associated with the
restoration areas.
350

1

It is my understanding that not all comments are being posted online as posting comments
during an EIS process is standard federal government procedure. I formally request that all
comments be posted online in an easily accessible format and that the comment period be
extended for the length of time that comments were not posted online.

For information pertaining to the length of the comment period, please refer to Master Response 39. Please
refer to Master Responses 40 and 41 for comments related to outreach, transparency of the planning
process and stakeholder engagement.
The standard process for publishing comments submitted on CEQA and NEPA documents is to include them
with the responses to comments in the Final EIR/EIS. Posting comments online is not a requirement of or a
standard policy for CEQA or NEPA processes.

350

2

I live and work as a realtor in Discovery Bay. We have a boat and tell everyone they can
travel around the world and come back home using the waterways. It is unfortunate for
both my career and lifestyle that the twin tunnels are even being considered as this causes
uncertainty in the market.

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS or the 2015
RDEIR/SDEIS.

350

3

We currently have less than 10 feet of water behind our home that is brackish and full of
weeds. If the two tunnels go in, we are likely to have less than half the water we have now
as we are in an area farthest away from the main channel. We are concerned that we see
otters and seals behind our home as they are starting to come farther inland looking for
food. Obviously, the twin tunnels will not help that situation as amount of water and

The Proposed Project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances in which hydrological conditions result in availability of sufficient water and ecological
objectives are fully satisfied. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects
under the Proposed Project would be roughly 10 percent more or equal to the average annual amount of
water that would be diverted under the No Action Alternative (i.e. 2025 conditions without the Proposed
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water quality will be adversely affected. The ecology of the Delta is so fragile now, give it a
chance to grow and heal. Reducing water levels will not help! As you may know we have
very little circulation in our bays. It is my understanding that a proper water quality and
environmental impact study be done if the two tunnel project is being seriously considered
which would include specific analysis of the project’s water quality impacts on Discovery Bay
be included.

Project). It is projected that Delta exports from the federal and state water projects would either remain
similar or increase in wetter years and decrease in drier years under Alternative 4A as compared to exports
under No Action Alternative (ELT) depending on the capability to divert water at the north Delta intakes
during winter and spring months. The estimated changes in deliveries for 4A are provided in the
RDEIR/SDEIS 4.3.1 and Appendix A Chapter 5 Water Supply. Although exports under the Proposed Project
would be similar to the amount water exported in recent history, it would make the deliveries more
predictable and reliable, while reducing other stressors on the ecological functions of the Delta.
RDEIR/SDESIS 4.3.4 (4A) describes whether concentrations of various water quality constituents are
expected to increase or decrease with the project, relative to existing conditions and the No Action
Alternative. To the extent that concentrations of various water quality constituents are expected to increase,
4.3.4 describes whether these increases are expected to result in impacts to beneficial uses of water in the
Delta. For constituents for which adverse impacts were expected, mitigation and other commitments, such
as additional evaluation and modeling and consultation with water purveyors to identify additional
measures to avoid and minimize or offset these impacts, were introduced to address those impacts.
Additionally, adding intakes in the North Delta will allow for operational flexibility that can improve natural
flow in the Delta and avoid impacts to migratory fish based on real time data and operations
The water quality analysis presented in the RDIER/RDEIS sections covering the new proposed Alternatives
and Appendix A provide a thorough analysis of important water quality constituents of concern at multiple
locations throughout the Delta to present the potential water quality effects that could result from
implementing the project alternative.
The water quality analysis presented in the RDIER/RDEIS sections covering the new proposed Alternatives
and Appendix A provide a thorough analysis of important water quality constituents of concern at multiple
locations throughout the Delta to present the potential water quality effects that could result from
implementing the project alternative.
There are numerous water quality monitoring stations at locations throughout the Delta that are currently
operating and will continue to be operational in the future. These stations are operated by the United
States Geological Survey, the United States Bureau of Reclamation, the California Department of Water
Resources, the Interagency Ecological Program, and numerous local agencies. Monitoring locations already
present in Old River near Discovery Bay are sufficient to support and inform these activities with regards to
salinity (including both chloride and electrical conductivity) and organic carbon. Monitoring of mercury and
selenium will be further defined in site specific monitoring and management plans associated with the
restoration areas.

350

4

Much of the purported environmental benefit, and assurance that the project will not cause
harm, depends on an ongoing monitoring and adaptive management program which are not
included in the draft. There is much less circulation in the bays of Discovery Bay and
numerous other differences in conditions. Adequate monitoring stations in Discovery Bay
are required to establish an adequate mitigation and monitoring program as opposed to the
open water monitoring stations.

Discussion of the main environmental attributes affecting individual covered species is provided in Appendix
2.A of the 2013 public draft BDCP. Effects of the proposed water conveyance and associated restoration
activities on general resource areas are discussed in Ch. 4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
Resource areas are
addressed separately under sections for each of the new project Alternatives, including surface water,
groundwater, water quality, fish and aquatic resources, terrestrial biological resources, agricultural
resources, air quality and greenhouse gases, public health, and others. Where impacts are determined to
be significant, environmental commitments will be implemented to avoid and/or offset these effects, where
possible.
The Cumulative Impact Analyses that was written for the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS has been revised to
include the impacts associated with the new proposed project alternatives and also updates past analyses.
Environmental Commitments are to minimize effects to the Delta and its inhabitants and mitigate for loss of
habitat to the ecosystem and its species. For more information please see Section 5 Revisions to Cumulative
Impact Analyses, Appendix A Chapter 11 Fish and Aquatic Resources, Appendix A Chapter 12 Terrestrial
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Biological Resources, and Appendix 3B Environmental Commitments, AMMs, and CMs of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
Considerable scientific uncertainty exists regarding the Delta ecosystem, including the effects of CVP and
SWP operations and the related operational criteria. To address this uncertainty, DWR, Reclamation, DFW,
USFWS, NMFS, and the public water agencies will establish a robust program of collaborative science,
monitoring, and adaptive management. It is assumed the Collaborative Science and Adaptive Management
Program (CSAMP) developed for Alternative 4A would not, by itself, create nor contribute to any new
significant environmental effects; instead, the CSAMP would influence the operation and management of
facilities and protected or restored habitat associated with Alternative 4A.
Collaborative science and adaptive management will support the proposed action by helping to address
scientific uncertainty where it exists, and as it relates to the benefits and impacts of the construction and
operations of the new water conveyance facility and existing CVP and SWP facilities.
The collaborative science effort is expected to inform operational decisions within the ranges established by
the biological opinion and 2081b permit for the proposed action. However, if new science suggests that
operational changes may be appropriate that fall outside of the operational ranges evaluated in the
biological opinion and authorized by the 2081b permit, the appropriate agencies will determine, within their
respective authorities, whether those changes should be implemented. An analysis of the biological effects
of any such changes will be conducted to determine if those effects fall within the range of effects analyzed
and authorized under the biological opinion and 2081b permit. If NMFS, USFWS, or DFW determine that
impacts to listed species are greater than those analyzed and authorized under the biological opinion and
2081b Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix permit, consultation may need to be reinitiated
and/or the permittees may need to seek a 2081b permit amendment. Likewise, if an analysis shows that
impacts to water supply are greater than those analyzed in the EIR/EIS, it may be necessary to complete
additional environmental review to comply with CEQA or NEPA.
The water quality analysis presented in the RDEIR/RDEIS and FEIR/EIS sections covering the new proposed
Alternatives and Appendix A provide a thorough analysis of important water quality constituents of concern
at multiple locations throughout the Delta to present the potential water quality effects that could result
from implementing the project alternative.
There are numerous water quality monitoring stations at locations throughout the Delta that are currently
operating and will continue to be operational in the future. These stations are operated by the United
States Geological Survey, the United States Bureau of Reclamation, the California Department of Water
Resources, the Interagency Ecological Program, and numerous local agencies. Monitoring locations already
present in Old River near Discovery Bay are sufficient to support and inform these activities with regards to
salinity (including both chloride and electrical conductivity) and organic carbon. Monitoring of mercury and
selenium will be further defined in site specific monitoring and management plans associated with the
restoration areas.
Chapter 8 of the EIR/EIS describes the water quality monitoring stations that provided data for the analysis.
They include locations near Discovery Bay.
350

5

Bottom line: the Draft EIR/EIS is not adequate and if corrected will clearly show that the
project is not a reasonable solution to improving water quality in the Delta.

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve
native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
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circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be roughly about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last
20 years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 3.
RDEIR/SDESIS 4.3.4 (4A) describes whether concentrations of various water quality constituents are
expected to increase or decrease with the project, relative to existing conditions and the No Action
Alternative. To the extent that concentrations of various water quality constituents are expected to increase,
4.3.4 describes whether these increases are expected to result in impacts to beneficial uses of water in the
Delta. For constituents for which adverse impacts were expected, mitigation and other commitments, such
as additional evaluation and modeling and consultation with water purveyors to identify additional
measures to avoid and minimize or offset these impacts, were introduced to address those impacts.
Additionally, adding intakes in the North Delta will allow for operational flexibility that can improve natural
flow in the Delta and avoid impacts to migratory fish based on real time data and operations
353

1

My son and I are homeowners and landlords in Discovery Bay, CA, and this BDCP is the most
outrageous thing I have ever heard of in the 15 years we have lived here. This project is a
horrible idea for us. These tunnels are a disaster for our Delta. This would destroy our Delta
to get water down south.

Chapter 16 of the Final EIR/EIS identifies the unique features of the Delta and describes the potential effects
on Delta communities. Please see chapter 15 for a discussion on impacts to recreation. Impacts to
agriculture are identified and discussed in Chapter 14; the lead agencies have proposed measures that
would support and protect agricultural production in the Delta by securing agricultural easements and/or by
seeking opportunities to protect and enhance agriculture with a focus on maintaining economic activity on
agricultural lands. Please see Master Response 24 for information on the Delta As a Place.

353

2

It is totally outrageous that I am not able to see comments from others as should be done.

For information s pertaining to how comments have been considered and addressed, please refer to Master
Response 42.
The standard process for publishing comments submitted on CEQA and NEPA documents is to include them
with the responses to comments in the Final EIR/EIS. Posting comments online is not a requirement of or a
standard policy for CEQA or NEPA processes.

353

3

These tunnels will totally ruin our water supply.

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve
native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.

353

4

Environmental reports regarding the BDCP are not sufficient.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various
agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and
more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings. The proposed project
was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such it is
intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point of water diversion in the
north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the
proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational
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flexibility. Please see Master Response 3 for information on the purpose and need for the project.
353

5

There are no monitoring waterways stations as was said would be done.

There are numerous water quality monitoring stations at locations throughout the Delta that are currently
operating and will continue to be operational in the future. These stations are operated by the United
States Geological Survey, the United States Bureau of Reclamation, the California Department of Water
Resources, the Interagency Ecological Program, and numerous local agencies. Monitoring locations already
present in Old River near Discovery Bay are sufficient to support and inform these activities with regards to
salinity (including both chloride and electrical conductivity) and organic carbon. Monitoring of mercury and
selenium will be further defined in site specific monitoring and management plans associated with the
restoration areas.
.

353

6

BDCP has no storage.

Please note that the BDCP is no longer the preferred alternative. The preferred alternative is now Alternative
4A and no longer includes an HCP. Alternative 4A has been developed in response to public and agency
input.

The BDCP does not create water; it just moves water away from us.

Appendix 1B, Water Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage. Please see Master
Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage, either in the Delta or
elsewhere, was not included in the EIR/EIS. Additional storage facilities are not proposed as part of the
proposed project; however, the Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in managing
California’s water resources. Please see Master Response 4 for discussion of the scope of the proposed
project and alternatives (such as water storage) that were not carried forward for analysis in this document
due to the fact that they required actions beyond the scope of the proposed project.
353

7

These tunnels are not a conservation measure.

Water diversions, including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern
Delta, can impact water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and
new operating criteria with the goal of improving water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, along with
other conservation measures, the BDCP is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and habitat
conditions and allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master Response 5 for additional
information on why the proposed water conveyance facilities are conservation measures.

353

8

There would be no way to keep salt water away from us.

The water quality assessment of the diversion of Sacramento River water under the project alternatives
addresses effects on salinity-related parameters in the Delta, including electrical conductivity (EC) and
compliance with related agricultural and fish and wildlife objectives in the Bay-Delta Water Quality Control
Plan and degradation relative to these uses in Impact WQ-11 in Chapter 8, Water Quality. Where
significant impacts to agricultural and fish and wildlife beneficial uses would occur due to the alternative, as
opposed to other forces including climate change and sea level rise, mitigation to lessen those impacts is
provided.

353

9

Environmentally, this would destroy our Delta.

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS or the 2015
RDEIR/SDEIS. Developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state ESAs, the proposed project
is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta
and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the proposed project is
designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

353

10

Economically, there is no plan and the cost would be enormous.

The proposed alternative (referred to in the RDEIR/SDEIS as Alternative 4A) is estimated to cost significantly
less relative to the former preferred alternative (Alternative 4 under the BDCP). The difference in cost is
largely due to the reduced level of restoration specifically funded by the project, as well as other
Conservation Measures that are not included under Alternative 4A. As such, the total estimated cost for
Alternative 4A is $14.9 billion in undiscounted 2014 dollars. The estimated cost to implement the former
preferred alternative under BDCP is $24.7 billion in undiscounted 2012 dollars. For additional information

The cost of the BDCP is enormous at over 67 billion dollars.
No accurate cost benefit analysis has been done.
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on the cost of the proposed project, please see Master Response 5.
353

11

There is no accountability.

The construction of the water delivery facilities is estimated to cost $14.9 billion, an amount that would be
paid for by the state and federal water contractors who rely on Delta exports. The range of costs for water
vary widely among contractors south of the Delta. Costs depend on the source of water, transport facilities,
energy requirements, among other factors. For the agricultural customers of the CVP, prices range from
$100 per acre-foot to more than $400 per acre-foot. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California,
which buys water from the SWP, estimates that the cost of the proposed project would translate into about
$5.00 extra per household, per month in its service area. The final cost of water from the new conveyance
facilities would be determined by numerous factors. A number of these significant factors, such as the
project yield and allocation of costs, have yet to be determined. Please see Master Response 5 for more
information regarding costs of implementing the proposed project and for information regarding funding of
the proposed project.
Please also see Master Response 5 for additional information on costs of implementation and funding.
Please see Master Response 32 for more information regarding water rights issues. See also see Response to
BDCP Letter 286-2.

353

12

In dry years, there is no measuring. The tunnels keep pumping.
Diverting our water would drastically affect our ecosystem.
Flows have not been reviewed.

The proposed intakes would only be permitted to operate with regulatory protections, including river water
levels and flow, which would be determined based upon how much water is actually available in the system,
the presence of threatened fish species, and water quality standards. Flow criteria will be applied month by
month and according to water year type. More information on the ranges of water project diversions, based
on water year types and specific flow criteria, can be found in BDCP, Chapter 3, Conservation Strategy.
Monitoring for compliance with D-1641 requirements or any future requirements for SWP/CVP water supply
operations would be conducted year-round in the future under the proposed project.

353

13

Not all endangered species have been accounted for.

"The proposed project is going to mitigate for impacts and restore habitat for fish and wildlife listed in
Section 4.3.7 and 4.3.8 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. The RDEIR/SDEIS addresses effects on special-status species,
including non-listed species. Impacts that are going to potentially occur during the implementation timeline
are fully disclosed with its associated mitigation measure to decrease the severity of said impact to covered
species. Please see Appendix 1A Evaluation of Species Considered for Coverage of the BDCP for additional
information on screening criteria of fish and wildlife species that were selected for the other 15 conveyance
alternatives.
Chapters 11 and 12 of the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS include in-depth, comprehensive analyses of
potential effects on all endangered fish and wildlife known or expected to occur in the BDCP Plan Area. "

353

14

Levees should be repaired, which is not done.

Please see Chapter 2, FEIR/EIS, for the BDCP/CWF purpose and need, and Appendix 6A Sections 6A.2 and
6A.3 for discussion on existing levee improvement programs and funding mechanisms, which would not be
affected by the BDCP/CWF.

353

15

The muck is massive and that alone would destroy the environment.

Section 3B.1.19.4. Material Reuse Plans in Appendix 3B, Environmental Commitments, EIR/EIS, describes the
ways in which Reusable Tunnel Material (i.e., tunnel muck) and other earthen materials would be used and
therefore the general types of locations to which the material could be taken.

Natural features would be destroyed.

Specific locations at which Reusable Tunnel Material could be used for restoration, flood control
improvements, or other beneficial use are presently unknown. Use of the material and therefore the types
of locations to which it would be taken would follow the guidelines described in Table 3C-7. Borrow, Spoils
and Reusable Tunnel Material Storage in Appendix 3C, Construction Assumptions for Water Conveyance
Facilities, EIR/EIS. In order to be legally conservative from an impact assessment standpoint, the draft
EIR/EIS analysis assumed RTM would be permanently placed at the locations shown in Mapbook Figures
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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M3-1 through M3-4, although it is the intent to reuse as much RTM as possible for levee and construction
site fill and potentially for fill in restoration sites proposed under the project. Decisions about where RTM
might be used will only be made after additional environmental analysis is completed and additional public
input is sought and obtained. For additional information, please see Master Response 12 regarding reusable
tunnel material.
The impacts to visual (Chapter 17 of EIR/S) and recreational aspects (Chapter 15 of the EIR/S) in the Delta
related to muck storage is best described in those chapters. Mitigation to reduce these impacts is also
described. It is projected that additional recreational opportunities and native estuary features will be
improved over plan implementation through large scale habitat restoration.
353

16

The BDCP destroys our farmland to water farmland down south.

More than two-thirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of highly productive farm
land receive water exported from the Delta watershed. The proposed project aims to provide a more
reliable water supply, in a way more protective of fish. However, the project proponents have no authority
to designate what water is used for.
One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This
charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued
by the State Water Board.
The proposed project Lead Agencies have no power to impose penalties on individual water users. DWR and
Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who have
individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayers to conserve water. Different districts have the right
to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.
Please see RDEIR/SDEIS Appendix A Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources, Impact AG-1 and Impact AG-2 and
their associated mitigation measures for complete analysis of how the proposed project will effect and
mediate important farmland in the Delta.

353

17

Our economy would totally be harmed to move our water to benefit the south.

The proposed project is costly, but proponents have assessed the benefits as described in the proposed
project funding sources. Notably, the water contractors benefitting from the proposed project and their
constituents will bear all costs associated with constructing new conveyance facilities and mitigating for the
impacts of those facilities. Expenditures of public money from other sources would be limited to restoration
activities beyond those needed to mitigate the impacts of facility construction. Please see Master Response
38 and Master Response 39 for more information on costs and funding and Master Response 51 regarding
Southern California’s water supply.

353

18

It is a total waste of time and energy to figure out how to destroy the Sacramento River and Refer to Master Response 45 (Purpose and Need), Master Response 43 (Beneficial Use of Water), and
our Delta to benefit another area!
Master Response 51 (Southern California Water Supply). No additional response is necessary because no
issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS documentation were
The idiocy just enrages me and my son. Do not go any further on this project.
raised.

354

1

This is in regard to the taking and relocation of natural species and the annihilation of the
Sacramento Delta by rerouting the Sacramento River waters and its sources through
proposed take facilities, aqueducts, and/or tunnels.
My name is Elizabeth Moseby. I am just an ordinary person, living an average life. I attend
church and worship, I try to take care of myself, I love and help my family, and I teach
children in the community. I have nothing to gain by writing this except to stand up for a
part of nature and to speak for what is an affront to Nature’s God. I tried not to, but I am

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity,
and salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.
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compelled, the more I read the details of what the Bay Delta Conservation Plan lays out, to
speak out against it.
354

2

The Bay Delta Conservation Plan is a plan to remove waters from the Sacramento Delta to
other locations within the State of California for use by the other entities. It included a plan
to relocate species of fish and other creatures as a guide to justify the wheeling of the
Sacramento Delta water to private corporate and government agencies.

The commenter’s assertions and characterizations of the plan and environmental planning process are
misinformed. Please note that the preferred alternative is now Alternative 4A (California WaterFix Project)
and no longer includes an HCP. The commenter is referred to the following Master Responses for additional
information on compliance with existing legislation: Master Response 10 (Compliance with Delta Reform
Act), Master Response 11 (Applicability of City and County General Plans), Master Response 50 (Public
The plan states it’s suppose is "Development and operation of new water conveyance
Trust Doctrine), and Master Response 75 (Compliance with ESA). The proposed project would stabilize
infrastructure and the establishment of operational criteria associated with both existing
water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain circumstances. Water deliveries from the
and new facilities" (Public Draft 3.3.1.3 Line 4) and "...creation of specific natural
federal and state water projects under a fully implemented project would be about the same as the average
communities in areas that do not currently support those communities" (Public Draft 3.3.1.3 annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall
Line 7)
volume of Delta water exported, it would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring
an ecosystem in steep decline. Refer to the following Master Responses: Master Response 45 (Purpose
This plan is a well-written and convoluted document being used as a justification for
and Need), Master Response 49 (Conservation Measure 1 as a CM), and Master Response 47 (Overview
agencies to take the waters under the pretext of attempting to protect various species of
of Restoration and Enhancement Activities). With respect to exports to the south, refer to the following
wildlife. However, the risks are great and the planners admit, over and over again, that
Master Responses for additional clarification: Master Response 12 (Decision Tree), Master Response 17
efforts to create habitats and relocate existing species may destroy them. For example:
(Water Transfers), Master Response 43 (Beneficial Use of Water), Master Response 30 (Operational
Criteria), Master Response 31 (Effects of Proposed Intakes), Master Response 62 (Water Supply
"Efforts to conserve one species or a collection of species may have consequences for the
Reliability South of the Delta), Master Response 51 (Southern California Water Supply), and Master
species. The BDCP will strive to avoid and minimize such negative effects, and mitigate any
Response 70 (Upstream Reservoir Effects).The commenter should also be aware that the very essence of
such conflicts" (Public Plan 3.3.1.3 Lines 26 and 27)
the CEQA and NEPA processes is to reveal to both the decision makers and the public on the negative effects
of proposed projects before such projects are considered for possible approval or denial. Counting up the
And
number of times that “negative effects” is listed in not relevant to either planning process. Instead, the
"Although the operation of the new diversions is expected to yield beneficial outcomes for whole environmental planning effort is to ensure that a thorough evaluation of all potential impacts has
been objectively carried out; that significant impacts (CEQA) and adverse effects (NEPA) have been
covered fishes, it could also have indirect or unforeseen adverse effects on some of the
identified; and what are the proposed or recommended mitigations to avoid or substantially lessen those
covered fishes" (Public Plan 3.3.2.3 Lines 11 and 12)
kinds of impacts/effects. In some situations, it may difficult to identify all reasonably foreseeable impacts, so
In Chapter 3 alone of the public plan, the phrase "negative effects" is listed eight times. In
it is incumbent on the Lead Agencies to either forecast or acknowledge the speculative nature of those other
the whole document, one finds "negative effects" listed many more times.
types of impacts. The EIR/EIS preparers and Lead Agencies’ technical/planning staff have made the best
efforts to carry out the required analyses relying on the available information, environmental planning and
legal requirements, and best science practices.

354

3

The parties who are seeking take authorization include the California Department of Water
Resources, Bureau of Reclamation, and private parties associated with federal and state
water contractors.

Please note that the BDCP is no longer the preferred alternative. The preferred alternative is now Alternative
4A and no longer includes an HCP. Alternative 4A has been developed in response to public and agency
input.

It is wrong. Do not be fooled by the good intentions of saving species that would not need
saving if the water was not being seized for other areas in the first place. "Central to the
conservation strategy is the development and operation of three new north Delta intakes
that will be located along the Sacramento River and will divert water to the south Delta
through an isolated tunnel/pipeline. The combination of moving water through a new
isolated tunnel/pipeline facility in conjunction with the existing south Delta facilities" (Public
Plan 3.2.3.1 Lines 4-7)

The proposed project aims to allow the federal and state water projects to deliver more reliable water
supplies, in a way less harmful to fish. Establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and
establishing new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, along with other
conservation measures, the proposed project would improve native fish migratory patterns and habitat
conditions and allow for greater operational flexibility. The plan does not increase the amount of water to
which DWR holds water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deliveries
from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented project would be about the same as
the average annual amount diverted in the last 20 years.

Taking any more water from the fragile Sacramento River Delta (and its tributary feeders) is
dangerous and will affect the land and the people for generations to come and into
For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 45.
perpetuity. This is not a legacy that a citizen of the state of California, the United States, or
plant Earth, that I want to be responsible for. Please deny all request and project proposals
pertaining to relocating species and constructing irrigation and water redistribution systems
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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in this Bay Delta Conservation Plan.
354

4

Data and Calculations:

As described in Section 3.4.1.2 of Chapter 3, Development of Alternatives, the proposed north Delta intake
diversion rules in December through June would not allow major diversions to begin until the Sacramento
Flow at Freeport. (This is ground zero for the Bay Delta Conservation Plan) This site sits just River flow was greater than a specified threshold in all alternatives in the EIR/EIS (generally 5,000 cfs). These
downstream of Sacramento; it recorded an average flow of 23,490 cubic feet per second
bypass rules control how much of the Delta exports are diverted from the north Delta intakes. As shown in
(665 m3/s) from 1949 to 2009.
Figures C-21-1 through C-21-6, the reduction in flows in the Sacramento River under the action alternatives
as compared to the No Action Alternative (a comparison that includes the same climate change and sea level
From: "USGS Gage #11447650 on the Sacramento River at Freeport, CA (Water-Data Report rise assumptions in all alternatives) indicates that flows in drier years with and without the proposed project
2009)" (PDF). Water Resources of the United States. U.S. Geological Survey. Retrieved
are more similar than during wetter years due to the bypass flow requirements. As shown in these figures,
2010-06-20.)
flow would remain in the Sacramento River under all months and under all alternatives. While the physical
facilities and capacities are specified for each action alternative, these bypass rules could be modified in the
[Chart inserted.]
future under the adaptive management program as the results of fish monitoring in the vicinity of the new
intakes are evaluated.
Take alternatives vary, but the percentages of water sent through the tunnels would be
anywhere from 26% of January levels, more than 100% in March, and up to 74% in October
Overall, the proposed project would only affect the diversion patterns of water currently allocated to the
if the tunnels are built with BDCP Proposed Action form Table 9 (Alternative 4 second row in
SWP and CVP water systems under water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water
table below). Alternative 4 is the preferred plan by BDCP. If one looks farther down Table 9
Resources Control Board, including water stored in Shasta Lake, Folsom Lake, and Lake Oroville. The action
from the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, the amount is even greater with Alternative 4 -- and
alternatives would not affect the availability of water for senior water rights holders; however, availability of
there would be a deficit in March through May. In Table 9, Section I, Alternative 4 requests
all water rights water (including water for the SWP and CVP water contracts) would be affected by climate
44,000cfs during Spring flow. Noting the data above by US Geological Survey, March only
change and sea level rise.
produced 37,400 cfs at the location where BDCP is requesting to build facilities to take the
river water. It is obvious the Sacramento River will cease to exist and all natural
infrastructures, towns, and communities such as Locke and Isleton, which they support, will
die.
Even so, the above is the modest estimate as this does not include the additional taking of
water from the Shasta, Folsom, and Oroville reservoirs.
These simple calculations are based on the numbers given in:
Sacramento River monthly discharges at Freeport (cfs) table (see above) and Table 9 of the
Bay Delta Conservation Plan Public Draft 9-9 November 2013 ICF 00343.12.
In addition, there is already a current siphoning of water from this region. It exists as, and is
already taken directly, by EBMUD (East Bay Municipal Utility District) through the Freeport
Regional Water (FRWA) project in the Pocket area of South Sacramento.
* Freeport Regional Water Project in the Pocket area of South Sacramento County, where
"Pumps have the capacity to pump 185 million gallons of water per day." (From:
http//www.freeportproject.org/nodes/explore/intake.php)
The water acquisition described does not even include calculations of taking water from
other projects on numerous feeder tributaries and streams north and east of the
Sacramento River before it even reaches the river.

354

5

[ATT 1: Graph showing Sacramento River monthly discharges at Freeport.]

The comment describes an attachment to the comment letter. The attachment does not raise any additional
issues related to the environmental analysis in the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS that are not
already addressed in the Final EIR/EIS.

354

6

[ATT 2: Map of Delta ferry routes with emphasis on Snug Harbor.]

The comment describes an attachment to the comment letter. The attachment does not raise any additional
issues related to the environmental analysis in the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS that are not
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already addressed in the Final EIR/EIS.
354

7

[ATT 3: Table 9 from BDCP describing take Alternatives.]

The comment describes an attachment to the comment letter. The attachment does not raise any additional
issues related to the environmental analysis in the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS that are not
already addressed in the Final EIR/EIS.

354

8

Bay Delta Conservation Plan proponents will take samples of wildlife to preserve the species Please note that the BDCP is no longer the preferred alternative. The preferred alternative is now Alternative
and transplant to reserves that do not currently support these species. They do not
4A and no longer includes an HCP. Alternative 4A has been developed in response to public and agency
guarantee survival.
input. CM3 Natural Communities Protection and Restoration would involve acquiring acreage for protection
to establish a habitat reserve system to protect and enhance areas of existing natural communities and
Bay Delta Conservation Plan proponents, after transporting the species to foreign terrains
covered species habitat, protect and maintain existing covered plant species, and provide habitat among the
and waters, will redirect the course of the Sacramento River and most, if not all, of the
lands in the reserve system, and connectivity to existing conservation lands inside and outside the Plan Area.
current water left will be sent through a series of aqueducts and tunnels to the central
Relocation of wildlife is not included in CM3.The proposed project does not increase the amount of water to
valley.
which DWR holds water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deliveries
from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented project would be about the same as
the average annual amount diverted in the last 20 years.

354

9

Cross-comparative discussion:

The commenter does raise any specific issue related to the analysis in the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS or the 2015
RDEIR/SDEIS.

I have included three articles on studies of the enormous Delta systems of the Nile and
Indus Rivers and the devastating effects overuse has created. After reading these, one must
ask, if this much devastation is going on at such a monumental scale with the Nile and Indus,
how much more destruction will be wrought upon the fragile balance of the Sacramento
River Delta which is meager in comparison?
Studies in the following three articles Appendix 1, 2, and 3 about the Nile and Indus River
Deltas articles involving overuse and abuses of Delta areas in other global regions by human
construction projects show:
- accelerated coastal erosion and straightening of the shoreline,
- reduction in wetland size,
- increased landward incursion of saline groundwater,
- build-up of salt and pollutants to toxic levels in wetlands and Delta plain
- increased sand bards
- increased destructive seawater wave action
- crisis in human settlements,
- crisis in agriculture,
- crisis in livestock
- crisis in flora and fauna life
Deprivation of:
- Right to Food
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- Right to Water,
- Right to Work,
- Right to Shelter and above all
- Right to Life.
354

10

Plea to deny Bay Delta Conservation Project and plea to deny all and all components and
alternatives:
Instead of opening an artery for taking water through the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, it is
time to release the feeder waters back into the Sacramento River to restore it to ecological
and economic good health. The Bay Delta Conservation Plan is a bad idea.
As a citizen and resident of California, the United States, and Planet Earth, I urge you to
deny any and all plans and projects associated with the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS documentation were
raised. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state ESAs,
and as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of
water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity,
and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. The environmental documentation and project approval will be acted on by the
decision makers from each lead agency at the conclusion of the environmental planning processes for both
CEQA and NEPA.

I pray you deny any and all aqueducts.
I pray you deny take of any species for relocation experiments.
I pray you deny construction of any and all take facilities.
I pray you deny any and all tunnels.
I pray you deny this Bay Delta Conservation Plan in all its forms.
354

11

If saving species and irrigating the state of California is the main purpose of this plan, I ask
you to send the planners back to the drawing board to:
- find ways to restore the waters of the Sacramento Delta.
- find other ways to irrigate the state of California.

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity,
and salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.
For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 3.

- save local and endangered indigenous species within their original habitats.
Thank you for your time and consideration. I pray that those who are wrong are stopped
and I pray that the right things are done in this situation so everyone will benefit.
354

12

[ATT 4: Attachment is describing Nile Delta in its destruction phase.]

The comment describes an attachment to the comment letter. The attachment does not raise any additional
issues related to the environmental analysis in the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS that are not
already addressed in the Final EIR/EIS.

354

13

[ATT 5: Attachment describes the Indus River Delta.]

The comment describes an attachment to the comment letter. The attachment does not raise any additional
issues related to the environmental analysis in the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS that are not
already addressed in the Final EIR/EIS.

354

14

[ATT 6: Article describing the destruction of the Indus Delta.]

The comment describes an attachment to the comment letter. The attachment does not raise any additional
issues related to the environmental analysis in the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS that are not
already addressed in the Final EIR/EIS.

355

1

I have been a resident of Discovery Bay for over 30 years. I lived in a waterfront home for 15 For more information regarding potential impacts to Discovery Bay please see Master Response 55.
of those years. I have boated in the Sacramento Delta waterways for over 30 years.
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Watersports have been a family activity for my children and grandchildren and numerous
friends and their families. We have frequented the various waterfront restaurants, resort
facilities and yacht clubs between Sacramento and Discovery Bay, Pittsburg, Benicia, San
Francisco Bay, Sausalito and Tiburon. We vehemently oppose the proposed Delta tunnels
project that Governor Brown is proposing for many reasons.
355

2

We vehemently oppose the proposed Delta Tunnels project that Governor Brown is
proposing for many reasons. The negative impact to the water quality in Discovery Bay and
it's 16 shallow water bays, as well as the negative impacts to the water quality in the Delta
overall and it's open water sloughs and channels. We do not believe the Environmental
Impact Report on the proposed Delta Tunnels project adequately addresses this issue.

RDEIR/SDESIS 4.3.4 (4A) describes whether concentrations of various water quality constituents are
expected to increase or decrease with the project, relative to existing conditions and the No Action
Alternative. To the extent that concentrations of various water quality constituents are expected to increase,
4.3.4 describes whether these increases are expected to result in impacts to beneficial uses of water in the
Delta. For constituents for which adverse impacts were expected, mitigation and other commitments,
such as additional evaluation and modeling and consultation with water purveyors to identify additional
measures to avoid and minimize or offset these impacts, were introduced to address those impacts.
Additionally, adding intakes in the North Delta will allow for operational flexibility that can improve natural
flow in the Delta and avoid impacts to migratory fish based on real time data and operations.
The water quality analysis presented in the RDIER/RDEIS sections covering the new proposed Alternatives
and Appendix A provide a thorough analysis of important water quality constituents of concern at multiple
locations throughout the Delta to present the potential water quality effects that could result from
implementing the project alternative.

355

355

3

4

We vehemently oppose the proposed Delta tunnels project that Governor Brown is
proposing for many reasons. The negative impacts due to disruption of boating traffic and
how this traffic will be restricted by various 5 mile per hour zones, construction activities
and their associated diversion structures and a boat lock on Old River. This will cause
boaters to avoid these areas, thus increase longer trips to avoid those areas, using precious
fuel and causing increased boat emissions.

The proposed project does incorporate mitigation that would reduce impacts on marine navigation by
development and implementation of site-specific construction traffic management plans, including specific
measures related to operation of barges and requirements to notify the commercial and leisure boating
communities of proposed barge operations in Delta waterways.
For more information regarding traffic management please see Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A: Implement
Site-Specific Construction Traffic Management Plan in Chapter 19 Transportation of the EIR/EIS.

We vehemently oppose the proposed Delta tunnels project that Governor Brown is
Since 2006, the proposed has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various agencies
proposing for many reasons. No other alternatives to the proposed Delta Tunnels have been and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and more than
considered or studied.
600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. Existing water diversions, including the existing State Water
Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact water flows and quality. By
establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria with the goal of
improving water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master Response 45 for
additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.
Socioeconomic effects of the various alternatives are described and assessed in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics,
of the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS. A Draft BDCP Statewide Economic Impact Report has also been
published, which indicates that the proposed project would result in a substantial economic net benefit to
the State of California. Please see Master Response 38 and 39 for more information on costs and funding.
15 alternatives and 3 subalternatives were analyzed in the EIR/S and the RDEIR/RSEIS. Four major
alignments have been included in the EIR/S: Through-Delta, East of the Sacramento River, West of the
Sacramento River, and a Tunnel under the Delta. Many additional proposals by public and private individuals
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and organizations have also been evaluated and described in Chapter 3 of the BDCP EIR/S and Appendix 3A,
Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1.
Regarding development of alternatives for the EIR/EIS, a description of the process the Lead Agencies
followed to develop and screen alternatives is provided in Master Response 4.
355

5

We vehemently oppose the proposed Delta tunnels project that Governor Brown is
proposing for many reasons. The Environmental Impact Report for the Delta tunnels project
hasn't been made available to the general public in a way that the average individual can
readily understand. Nor has it been made directly available to the City and County of San
Francisco for comment; thus, the impact that this proposed project would have on San
Francisco Bay and its commerce. Numerous other impacts that deal with the Draft EIR are
too technical for the average person to understand. The Draft EIR needs to be shortened
and translated into language that an average person can understand, let alone understand
the impacts that this project would have on the Sacramento Delta and the entire San
Francisco Bay Area.

Since 2006, the proposed has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various agencies
and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and more than
600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. Existing water diversions, including the existing State Water
Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact water flows and quality. By
establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria with the goal of
improving water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master Response 3 for
additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.
Socioeconomic effects of the various alternatives are described and assessed in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics,
of the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS. A Draft BDCP Statewide Economic Impact Report has also been
published, which indicates that the proposed project would result in a substantial economic net benefit to
the State of California. Please see Master Response 5 for more information on costs and funding.
As part of a statewide Notice of Availability process, a Notice of Availability of the draft BDCP and EIR/EIS
was published in the San Francisco Chronicle. The notice alerted stakeholders to the ways in which the BDCP
and EIR/EIS could be reviewed for comment. Both documents have been made available on the BDCP
website and the major elements have been summarized in standalone documents. Additionally, 12
workshops on the BDCP and EIR/EIS were held around the state, including one in San Jose on January 22 and
one in Fairfield on January 28, 2014. Two additional workshops were held for the Recirculated BDCP EIR/S in
Sacramento and Walnut Grove in July 2015.
For more information regarding the document's length and complexity please see Master Response 38.

356

1

All Delta conservation should begin with making the lower Delta flood-proof. Until the
The commenter is directed to the Central Valley Flood Protection Board’s website concerning the approved
levees are improved to where they can be relied upon to hold back the floods, it is ridiculous 2012 Central Valley Flood Protection Plan: http://www.cvfpb.ca.gov/CVFPP/. On page 1-1 of the document,
to spend conservation or mitigation money on anything else!
the plan states: “The State of California (State) conducted planning and investigations for the 2012 CVFPP
from 2009 through 2011, representing the most comprehensive flood evaluations for the Central Valley.
Following the anticipated adoption of the CVFPP in 2012 by the Central Valley Flood Protection Board
(Board),preparation of regional- and State-level financing
plans will guide investments in the range of $14 billion to $17 billion during the next 20 to 25 years.” This
plan is separate from the BDCP and the now preferred alternative, the California WaterFix Project. For
relevant information on the proposed project, the commenter is referred to the following Master
Responses: 45 (Purpose and Need) and 18 (Flood and Levees). The project's proposed dual conveyance
facilities would allow water to be moved through the Delta when conditions permit, and allow water to be
diverted from the Sacramento River in the northern Delta when conditions in the south Delta do not permit
diversions from the existing SWP and CVP facilities. The location of the north Delta diversion facility is less
vulnerable to salinity intrusion, a potential impact of sea level rise, or levee failure, in the future. By
establishing an alternative diversion point for exports, a great deal of water management flexibility is added.
This added flexibility would provide more options for adaptively managing the Delta so that conditions can
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be optimized to provide the greatest benefits across all Delta water uses and habitat conditions.
Additionally, if the proposed project makes any modification to a levee that is part of the federal flood
control system, proponents of the project must secure approval from USACE through the Section 408
permitting process of the federal Clean Water Act. See BDCP Appendix 6A regarding the proposed project
and flood control in the Delta.
356

2

The tunnels will never be effective until there is enough storage downstream to handle the
volumes of water that enter the Delta during flood years.

San Luis Reservoir would provide substantial storage capacity (see Section C.5 of Appendix 5A, Section C,
Modeling Results, EIR/EIS). Appendix 1B, Water Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water
storage projects. Please see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional
storage, either in the Delta or elsewhere, was not included in the or EIR/EIS.

357

1

I have lived 9 years in the Delta and swim, fish and boat here. The project to build the
tunnels will damage the use of the Delta and kill fish because it doesn't leave enough water
in the Delta. Developing storage is the key. Without new storage, we continue to draw
water from the Delta at times when water [is] critically low and at times when exports harm
fish and other species.

The proposed project aims to provide a more reliable water supply in a way more protective of fish.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances in which ecological objectives would be fully satisfied. It is projected that water deliveries
from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented project would be about the same as
the average annual amount diverted in the last 20 years.
Appendix 1B, Water Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage. Additional storage
facilities are not proposed as part of the proposed project; however, the Lead Agencies recognize that they
are important tools in managing California’s water resources. Please see Master Response 37 regarding why
an alternative focused on creating additional storage, either in the Delta or elsewhere, was not included in
the EIR/EIS. Please also see Master Response 4 for discussion of the scope of the proposed project and
alternatives (such as water storage) that were not carried forward for analysis in this document due to the
fact that they required actions beyond the scope of the proposed project.

357

2

I am against the construction of twin tunnels. The tunnels are not a conservation measure,
they are water supply infrastructure. Simply labeling your project a Habitat Conservation
Plan doesn't make it one in reality and the tunnels have nothing to do with saving species.

The Proposed Project would enable DWR to construct and operate new conveyance facilities that improve
conditions for endangered and threatened aquatic species in the Delta while at the same time improving
water supply reliability, consistent with California law (see, e.g., Cal.Wat. Code, § 85001[c]). Implementing
the conveyance facilities would help resolve many of the concerns with the current south Delta conveyance
system, and would help reduce threats to endangered and threatened species in the Delta, including
entrainment eat the south Delta export facilities. For instance, implementing a dual conveyance system
would align water operations, and their location, to better reflect natural seasonal flow patterns by creating
new water diversions in the north Delta equipped with State-of-the-art fish screens, thus reducing reliance
on south Delta exports during times of the year when listed aquatic species are present and most
vulnerable. For more information on mitigation measures to minimize contraction and operational-related
impacts to fish species, including Delta and longfin smelt, please see Chapter 11, RDEIR/SDEIS.

357

3

Governor Brown, you will pay a political price for foisting a thinly disguised water grab on
the people of Northern California. This is nothing but a water grab dressed up as habitat
plan. The simple fact is that there just isn't enough water to support exports and recover
the Delta. Any meaningful habitat conservation plan must include a timetable for reducing
exports. Curtailing exports should begin as alternative supplies, such as desalination, are
implemented.

The Natural Resources Agency and DWR staff will continue seeking improvements and refinements to the
current proposal in order to enhance species benefits and to avoid, reduce or mitigate for negative impacts
to people, communities, sensitive species and habitats.
The California Water Action Plan recognizes that all Californians have a stake in the future of our state’s
water resources, and that a series of actions are needed to comprehensively address the water issues before
us. The five-year agenda spells out a suite of actions in California to improve the reliability and resiliency of
water resources and to restore habitat and species — all amid the uncertainty of drought and climate
change. For more information regarding future developments of the California Action Water Plan please
follow http://resources.ca.gov/docs/Final_Water_Action_Plan_Press_Release_1-27-14.pdf. Future
committees for the Proposed Project implementation may provide future opportunities for innovative input
as well.
The California Water Plan evaluates different combinations of regional and statewide resources
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management strategies to reduce water demand, increase water supply, reduce flood risk, improve water
quality, and enhance environmental and resource stewardship. Follow the California Water Plan here:
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/.
Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1, EIR/EIS, describes
the range of conveyance alternatives considered in the development of the EIR/EIS. Appendix 1B, Water
Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage and Appendix 1C, Demand
Management Measures, EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other sources of water
supply including desalination. While these elements are not proposed as part of the proposed project, the
Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in managing California’s water resources.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the selection of alternatives analyzed, Master Response 7 regarding
desalination, Master Response 6 regarding demand management and Master Response 37 regarding water
storage.
For more information regarding MWD Water Supply please see Master Response 35.
358

1

My husband and I oppose the BDCP project because the cost of billions of dollars is
outrageous and over the years the cost will increase substantially - look at the Bay Bridge
cost!

For more information regarding cost of the proposed project please see Master Response 5.

358

2

Instead, the State should invest in new sources of water via new water storage and
desalination; and require mandatory water conservation and re-use.

Please see Master Response 4 for discussion of the scope of the proposed project and alternatives (such as
desalination and water storage) that were not carried forward for analysis in this document due to the fact
that they required actions beyond the scope of the proposed project. Please see Master Response 37
regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage, either in the Delta or elsewhere, was
not included in the EIR/EIS.

358

3

We must also reverse the corrupt policies that have allowed a few wealthy and powerful
corporate interests to privatize much of California's public water. We must also restore
the so-called urban preference that was eliminated in the Monterey Plus Amendments, a
1990's sweetheart deal struck by the State, corporate San Joaquin Valley agribusiness and
private water speculators. Without the urban preference, our residential and commercial
districts that receive water from the State Water Project are subject to strong-arming by a
handful of corporate farmers and private water speculators.

The proposed project does not propose any changes to the guidelines by which water deliveries are
allocated among those entities receiving water from the SWP. Please see Master Response 34 regarding the
potential uses of water delivered via the conveyance facilities.

The impact on navigation and safety in the Delta has not been adequately addressed, nor
has the impact of the costs to ratepayers.

Construction of the proposed California WaterFix water conveyance facilities would be sequenced over
approximately 10 years. Construction of individual components (e.g. intakes, tunnels) would range from one
to six years. Temporary construction-related impacts include noise, visual, and transportation, among
others. The construction-related impacts are disclosed in individual resource area chapters in the EIR/EIS and
RDEIR/SDEIS.

358

4

As stated in the Introduction to the Monterey Plus FEIR, “the Monterey Amendment resulted from a
package deal of negotiated concessions that required achieving all of the above objectives in order to settle
significant disputes among the contractors. Both agricultural and M&I contractors gave up rights or benefits
to make the agreement work. Both had to also gain new rights or benefits or there would have been no
reason to sign the agreement.” To the extent that the commenter may disagree with this policy outcome,
such disagreement is noted.

As part of the planning and environmental assessment process, the project proponents will incorporate
environmental commitments and best management practices (BMPs) into the action alternatives to avoid or
minimize potential adverse effects (a NEPA term) and potential significant impacts (a CEQA term). The
project proponents will implement these environmental commitments as part of the project construction
activities. In other words, these commitments will be satisfied even if not separately imposed by the
permitting agencies. If permitting agencies impose additional measures or modifications, those will also be
adhered to as part of the permit(s). The project proponents will coordinate planning, engineering, design
and construction, operation, and maintenance phases of the alternative with the appropriate agencies. For
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more information regarding Environmental Commitments please see Appendix 3B of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
For more information regarding cost of the proposed project please see Master Response 5.
358

5

The endangered fish and wildlife that are at risk are not adequately covered.

"The proposed project is going to mitigate for impacts and restore habitat for fish and wildlife listed in
Section 4.3.7 and 4.3.8 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. The RDEIR/SDEIS addresses effects on special-status species,
including non-listed species. Impacts that are going to potentially occur during the implementation timeline
are fully disclosed with its associated mitigation measure to decrease the severity of said impact to covered
species. Please see Appendix 1A Evaluation of Species Considered for Coverage of the BDCP for additional
information on screening criteria of fish and wildlife species that were selected for the other 15 conveyance
alternatives.
Chapters 11 and 12 of the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS include in-depth, comprehensive analyses of
potential effects on all endangered fish and wildlife known or expected to occur in the BDCP Plan Area. "

358

6

The project will destroy recreational boating for Discovery Bay residents and outlying areas, Socioeconomic effects of the various alternatives are described and assessed in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics,
and will seriously impact the marine-based economy that relies on boating.
of the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS. A Draft BDCP Statewide Economic Impact Report has also been
published, which indicates that the proposed project would result in a substantial economic net benefit to
the State of California.
When required, DWR would provide compensation to property owners for economic losses due to
implementation of the proposed project. Construction of water conveyance facilities would be sequenced
over approximately 10 years. Construction of individual components (e.g. intakes, tunnels) would range from
one to six years. Temporary construction-related impacts include noise, visual, and transportation, among
others. The construction-related impacts are disclosed in individual resource area chapters in the Draft BDCP
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS). All impacts would be minimized
and mitigated to the degree feasible and are described under each alternative in the RDEIR/SDEIS individual
resource chapters and in the BDCP Appendix 3B, Environmental Commitments, EIR/EIS. An analysis of
economic impacts of the proposed project, including impacts related to agriculture, recreation, water rates,
and taxes are also evaluated and described in the Bay Delta Conservation Plan Statewide Economic Impact
Report
(http://baydeltaconservationplan.com/Libraries/Dynamic_Document_Library/Draft_BDCP_Statewide_Econo
mic_Impact_Report_8-5-13.sflb.ashx).
Chapter 16, Socioeconomics, of the Draft EIR/EIS was revised based on the revised construction footprint for
proposed water conveyance facilities, along with a refined set of construction cost and schedule
assumptions developed for Alternative 4. Refer to Chapter 16, Socioeconomics, Section 16.3.3.9, in Appendix
A for the revised analysis of Alternative 4. Additionally, one table from Draft EIR/EIS Appendix 16A has been
incorporated into Appendix A.

359

1

I am a student at Chico University studying to be an elementary school teacher. I grew up
on the Delta and floated in my back yard as young as 6 months old, I love the Delta! It is
who I am. Water brings people together and creates a family bond. You ask how? Ever
been out in a small ski boat, you have to learn to work together and get along, not enough
space to fight or argue. We have a very close family and extended family because of it. I
want to help others, but I believe we have other options. Do not put these tunnels in and
destroy my home.

The preferred alternative is now Alternative 4A (i.e., the California WaterFix Project) and no longer includes
an HCP. Alternative 4A has been developed in response to public and agency input. The EIR/EIS analyzes all
alternatives, including Alternative 4A. The proposed project aims to allow the federal and state water
projects to deliver more reliable water supplies, in a way less harmful to fish. Refer to the following Master
Response 24 (Delta as a Place).

359

2

These comments are for the BDCP. The twin sloughs are where my water adventures
began and as I understand these will be closed down for construction of the twin tunnels!
Ironically it is the twin for the twin. I hear rumors that there is going to be something they
call, big gulp and little sip? What are you thinking? When you can big gulp, where will you

The Proposed Project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances in which hydrological conditions result in availability of sufficient water and ecological
objectives are fully satisfied. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects
under the Proposed Project would be roughly 10 percent more or equal to the average annual amount of
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store this water? When it is time for little sip (when you have a place to store water) what water that would be diverted under the No Action Alternative (i.e. 2025 conditions without the Proposed
keeps that from being big gulp? I know I am young and you think you can steal the Delta
Project). It is projected that Delta exports from the federal and state water projects would either remain
and we will not know it, we will!
similar or increase in wetter years and decrease in drier years under Alternative 4A as compared to exports
under No Action Alternative (ELT) depending on the capability to divert water at the north Delta intakes
during winter and spring months. The estimated changes in deliveries for 4A are provided in the
RDEIR/SDEIS 4.3.1 and Appendix A Chapter 5 Water Supply. Although exports under the Proposed Project
would be similar to the amount water exported in recent history, it would make the deliveries more
predictable and reliable, while reducing other stressors on the ecological functions of the Delta.
In addition to San Luis Reservoir, SWP water is stored at Quail Lake, Pyramid Lake, Castaic Lake, Castaic
Lagoon, Lake Silverwood, Lake Perris. Some water agencies have their own storage facilities, such as
Metropolitan Water District’s Diamond Valley Lake, Lake Mathews, and Lake Skinner.
359

3

Governor Brown is trying to disguise this water grab on the people of Northern California as
a habitat plan. I can see this as the same plan that was presented back in 1982 as the
Peripheral Canal. We did not want it then and do not want it now. I want this to be the
same bonding place for my kids in the future as it has been for me.

By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria with the goal of
improving water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the project is designed to improve native fish
migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 45 (Purpose and
Need). It does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water rights or for use as allowed
under its contracts. The project is not the Peripheral Canal (refer to Master Response 52). For other points
raised by the commenter, see Master Response 49 (Conservation Measure 1 as a CM) and Master Response
47 (Overview of Restoration and Enhancement Activities). The planning, designing, and environmental
processes have been initiated and carried forward by two Governors acting on a mandate from the voters of
the State as a whole.

360

1

Our ranch partnership located in Gustine, CA (Merced County), does not support the
building of the twin tunnels as proposed.

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve
native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

I have attended a couple of the hearings where the tunnel construction was debated. In
conclusion and to make this short, there are too many unanswered questions about the
tunnels’ effectiveness for delivery of water for use on our ranch, and how it may damage
the wildlife habitat in the Delta. The cost of the twin tunnels seems very expensive and we
expect the cost of the project to increase substantially.

Please do not construct the twin tunnels.

The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 45.

361

1

I was born in California 56 years ago. My parents voted against the Peripheral Canal years
A number of important improvements have been made to set the current proposal apart from the
ago. Therefore, I need to honor their wisdom and voice my concerns about the same project Peripheral Canal. For instance, tunnels are proposed to reduce surface impacts associated with canals. The
you are proposing again. I have lived on the Delta for 28 years and witnessed many changes. capacity of the project is more than 10,000 cfs smaller than the Peripheral Canal. The project as proposed
allows for dual conveyance allowing through-Delta operations to continue in order to maintain in-Delta
water quality. The project would also require operation of the proposed new in-Delta portions of the CVP
and SWP pursuant to environmentally stringent rules under FESA and CESA. Additionally, refer to Master
Response 52 (Peripheral Canal).

361

2

The tunnels will carry 2/3 of the flow of the Sacramento River. This is the main supply for
fresh water in the Bay-Delta estuary. Salinity flowing in from the ocean will devastate fish
and farms in the area who rely on the fresh water for crops. My son in law is a Brentwood
farmer who uses the water from the Delta to irrigate the land that his family has been
working since the 1950's. He is very concerned that the farms that his grandparents started

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

The water quality assessment of the diversion of Sacramento River water under the project alternatives
addresses effects on salinity-related parameters in the Delta, including electrical conductivity (EC), and
compliance with related agricultural use objectives in the Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan and
degradation relative to these uses in Impact WQ-11 in Chapter 8, Water Quality. Where significant impacts
to agricultural beneficial uses would occur due to the alternative, as opposed to other forces including
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will not survive.

climate change and sea level rise, mitigation to lessen those impacts is provided. Further, the proposed
project has been modified since publication of the Draft EIR/EIS to Alternative 4A, which would have less
than significant impacts on salinity-related parameters.

361

3

This proposed project has an estimate of $67 billion, which is on the same scale as the San
Francisco Bay Bridge. The bridge went way over budget, is still not finished, leaks water, and
the demolition of the old bridge is not going according to original plan. My parents are gone,
they saved me from paying for the original canal, I would like to save my kids from having to
pay for this project for the rest of their lives.

The proposed project is costly, but proponents have assessed the benefits as described in the BDCP funding
sources. Notably, the water contractors benefitting from the proposed project and their constituents will
bear all costs associated with constructing new conveyance facilities and mitigating for the impacts of those
facilities. Expenditures of public money from other sources would be limited to restoration activities beyond
those needed to mitigate the impacts of facility construction. BDCP Chapter 8, which deals with cost issues,
and cost-benefit analysis information are available on the project website. Please see Master Response 5 for
more information on project costs and funding.

361

4

The project is being driven by habitat conservation with little concern for water transfer to
Southern California. It is March and raining quite hard. Southern California reservoirs are full
and they are experiencing flooding during these storms. This project is not concerned with
their water storage shortages. Where will this water go?

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity,
and salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.
For more information regarding purpose and need please see Master Response 3.

361

5

Given the costs, the construction damage for a decade, the lack of legislative oversight from Since 2006, the proposed has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various agencies
Northern representatives, I would hope that you would consider scrapping the project and and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and more than
spend the efforts on more useful plans for the whole state.
600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. Existing water diversions, including the existing State Water
Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact water flows and quality. By
establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria with the goal of
improving water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master Response 3 for
additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.
Socioeconomic effects of the various alternatives are described and assessed in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics,
of the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS. A Draft BDCP Statewide Economic Impact Report has also been
published, which indicates that the proposed project would result in a substantial economic net benefit to
the State of California. Please see Master Response 5 for more information on costs and funding.

362

1

I live on Brannan Island on Georgiana Slough. I have spent 55 years on the Delta. I have
some thoughts and suggestions that I would like to add to this discussion.
Any diversion tunnel or canal will damage the Delta's delicate ecosystem. Its common
sense: less fresh water flowing through the Delta will mean less flushing of the many
poisons that flow into it every day from farms and cities. That will greatly damage the
ecology.
One only has to look at the Owens Valley for precedent.

Although some critics of the project have been keen to liken the proposal to the The proposed project does
not seek any new water rights nor include any regulatory actions that would affect water rights holders
other than DWR, Reclamation, and SWP and CVP contractors.
Importantly, all water exported by the SWP and CVP is subject to the existing water rights of those two
agencies. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights holders. The proposed project and its
alternatives analyzed in the EIR/EIS only include the use of water from existing SWP and CVP water rights or
voluntary water transfers from other water rights holders. The proposed project and its alternatives do
not reduce the protections for other water right holders.
The proposed project’s facilities, including water intakes and pumping plants, would be operated in
accordance with permits issued by, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, State
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the State Water Resources Control Board, among other agencies. The
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proposed project would be permitted to operate with regulatory protections, including river water levels
and flow, which would be determined based upon how much water is actually available in the system, the
presence of threatened fish species, and water quality standards.
Through the Legislature and through executive agencies, California has embraced water conservation on
numerous fronts, as have many California water agencies. Many of these efforts are highlighted in Appendix
1C, Demand Management Measures, EIR/EIS, which describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other
sources of water supply, including recycled water. While these elements are not proposed as part of the
project, the Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in managing California’s water resources.
It is important to note that the proposed project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to all of
California’s water problems, and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment
by the State and other public agencies in conservation, recycling, desalination, treatment of contaminated
aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage.
For more information regarding alternatives development, water demand management, and purpose and
need please see Master Response 4, Master Response 5, and Master Response 45.
362

2

With less fresh water flowing through the Delta, salt water would back up into the Delta and The effects of less Sacramento River water flowing through the Delta on salinity-related parameters under
damage the farming irrigation and ruin the richest farmland in California, not to mention its certain project alternatives is fully addressed in Chapter 8, Water Quality. The water quality assessment
fisheries and recreational industry.
addresses effects of changes in salinity on agricultural and fish and wildlife resources due to the project
alternatives via the EC assessment (Impact WQ-11) through evaluation of compliance with agricultural and
fish and wildlife objectives in the Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan and degradation relative to existing
conditions and the No Action Alternative. In addition, the assessment of bromide (Impact WQ-5), another
salinity-related parameter, addresses effects to agricultural uses via assessing concentrations relative to
relevant thresholds and degradation. Where significant impacts to beneficial uses would occur due to the
alternative, as opposed to other forces including climate change and sea level rise, mitigation to lessen those
impacts is provided.

362

3

The notion that the Delta would be restored to its normal salt/fresh balance is utter
nonsense: How can removing most fresh water that has flowed through the Delta for
thousands of years be normal?

362

4

I am all for pumping as much water to Southern California as is possible, consistent with
Since 2006, the project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from agencies and
minimal impact on the Delta's ecology. However- all of the water that is sent south needs to experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and more than 600
flow through the Delta -- not be shunted around it! It’s just common sense.
public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings. Fifteen alternatives and 3
sub-alternatives were analyzed in the Draft EIR/S and the RDEIR/SDEIS, respectively. Other proposals by
public and private individuals and organizations have also been evaluated and described in Chapter 3 of the
Draft EIR/S and Appendix 3A of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Also, see Master Response 4 (Alternatives).

362

5

The current pumping scheme at Byron can be improved to remedy its impact on the delta
smelt by designing and installing vastly improved and effective intake screens at a tiny
fraction of the cost of the proposed diversion tunnels.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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The reference to restoring the Delta to normal salt balance is unknown. However, the water quality
assessment of the diversion of Sacramento River water under the project alternatives addresses effects on
salinity-related parameters in the Delta, including electrical conductivity (EC) and chloride, and compliance
with related agricultural, fish and wildlife, and municipal and industrial use objectives in the Bay-Delta Water
Quality Control Plan and degradation relative to these uses in Impacts WQ-7 (chloride) and WQ-11 (EC) in
Chapter 8, Water Quality. Where significant impacts to beneficial uses would occur due to the alternative,
as opposed to other forces including climate change and sea level rise, mitigation to lessen those impacts is
provided. Further, the proposed project has been modified since publication of the Draft EIR/EIS to
Alternative 4A, which would have less than significant impacts on salinity-related parameters.

DWR and Reclamation are required to improve fish collection efficiency at the existing south Delta salvage
facilities, as part of facility improvements required by the National Marine Fisheries Service 2009 biological
opinion on the SWP/CVP. For example, in 2014 Reclamation replaced the secondary louver system with a
traveling screen system. These screens provide protection by guiding fish into the holding tanks while
catching debris on pegs and transporting debris to a collection system at the work surface.
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The technology required at the proposed north Delta intakes and the existing south Delta export facilities
differ fundamentally. The north Delta intakes would be located on the side of the river channel and so
would be designed to comply with CDFW, NMFS, and USFWS fish screening criteria (BDCP Appendix 5B
Section 3.B.3.3). The south Delta export facilities are located on dead-end channels and require active
collection and salvage of fishes.
Screening the intakes at Clifton Court Forebay was analyzed during the water conveyance alternative
development process and is described in the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS, Appendix 3A. This alternative
was eliminated from further evaluation because initial results of recent studies, including information
included in the recent NMFS biological opinions, supported a phased approach that would emphasize
improvements to operations of fish handling facilities and reduced predator potential within Clifton Court
Forebay prior to further analysis of installation of fish screens. Nevertheless, DWR and Reclamation will
continue investigating strategies to increase fish salvage efficiency, reduce pre-screen losses, and improve
screening efficiencies, consistent with the 2009 biological opinion of the SWP/CVP.
Please also see Master Response 28 regarding operational criteria.
362

6

The entire notion of earthquake catastrophe and salt water incursion is historically
unsupported. Even if such an event were to occur, the threat would only last a week or so
until water levels stabilized and any brackish water was flushed out. The pumping would be
stopped for that short period and resumed after.

As described in Master Response 16 and Section 3E.2.6.2 of Appendix 3E, Potential Seismic and Climate
Change Risks to SWP/CVP Water Supplies, major seismic events that resulted in failure of Delta levees could
require up to 6 years to repair the levees and dewater the islands depending upon the number of levee
failures. Following a levee failure, sea water from San Francisco Bay would rapidly flow into the inundated
island. This would cause large volumes of seawater and/or brackish water to flow into the western Delta,
which would cause water quality concerns for Delta water users as well as the SWP and CVP water users.
Following repair of the levees, water from the SWP and CVP reservoirs would need to be released to flush
brackish water from the Delta. The amount of water available to flush the Delta would depend upon the
volume of water stored in the reservoirs, the extent of sea water intrusion into the interior Delta, and sea
level rise. In the future with more extensive sea level rise, it will take longer to flush the Delta. During this
time, pumping for the SWP and CVP facilities, and possibly Delta facilities would be reduced or eliminated to
reduce sea water intrusion in the Delta. Therefore, it could be several years following a major seismic event
with multiple levee failures before SWP and CVP water would be exported from the Delta.

362

7

The levee system can be made very robust for a tiny fraction of the cost of the diversion
tunnels.

Please see Chapte r2, FEIR/EIS, for the BDCP/CWF and Appendix 6A Sections 6A.2 and 6A.3 for discussion on
existing levee improvement programs and funding mechanisms, which would not be affected by the
BDCP/CWF.

362

8

If brief and rare occasions of salt water incursions are completely unacceptable,
anti-backflow gates can readily be installed at key points in the Delta system that could be
deployed in rare emergency situations to positively prevent any saltwater backflow until the
situation is stabilized. Such backflow gates are found all over the world.

Salinity in the Delta is a function of the amount and timing of freshwater input from the major tributaries,
tidal action from San Francisco Bay, and exports from the Delta. During the late winter and spring months of
seasonally elevated flows, and in wet years, seawater intrusion is limited and the Delta has mostly low
salinity. During low-flow summer and fall months, and during dry years, lower freshwater flows result in
greater amounts of seawater intrusion. Staff from DWR and USBR constantly monitor Delta water quality
conditions and adjust operations of the SWP and CVP in real time as necessary to meet water quality
objectives set by the State Water Resource Control Board protection of agricultural water supply, municipal
and industrial drinking water supply, and fish and wildlife beneficial uses. See section 4.3.4 for a discussion
on the proposed projects effects on water quality, salinity and electrical conductivity.
Effects of the alternatives on salinity levels are described in Chapter 8, Water Quality, and Appendix 8H,
Electrical Conductivity, EIR/EIS and Appendix A of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Modeling results indicate that the
implementation of the water conveyance facilities may positively or adversely affect in-Delta water quality,
depending on a number of factors including location, time of year, and hydrologic conditions. See tables in
Appendices 8E through 8N for specific results related to various water quality constituents (including
bromide and chloride).
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In addition to potential effects associated with the project and alternatives, modeling results for the No
Action Alternative indicate that, with or without the proposed project, rising sea levels will bring saline tidal
water further into the Delta than occurs at present.
For more information regarding alternatives to the proposed project please see Master Response 4.
362

9

Shasta Dam should be raised and its reservoir expanded. Furthermore, an aqueduct
leading from Lake Shasta to Oregon's vast fresh water resources such as the Columbia River
should be considered. With Lake Shasta kept full by such means, the Sacramento River
could flow at full levels year round and -with improved and effective fish screens- the
pumps at Byron could operate at full capacity much of the time. Excess water sent south
would be stored in an expanded reservoir system and used to recharge depleted aquifers.

While water storage is a critically important tool for managing California’s water resources, it is not a topic
that must be addressed in the EIR/EIS for the proposed project. This is because the proposed project does
not, and need not, propose storage as a project component. Although the physical facilities contemplated by
the proposed project, once up and running, would be part of an overall statewide water system of which
new storage could someday also be a part, the proposed project is a stand-alone project for purposes of
CEQA and NEPA, just as future storage projects would be. Appendix 1B, Water Storage, of the 2013 Public
Draft BDCP EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the development of alternatives. Please see Master Response 6 for
information on Demand Management.
BDCP/Cal WaterFix is unlikely to affect Rainbow Trout. Operations of the new conveyance facilities would
not result in any major changes above Shasta reservoir (BDCP Ch 5 Effects Analysis). CALSIM modeling
predicts that changes in Shasta Reservoir storage capacity due to Alternative 4 scenarios will be minimal
(<10%) relative to the NEPA baseline (BDCP EIR/EIS Chapter 6, Surface Water, Alternative 4, Impact SW-1).
The BDCP does not propose to alter the structure of the Shasta Dam or to flood the McCloud River.
Programs that are included in EcoRestore are aimed to increase habitat availability and suitability within the
Bay-Delta system for various species. Raising Shasta Dam is a viable option that has been considered by
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. More information about the Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
can be found at http://www.usbr.gov/mp/slwri/documents.html.
DWR and Reclamation are required to improve fish collection efficiency at the existing south Delta salvage
facilities, as part of facility improvements required by the National Marine Fisheries Service 2009 biological
opinion on the SWP/CVP. For example, in 2014 Reclamation replaced the secondary louver system with a
traveling screen system. These screens provide protection by guiding fish into the holding tanks while
catching debris on pegs and transporting debris to a collection system at the work surface.
The technology required at the proposed north Delta intakes and the existing south Delta export facilities
differ fundamentally. The north Delta intakes would be located on the side of the river channel and so
would be designed to comply with CDFW, NMFS, and USFWS fish screening criteria (BDCP Appendix 5B
Section 3.B.3.3). The south Delta export facilities are located on dead-end channels and requires active
collection and salvage of fishes.
Screening the intakes at Clifton Court Forebay was analyzed during the water conveyance alternative
development process and is described in the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS, Appendix 3A. This alternative
was eliminated from further evaluation because initial results of recent studies, including information
included in the recent NMFS biological opinions, supported a phased approach that would emphasize
improvements to operations of fish handling facilities and reduced predator potential within Clifton Court
Forebay prior to further analysis of installation of fish screens. Nevertheless, DWR and Reclamation will
continue investigating strategies to increase fish salvage efficiency, reduce pre-screen losses, and improve
screening efficiencies, consistent with the 2009 biological opinion of the SWP/CVP.
For more information regarding water storage please see Master Response 37.

362

10

I support Congressman Garamendi's bill.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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More storage, more recycling, more creation of

Congressman Garamendi’s Water Plan feasibility is discussed in Appendix 3A, Section 3A.11.2, Congressman
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additional water sources...and mandatory conservation programs.

Garamendi’s Water Plan, of the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS.
The Natural Resources Agency and DWR staff will continue seeking improvements and refinements to the
current proposal in order to enhance species benefits and to avoid, reduce or mitigate for negative impacts
to people, communities, sensitive species and habitats.
The California Water Action Plan recognizes that all Californians have a stake in the future of our state’s
water resources, and that a series of actions are needed to comprehensively address the water issues before
us. The five-year agenda spells out a suite of actions in California to improve the reliability and resiliency of
water resources and to restore habitat and species — all amid the uncertainty of drought and climate
change. For more information regarding future developments of the California Action Water Plan please
follow http://resources.ca.gov/docs/Final_Water_Action_Plan_Press_Release_1-27-14.pdf. Future
committees for the Proposed Project implementation may provide future opportunities for innovative input
as well.
The California Water Plan evaluates different combinations of regional and statewide resources
management strategies to reduce water demand, increase water supply, reduce flood risk, improve water
quality, and enhance environmental and resource stewardship. Follow the California Water Plan here:
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/.
Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1, EIR/EIS, describes
the range of conveyance alternatives considered in the development of the EIR/EIS. Appendix 1B, Water
Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage and Appendix 1C, Demand
Management Measures, EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other sources of water
supply including desalination. While these elements are not proposed as part of the proposed project, the
Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in managing California’s water resources.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the selection of alternatives analyzed, Master Response 7 regarding
desalination, Master Response 6 regarding demand management and Master Response 37 regarding water
storage.

363

1

Please allow me to share my thoughts about the California drought.

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

Well Wishing Well:
In the land of California, the year 2014, the waters, fresh and salted were separated.
Truly a miracle to behold for all Californians were better able to withstand the natural
challenges of floods and droughts.
The construction was the Cal-Canal with shipping locks in it.
Truly Moses himself would have found the separation of waters quite a blessing.
Wishing was a prayer-full way that much needed rain did gently fall.
This is being reported with great hopes for this year to be truly wonderful in every way.
363

2

[Att 1:] Diking Delta would solve California’s water needs
In an article (Times, Sept. 17) about Delta water, the statement that the "annual Delta
outflow (of our fresh water) varied greatly but averaged 20.7 million acre-feet," should
cause us all concern. In trying to find out what 20.7 million acre-feet of water really means,
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The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity,
and salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
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perhaps we could use some facts about Lake Tahoe as a reference.

operational flexibility.

Lake Tahoe is believed to hold 12.1 million acre-feet, which has been reported to be enough For more information regarding the development of alternatives and demand management please see
to cover the entire state of California with 12 inches of water. If these figures are correct as Master Response 4 and 6. For more information regarding beneficial use of water please see Master
reported, then the 20.7 million acre-feet of fresh water per year we presently let flow out of Response 3.
our Delta, is enough to flood the entire state of California with 23.9 inches.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
Could we somehow control this outflow of fresh water? The Bay Barrier Association in 1929
proposed a plan to build a barrier between Richmond and San Rafael. Perhaps if they had
then build a "barrier" with ship locks and some open fish migration pipes in it (that would
return San Pablo Bay back in the freshwater lake that it probably was millions of years ago)
we here in California would not be having our water problems now.
Would it be worthwhile to have peace among farmers, developers and
environmental-human needs. Somehow we forget that humans are as much a part of the
environment as any other living creature. Would it be worthwhile for people to know that
we still can solve our problems by using common sense?
363

3

Every second you read this approximately 30,000 cubic feet of unsalted fresh water is being Please see Master Response 4 for discussion of the scope of the proposed project and alternatives that were
used to push the Pacific Ocean out of the Delta. That would be a wall of water 30 feet high not carried forward for analysis in this document due to the fact that they required actions beyond the
and 1,000 feet long every second. Think how high and long a wall of water would be for
scope of the proposed project.
one minute.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
No Governor has ever built a California Canal with Shipping Locks in it. The Army Corps of
Engineers has the San Francisco Bay Model in a large building in Sausalito where a 'barrier
model' is suspended between the Cities of Richmond and San Rafael. This model is used to
simulate conditions with the Pacific Ocean tides and weather conditions.
At the present time 40% of all of the water California has is used to keep the Pacific Ocean
out of the Delta. When 40% is perhaps 5% we will have a less drought-full state.
A 'cal-canal' with Shipping Locks in it will allow us to have more available fresh water.

365

1

I would like to know why representatives from Discovery Bay are not being [given] all the
information requested. I am referring to the EIR/EIS draft which does not include the
evaluation of water quality that will affect Discovery Bay. As a resident of Discovery Bay,
and an American citizen, I believe it is our unalienable right to know what will affect our
future.

The analysis of water quality impacts is provided in Chapter 8 of the EIR/EIS and includes the area of
Discovery Bay.

366

1

An interview with Nancy Vogel, California Department of Water Resources Director of Public Please see Master Response 12.
Relation.
The proposed project proposes underground tunnels to convey water from the intakes proposed in the
north Delta to the existing pumping facilities in Tracy. The tunnels would be excavated using tunnel boring
machines. During tunnel excavation, biodegradable, eco-friendly soil conditioners would be mixed with the
Mounds of rotting muck. Ravaged water quality. The threat of a looming economic
soil and water to create a toothpaste-like material that is easily transported to the surface. Construction of
disaster. Such images have come for many, to symbolize the Bay Delta Conservation
the proposed tunnels would result in approximately 27 million cubic yards of excavated tunnel material.
Plan-the multi billion dollar restoration program for Northern California waterways that has Excavated tunnel material has been successfully reused around the world and here in California. Reuse of
become a hallmark of Gov. Jerry Brown's administration.
tunnel material is expected to reduce impacts to Delta communities and locations previously identified as
“tunnel muck disposal sites”.
The California Department of Water Resources recently completed a preliminary laboratory test study to
Vogel's responses make it abundantly clear to me and thousands of people who live around evaluate geotechnical, environmental, and plant suitability properties of the tunnel material. The study
the Delta that no one knows how much money it will cost and what the damage will be
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along the way or what the final product will be.

examined geotechnical properties to determine constructability of soils if used as structural fill. It also
examined environmental properties of soil to characterize potential toxicity, and planting suitability to
assess sustainability for habitat growth and agricultural use. The test results indicate that the excavated
tunnel materials is likely to be suitable for the proposed reuses, including habitat restoration projects, Delta
Vogel says "the muck might be useful in levee and habitat purposes." Then goes on to say levee improvements, and as structural fill for construction of the water conveyance facilities.
"we have to assume that tunnel muck will not be reused and will have to be stored." We
would like to know just how much does muck storing cost these days? "Reality could be
The process for determining disposal, storage, and reuse of excavated materials is described in Appendix 3B,
different. We believe there actually could be uses for the muck. That's our hope."
Environmental Commitments (Section 3B.1.19) of the Draft EIR/EIS. During construction, the excavated
material would be tested and evaluated to determine suitability for various reuse options, and DWR would
consult with relevant governing regulatory agencies to obtain necessary permits prior to actual reuse.
We have held hundreds of public meetings, giving people access to experts, to get questions Please see Master Response 5, Master Response 40, and Master Response 42.
answered Vogel comments. I have to say the meetings that I have been to the people
were uninformed on the project and wrote down questions to get answers to asked
questions, telling us they would get back to us. No one has responded to this point. I
appreciate that you may believe you are being transparent, but I think we all feel differently.

Videos of the meetings I have seen was the same situation.
367

1

No answers to this day.

There are many ways we can meet the water demands of our state. I am strongly opposed This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
to the BDCP. I hope money will be funneled into strategies for improved water management response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
and encouraging water conservation by residents, farmers and businesses.
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The Natural Resources Agency and DWR staff will continue seeking improvements and refinements to the
current proposal in order to enhance species benefits and to avoid, reduce or mitigate for negative impacts
to people, communities, sensitive species and habitats.
The California Water Action Plan recognizes that all Californians have a stake in the future of our state’s
water resources, and that a series of actions are needed to comprehensively address the water issues before
us. The five-year agenda spells out a suite of actions in California to improve the reliability and resiliency of
water resources and to restore habitat and species — all amid the uncertainty of drought and climate
change. For more information regarding future developments of the California Action Water Plan please
follow http://resources.ca.gov/docs/Final_Water_Action_Plan_Press_Release_1-27-14.pdf. Future
committees for the Proposed Project implementation may provide future opportunities for innovative input
as well.
The California Water Plan evaluates different combinations of regional and statewide resources
management strategies to reduce water demand, increase water supply, reduce flood risk, improve water
quality, and enhance environmental and resource stewardship. Follow the California Water Plan here:
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/.
Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1, EIR/EIS, describes
the range of conveyance alternatives considered in the development of the EIR/EIS. Appendix 1B, Water
Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage and Appendix 1C, Demand
Management Measures, EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other sources of water
supply including desalination. While these elements are not proposed as part of the proposed project, the
Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in managing California’s water resources.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the selection of alternatives analyzed, Master Response 7 regarding
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desalination, Master Response 6 regarding demand management and Master Response 37 regarding water
storage.
As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve
native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.
For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 3.
367

2

I'm curious, is anyone discussing how to temporarily lower reservoir capacity in order to dig Dredging of existing reservoirs is outside the scope of the proposed project. Please see Appendix 1B, Water
out the sediment build up since they have been built? Is it possible to make our existing
Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage projects. Please also see Master
reservoirs deeper?
Response 37 for additional information on water storage projects and also a discussion of the potential to
dredge existing reservoirs.

369

1

My wife and I live on the water in Discovery Bay California. We bought this home because
we love being on the water. We, our children and grandchildren, swim, ski, and boat in our
bay and the Delta. We love our home. The proposed tunnels will undoubtedly adversely
affect life as we know it.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The preferred alternative is now Alternative 4A (i.e., the California WaterFix Project) and no longer includes
an HCP. Alternative 4A has been developed in response to public and agency input. The EIR/EIS analyzes all
alternatives, including Alternative 4A. The proposed project aims to allow the federal and state water
projects to deliver more reliable water supplies, in a way less harmful to fish. Refer to Master Response 24
(Delta as a Place).

369

2

Much of the purported environmental benefit, and assurance that the project will not cause
harm, depends on an ongoing monitoring and adaptive management program.
Representatives from Discovery bay have requested at public meetings and at other times
that one or more monitoring stations be included to monitor water quality impacts on the
16 bays of Discovery Bay. Yet no Discovery Bay monitoring stations have been included.
The bays of Discovery Bay, including mine Beaver Bay, are heavily used for water sports
(swimming, kayaking, paddle boarding, etc..) The failure to include adequate monitoring of
Discovery Bay water quality is unreasonable. Conditions in the bays of Discovery Bay are not
reflected by existing monitoring stations in open water locations. There is much less
circulation in the bays of Discovery Bay and numerous other differences in the conditions.
Adequate monitoring stations within the bays of Discovery bay are required to establish an
adequate mitigation and monitoring program.

There are numerous water quality monitoring stations at locations throughout the Delta that are currently
operating and will continue to be operational in the future. These stations are operated by the United
States Geological Survey, the United States Bureau of Reclamation, the California Department of Water
Resources, the Interagency Ecological Program, and numerous local agencies. Monitoring locations already
present in Old River near Discovery Bay are sufficient to support and inform these activities with regards to
salinity (including both chloride and electrical conductivity) and organic carbon. Monitoring of mercury and
selenium will be further defined in site specific monitoring and management plans associated with the
restoration areas.

370

1

This is not the solution to the California water crisis!! These are man made problems
decades in the making. You simply cannot solve one problem by making another one!!

The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental impact analysis provided in the EIR/EIS documentation.

371

1

San Joaquin is below sea level. Siphoning systems from sea is efficient. Mississippi floods
sometimes (and drought occasionally).

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS or the 2015
RDEIR/SDEIS.

372

1

We cannot continue to alter the natural environment without dangerous consequences. The The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
southwest is an arid region and that is not going to change.
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS documentation.
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373

1

We need the best science to manage our water. The effects of our current drought and
future global warming must be included in any solution.

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing,
turbidity, and salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow
for greater operational flexibility. Detailed projections of the future effects of climate change were included
in the hydrological modeling performed for the BDCP and EIR/EIS. Chapter 29 of the EIR/EIS specifically
addresses how the action alternatives would improve the adaptability and resilience of the Delta in the face
of a changing climate. See also Master Response 19 for additional information on climate change.

374

1

California does not need to build these massive twin tunnels and diversions to meet its
water supply needs. A truly sustainable water plan for the state would focus on increased
water conservation and efficiency, treating and recycling waste water, cleaning up polluted
groundwater, capturing and treating storm water, and reducing irrigation of
drainage-impaired lands in the Southern Central Valley.

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve
native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

The environmental, social, and monetary cost of these sustainable solutions is much less
than what is proposed by the BDCP.

The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 3.
The Natural Resources Agency and DWR staff will continue seeking improvements and refinements to the
current proposal in order to enhance species benefits and to avoid, reduce or mitigate for negative impacts
to people, communities, sensitive species and habitats.
The California Water Action Plan recognizes that all Californians have a stake in the future of our state’s
water resources, and that a series of actions are needed to comprehensively address the water issues before
us. The five-year agenda spells out a suite of actions in California to improve the reliability and resiliency of
water resources and to restore habitat and species — all amid the uncertainty of drought and climate
change. For more information regarding future developments of the California Action Water Plan please
follow http://resources.ca.gov/docs/Final_Water_Action_Plan_Press_Release_1-27-14.pdf. Future
committees for the Proposed Project implementation may provide future opportunities for innovative input
as well.
The California Water Plan evaluates different combinations of regional and statewide resources
management strategies to reduce water demand, increase water supply, reduce flood risk, improve water
quality, and enhance environmental and resource stewardship. Follow the California Water Plan here:
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/.
Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1, EIR/EIS, describes
the range of conveyance alternatives considered in the development of the EIR/EIS. Appendix 1B, Water
Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage and Appendix 1C, Demand
Management Measures, EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other sources of water
supply including desalination. While these elements are not proposed as part of the proposed project, the
Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in managing California’s water resources.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the selection of alternatives analyzed, Master Response 7 regarding
desalination, Master Response 6 regarding demand management and Master Response 37 regarding water
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storage.
375

1

The Delta's environmental decline occurred as federal and state pumps in the South Delta
diverted up to 60% of the estuary's fresh water inflow. What is the logic of trying to restore
an ecosystem degraded by fresh water diversions by building new infrastructure capable of
diverting even more fresh water? Despite millions of dollars of public funds proposed to
restore Delta habitat, restoration will not be successful unless and until we restore fresh
water flows into the Delta, particularly from the San Joaquin River system, to meet the
needs of Delta fish and wildlife and the habitat that sustains them.

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve
native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 3.
Based on the DWR’s DAYFLOW data over a 20 year period from Water Year 1993 through Water Year 2013,
annual exports at the federal and state pumps in the South Delta ranged from 9 to 42 percent of the total
Delta inflow, depending on the hydrologic condition.
The amount of water DWR can pump from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating
agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and not by the water contractors. Operations for the
proposed project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the FWS (2008) and NMFS (2009) BiOps
and State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made
pursuant to the adaptive management process as described in the 2008 and 2009 BiOps (RDEIR/SDEIS
Executive Summary ES.2.2). In addition to permitting constraints on daily operations of the SWP and CVP,
DWR must maintain proper performance and bypass flows across fish screens when endangered and
threatened fish species are present within the north Delta facilities area. The intake fish screens drive the
overall size of the intake structure on the riverbank, and have been numbered and sized to permit water to
flow through the screens within a predetermined flow regime set by California Department of Fish and
Wildlife and NMFS fish screen criteria (BDCP Appendix 5B Section 3.B.3.3).
The proposed project is costly, but proponents have assessed the benefits as described in the BDCP funding
sources. Notably, the water contractors benefitting from the proposed project and their constituents will
bear all costs associated with constructing new conveyance facilities and mitigating for the impacts of those
facilities. Expenditures of public money from other sources would be limited to restoration activities beyond
those needed to mitigate the impacts of facility construction. BDCP Chapter 8, which deals with cost issues,
and cost-benefit analysis information are available on the BDCP website. Please see Master Response 5 for
more information on project costs and funding.

375

2

I fear that the BDCP's proposed twin tunnels will only continue if not actually increase the
dewatering of the Delta the West Coast's largest fresh water estuary and contribute to the
further decline of native Delta fish species towards extinction, increased water pollution in
the Delta, and the loss of tens-of-thousands of acres of rich Delta farmland and wildlife
habitat.

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve
native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
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would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
Discussion of the main environmental attributes affecting individual covered species is provided in Appendix
2.A of the 2013 public draft BDCP. Effects of the proposed water conveyance and associated restoration
activities on general resource areas are discussed in Ch. 4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Resource areas are addressed
separately under sections for each of the new project Alternatives, including surface water, groundwater,
water quality, fish and aquatic resources, terrestrial biological resources, agricultural resources, air quality
and greenhouse gases, public health, and others. Where impacts are determined to be significant,
environmental committments will be implimented to avoid and/or offset these effects, where possible.
The Cumulative Impact Analyses that was written for the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS has been revised to
include the impacts associated with the new proposed project alternatives and also updates past analyses.
Environmental Commitments are to minimize effects to the Delta and its inhabitants and mitigate for loss of
habitat to the ecosystem and its species. For more information please see Section 5 Revisions to Cumulative
Impact Analyses, Appendix A Chapter 11 Fish and Aquatic Resources, Appendix A Chapter 12 Terrestrial
Biological Resources, and Appendix 3B Environmental Commitments, AMMs, and CMs of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
RDEIR/SDESIS 4.3.4 (4A) describes whether concentrations of various water quality constituents are
expected to increase or decrease with the project, relative to existing conditions and the No Action
Alternative. To the extent that concentrations of various water quality constituents are expected to increase,
4.3.4 describes whether these increases are expected to result in impacts to beneficial uses of water in the
Delta. For constituents for which adverse impacts were expected, mitigation and other commitments, such
as additional evaluation and modeling and consultation with water purveyors to identify additional
measures to avoid and minimize or offset these impacts, were introduced to address those impacts.
Additionally, adding intakes in the North Delta will allow for operational flexibility that can improve natural
flow in the Delta and avoid impacts to migratory fish based on real time data and operations
Although Alternatives 4A, 2D, and 5A include only those habitat restoration measures needed to provide
mitigation for specific regulatory compliance purposes, habitat restoration is still recognized as a critical
component of the state’s long-term plans for the Delta. Such larger endeavors, however, will likely be
implemented over time under actions separate and apart from these alternatives. The primary parallel
habitat restoration program is called California EcoRestore (EcoRestore), which will be overseen by the
California Resources Agency and implemented under the California Water Action Plan. Under EcoRestore,
the state will pursue restoration of more than 30,000 acres of fish and wildlife habitat by 2020. These
habitat restoration actions will be implemented faster and more reliably by separating them from the water
conveyance facility implementation.
Proposition 1 funds and other state and public dollars will be directed exclusively for public benefits
unassociated with any regulatory compliance responsibilities.
Additional priority restoration projects will be identified through regional and locally-led planning processes
facilitated by the Delta Conservancy. Plans will be completed for the Cache Slough, West Delta, Cosumnes,
and South Delta. Planning for the Suisun Marsh region is already complete and a process for integrated
planning in the Yolo Bypass is underway. The Delta Conservancy will lead the implementation of identified
restoration projects, in collaboration with local governments and with a priority on using public lands in the
Delta.
Please see RDEIR/SDEIS Appendix A Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources, Impact AG-1 and Impact AG-2 and
their associated mitigation measures for complete analysis of how the proposed project will effect and
mediate important farmland in the Delta.
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375

3

The amount of water DWR can pump from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating
agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and not by the water contractors. Operations for the proposed
project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the FWS (2008) and NMFS (2009) BiOps and State
Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made pursuant
to the adaptive management process as described in the 2008 and 2009 BiOps (RDEIR/SDEIS Executive
Summary ES.2.2). In addition to permitting constraints on daily operations of the SWP and CVP, DWR must
maintain proper performance and bypass flows across fish screens when endangered and threatened fish
species are present within the north Delta facilities area. The intake fish screens drive the overall size of the
intake structure on the riverbank, and have been numbered and sized to permit water to flow through the
screens within a predetermined flow regime set by California Department of Fish and Wildlife and NMFS fish
screen criteria (BDCP Appendix 5B Section 3.B.3.3).

According to the BDCP EIR/EIS, the operation of the twin tunnels, coupled with the impacts
of climate change, will drain Trinity Reservoir by up to 19%, Shasta Reservoir by up to 20%,
Folsom Reservoir by up to 31%, and Oroville Reservoir by up to 32%. The result may be even
lower flows (particularly in the fall) in the Trinity, Sacramento, American, and Feather Rivers
than we are witnessing now during one of California's driest years on record. The
Sacramento River's flow downstream of the project's three new water intakes (located just
south of Sacramento) will be reduced all year long.

Operation of the new north Delta facilities will be guided by strict regulations that are set by the SWRCB.
Adaptive management and collaborative science will aid operators in managing the pumping schedule in the
presence of sensitive species. Appendix B of the RDEIR/SDEIS shows supplemental modeling results for the
new alternatives. In particular Section B.2.1 Alternative 4A the modeling demonstrates that under the
preferred alternative (4A) reservoir levels (e.g., Trinity Lake, Shasta Lake, Folsom Lake, and Lake Oroville)
would be similar to the No Action Alternative (ELT).
Considerable scientific uncertainty exists regarding the Delta ecosystem, including the effects of CVP and
SWP operations and the related operational criteria. To address this uncertainty, DWR, Reclamation, DFW,
USFWS, NMFS, and the public water agencies will establish a robust program of collaborative science,
monitoring, and adaptive management. It is assumed the Collaborative Science and Adaptive Management
Program (AMMP) developed for Alternative 4A would not, by itself, create nor contribute to any new
significant environmental effects; instead, the AMMP would influence the operation and management of
facilities and protected or restored habitat associated with Alternative 4A.
Collaborative science and adaptive management will support the proposed action by helping to address
scientific uncertainty where it exists, and as it relates to the benefits and impacts of the construction and
operations of the new water conveyance facility and existing CVP and SWP facilities.
The collaborative science effort is expected to inform operational decisions within the ranges established by
the biological opinion and 2081b permit for the proposed action. However, if new science suggests that
operational changes may be appropriate that fall outside of the operational ranges evaluated in the
biological opinion and authorized by the 2081b permit, the appropriate agencies will determine, within their
respective authorities, whether those changes should be implemented. An analysis of the biological effects
of any such changes will be conducted to determine if those effects fall within the range of effects analyzed
and authorized under the biological opinion and 2081b permit. If NMFS, USFWS, or DFW determine that
impacts to listed species are greater than those analyzed and authorized under the biological opinion and
2081b 41 Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix permit, consultation may need to be reinitiated
and/or the permittees may need to seek a 2081b permit amendment. Likewise, if an analysis shows that
impacts to water supply are greater than those analyzed in the EIR/EIS, it may be necessary to complete
additional environmental review to comply with CEQA or NEPA.
For more information regarding adaptive management please see Master Response 33.
375

4

The 45 mile-long twin Delta tunnels and their fresh water intakes, forebays, tunnel debris
disposal sites, and additional facilities will eat up at least 5,700 acres of Delta farmland and
wildlife habitat.

Since issuance of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS , the proposed project has been modified to address concerns of
impacts to sandhill cranes on Staten Island. The preferred alternative is now Alternative 4A (i.e., the
California WaterFix Project) and no longer includes an HCP. As a result, the proposed project has been
modified to minimize construction activities on Staten Island by removing: tunnel launch facilities, large
Some of the facilities and debris disposal sites will be located on Brannan Island State Park reusable tunnel material storage areas, a barge landing site, and high voltage power lines. Furthermore,
and on conservation land purchased with public funds to provide habitat for the threatened the avoidance and minimization measures that address sandhill cranes have been substantially modified
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sandhill crane. The diversion intakes, access roads, lights and other urban intrusions
(see RDEIR/SDEIS, Appendix A, Appendix 3B). For more information regarding sandhill crane impacts and
associated with these facilities, will be directly adjacent to the Stone Lakes National Wildlife mitigation, refer to Master Responses No. 33 and No. 21, respectively.
Refuge and Delta Meadows State Park.
376

1

What a colossal waste of time, energy & taxpayer's money. This boondoggle has zero
chance of ever being built. The worst part, besides the twin tunnels idea, is that if this
much effort had gone into levee repairs, conservation, desalination, cloud seeding and
water storage, we would not be in such dire straights during the current drought. The
twisted logic that concludes it is better to fallow fertile Delta acreage to create man-made
wildlife habitat, rather than fallowing acres of almond trees growing where nothing would
grow without imported, subsidized water, is just plain crazy. Rather than telling people to
flush less or shower with a friend, we should be helping them install gray-water systems for
watering their yards, and helping farmers grow sustainable food crops with best practices,
not just nuts for profitable export.

The Natural Resources Agency and DWR staff will continue seeking improvements and refinements to the
current proposal in order to enhance species benefits and to avoid, reduce or mitigate for negative impacts
to people, communities, sensitive species and habitats.
The California Water Action Plan recognizes that all Californians have a stake in the future of our state’s
water resources, and that a series of actions are needed to comprehensively address the water issues before
us. The five-year agenda spells out a suite of actions in California to improve the reliability and resiliency of
water resources and to restore habitat and species — all amid the uncertainty of drought and climate
change. For more information regarding future developments of the California Action Water Plan please
follow http://resources.ca.gov/docs/Final_Water_Action_Plan_Press_Release_1-27-14.pdf. Future
committees for the Proposed Project implementation may provide future opportunities for innovative input
as well.
The California Water Plan evaluates different combinations of regional and statewide resources
management strategies to reduce water demand, increase water supply, reduce flood risk, improve water
quality, and enhance environmental and resource stewardship. Follow the California Water Plan here:
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/.
Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1, EIR/EIS, describes
the range of conveyance alternatives considered in the development of the EIR/EIS. Appendix 1B, Water
Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage and Appendix 1C, Demand
Management Measures, EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other sources of water
supply including desalination. While these elements are not proposed as part of the proposed project, the
Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in managing California’s water resources.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the selection of alternatives analyzed, Master Response 7 regarding
desalination, Master Response 6 regarding demand management and Master Response 37 regarding water
storage.

376

2

The fact that the Brown administration has tried to circumvent the ballot process because
they know this project would go down in flames just like the Peripheral Canal, is an affront
to the taxpayers in this state. If the BDCP is such a great idea, let the voters decide. But I
think we all know what our answer would be: No, just no. Hell no.

Prior to construction of the proposed project, the EIR/EIS must be certified and adopted by the
implementing agencies, and permits must be obtained. However, a public vote it not required to move
forward. California Water Code section 12934, subdivision (d)(3), of the Burns-Porter Act and Water Code
section 11260 of the Central Valley Project Act authorize DWR to build water facilities in the Delta, as part of
the State Water Project, and give DWR broad discretion as to what those facilities may involve. Thus, DWR
has the authority to build the proposed project without a public vote.
Even so, the proposed project is the result of more than seven years’ collaboration and consultation with
numerous stakeholders, agencies, public water agencies and environmental organizations. The organizations
that have participated in the Steering Committee, public meetings or written letters to provide input on the
Plan include: American Rivers, Bay Institute, Defenders of Wildlife, The Endangered Species Coalition,
Environmental Defense Fund, The Golden Gate Salmon Association, National Audubon Society, Natural
Resources Defense Council, the Nature Conservancy, and Planning and Conservation League. The feedback
was used to guide the development and subsequent revisions of the Proposed Project and its associated
EIR/EIS to reflect concerns addressed from the various groups. All of the documents, studies, administrative
drafts, and meeting materials have been posted online since 2010 in an unprecedented commitment to
provide public access and government transparency.
Although the RDEIR/SDEIS, EIR/EIS and much of the proposed project has been drafted by scientists working
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for a private consulting firm (ICF) working for the Lead Agencies, the Agencies’ scientists have been
intimately involved, and their judgments are reflected throughout the EIR/EIS and the proposed project
itself. The State is most interested in putting forth the best project that meets the goals of ecosystem
improvement and water supply reliability. To the degree that the current Plan is endorsed by some
environmental organizations serves as confirmation that the proposed plan protects species, habitats and
the Delta ecosystem in a way that is compatible with their goals. The website includes correspondence from
agencies and NGOs received prior to the start of the formal comment period. Comments received during the
comment period are to be included in the Final EIR/EIS.
For more information on public outreach efforts, please see Master Response 40.
For information pertaining to funding of the current proposed project, please refer to Master Response 5.
378

1

I live in the Delta and care about its future.
The BDCP will grab water upstream and further contribute to the salinity problems in the
Delta.

378

2

Water contractors, not the general public or the environment, will benefit by more exports
of water away from the Delta. The tunnels are not a conservation measure.
Reduce exports, increase storage, improve conservation measures.

379

1

I am reviewing BDCP public draft and I have a couple of questions. They are:

The water quality assessment of the diversion of Sacramento River water under the project alternatives
addresses effects on salinity-related parameters in the Delta, including electrical conductivity (EC) and
chloride, and compliance with related agricultural, fish and wildlife, and municipal and industrial use
objectives in the Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan and degradation relative to these uses in Impact
WQ-11 in Chapter 8, Water Quality. Where significant impacts to beneficial uses would occur due to the
alternative, as opposed to other forces including climate change and sea level rise, mitigation to lessen those
impacts is provided. Further, the proposed project has been modified since publication of the Draft EIR/EIS
to Alternative 4A, which would have less than significant impacts on salinity-related parameters.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
The proposed project is just one element of the state’s long-range strategy to meet anticipated future water
needs of Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. The
proposed project is not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many
complex and long-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including
reliability of exported supplies, and the recovery and conservation of threatened and endangered species
that depend on the Delta.
For planning purposes, DWR divides the state into 10 hydrologic regions, corresponding to the major water
drainage basins. Please see Figure 6-1 in Chapter 6, Surface Water, EIR/EIS for an illustration.

Eight of the 10 hydrologic regions include SWP and CVP contractors that supply water for urban (M&I) uses,
and are therefore considered part of the environmental setting/affected environment area for the proposed
project. These include the following hydrologic regions: San Francisco Bay, Central Coast, South Coast,
Sacramento River, San Joaquin River, Tulare Lake, South Lahontan, and Colorado River. Table 30-4 lists SWP
How many municipalities south of the Delta are there in total, whether or not they use Delta and CVP contractors with at least 3,000 connections and/or that use at least 3,000 acre-feet per year for
Municipal & Industrial water?
M&I uses.
How many municipalities south of the Delta rely at least in part on Delta water? (Including
both state and federal water)

For additional information on SWP and CVP contractors, please see Appendix 30B, Water Contractor
Profiles, EIR/EIS.
381

1

I have fished, skied, and lived on the Delta for thirty four years and I have seen many
changes most of them negative. The twin tunnels is the worst yet. They very well could
spell the end of this beautiful California resource. I have many questions about the need
for these unbelievable destructive tunnels.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS documentation. The proposed project was developed to
meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such it is intended to be
environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta
and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the proposed project is
designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see
Master Response 45 for more information regarding the Purpose and Need of the proposed project.
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The water quality analyses presented in the EIR/EIS provide a thorough analysis of important water quality
constituents of concern at multiple locations throughout the Delta to present the potential water quality
effects that could result from implementing each of the project alternatives. The locations and constituents
of concern assessed by hydrodynamic modeling were chosen based on locations of existing water quality
monitoring stations, existing compliance points in the Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan for the
protection of beneficial uses throughout the Delta, and professional judgment.

Are you going to do a water analysis to determine the water quality in Discovery Bay?

Although it would not be practical to present water quality results at every location in the Delta, for water
quality constituents that were modeled, the analysis provides enough information at 11 different locations
within the Delta to characterize areas near the chosen locations. For example, potential water quality
changes in Discovery Bay can be approximated by evaluating the modeling results presented for Old River
near Rock Slough. The modeling was conducted to evaluate potential water quality changes with project
alternative implementation relative to existing conditions and the future No Action baseline conditions. For
water quality constituents that were not modeled, with few exceptions, specific locations in the Delta were
not discussed, but rather, the assessment addresses qualitatively the types of changes, if any, which are
expected for various regions of the Delta or the Delta as a whole, including terminal/dead-end sloughs and
areas such as Discovery Bay. This approach is valid for constituents whose levels or concentrations are not
expected to change as a result of the project at any location throughout the Delta by a large enough
magnitude that effects on beneficial uses would be expected (e.g., pathogens, dissolved oxygen, trace
metals).
Water circulation and exchange in Discovery Bay, as with other terminal/dead-end sloughs in the Delta, is
expected to be dominated by tidal effects and local withdrawals and agricultural returns. Tidal effects on
Discovery Bay are not expected to be substantially altered by restoration proposed under the new proposed
project alternative, as effects are expected to be limited and localized to the restoration areas. The project
alternatives will not have direct effects on agricultural or other water withdrawals or returns local to
Discovery Bay. Reductions in pumping from the existing South Delta pumping plants will affect flows in Old
River, but the effects of these changes on Discovery Bay exchange and circulation is expected to be small
relative to other factors (i.e., tidal effects and local withdrawals and agricultural returns). The largest effect
on water quality of Discovery Bay is expected to be the change in its source water, which is Old River, as a
result of the replacement of Sacramento River water with San Joaquin River water. This change is reflected
in water quality modeling results presented for Old River at Rock Slough.
For constituents for which significant adverse effects were predicted, mitigation is presented in Chapter 8,
Water Quality, and other commitments to reduce potential economic effects are included in Appendix 3B.
Mitigation measures were developed considering the uncertainties regarding climate change and sea level
rise, the lack of specific locations of restoration areas, and uncertainties in the modeling. Specific mitigation
measures for Discovery Bay were not determined to be necessary, based on the water quality analyses
conducted and determinations of adverse effects. However, mitigation measures that are implemented to
reduce significant water quality impacts will also be implemented, as appropriate, for impacts to Discovery
Bay that are a result of project implementation.
Monitoring is conducted in many locations throughout the Delta, and will continue to be conducted
following implementation of the project, to support and inform adaptive management and mitigation
activities for those constituents for which adverse effects were predicted. Monitoring locations already
present in Old River near Discovery Bay are sufficient to support and inform these activities with regards to
salinity (including both chloride and electrical conductivity) and organic carbon. Monitoring of mercury
and selenium will be further defined in site specific monitoring and management plans associated with the
restoration areas.
381
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Why have there been no public meetings on these tunnels and their effects on the

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

Please refer to Master Response 40 regarding outreach conducted for California WaterFix (and previously

Comment Letter: 300–399
64

2016
ICF 00139.14

DEIRS
Ltr#

Cmt# Comment

Response

environment in the lower delta?

the BDCP).

381
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What are the disruptions to boating especially in Discovery Bay and the Bay Area in general? Impacts related to reduction of recreational navigation opportunities are presented in Impact REC-3 of
Chapter 15, Recreation, under each alternative including the preferred alternative, 4A.

381

5

Why are other alternatives not being explored that will have less effect on the fish and
wildlife population?

15 alternatives and 3 new subalternatives were analyzed in the EIR/S and the RDEIR/RSEIS respectively. Four
major alignments have been included in the EIR/S: Through-Delta, East of the Sacramento River, West of the
Sacramento River, and a Tunnel under the Delta. Many additional proposals by public and private individuals
and organizations have also been evaluated and described in Chapter 3 of the BDCP EIR/S and Appendix 3A,
Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1.
Regarding development of alternatives for the EIR/EIS, a description of the process the Lead Agencies
followed to develop and screen alternatives is provided in Master Response 4.
Discussion of the main environmental attributes affecting individual covered species are provided in
Appendix 2.A of the 2013 public draft BDCP. Effects of the proposed water conveyance and associated
restoration activities on general resource areas are discussed in Ch. 4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
Resource areas
are addressed separately under sections for each of the new project Alternatives, including surface water,
groundwater, water quality, fish and aquatic resources, terrestrial biological resources, agricultural
resources, air quality and greenhouse gases, public health, and others. Where impacts are determined to
be significant, environmental commitments will be implemented to avoid and/or offset these effects, where
possible.
The Cumulative Impact Analyses that was written for the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS has been revised to
include the impacts associated with the new proposed project alternatives and also updates past analyses.
Environmental Commitments are to minimize effects to the Delta and its inhabitants and mitigate for loss of
habitat to the ecosystem and its species. For more information please see Section 5 Revisions to
Cumulative Impact Analyses, Appendix A Chapter 11 Fish and Aquatic Resources, Appendix A Chapter 12
Terrestrial Biological Resources, and Appendix 3B Environmental Commitments, AMMs, and CMs of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.

381
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How do you plan to take vast amounts of water from the Delta with few places for storage? The analysis indicates that annual water diversions from the Delta would be within 10 percent of the
It seems to me that in hot summer months more water will be needed so the flow will not
historic, 20-year average. San Luis Reservoir would provide substantial storage capacity (see Section C.5 of
slow down but continue even when there is no excess water.
Appendix 5A, Section C, Modeling Results, EIR/EIS). Appendix 1B, Water Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the
potential for additional water storage. Please see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused
on creating additional storage, either in the Delta or elsewhere, was not included in the EIR/EIS. Please also
see Master Response 4 for discussion of the scope of the proposed project and alternatives (such as water
Why are you not looking into storage? It seems to me with the coast of the tunnels you
storage) that were not carried forward for analysis in this document due to the fact that they required
could build storage facilities for use in both wet and dry years.
actions beyond the scope of the proposed project.
Dredging of existing reservoirs is outside the scope of the proposed project. Please see Appendix 1B, Water
Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage projects. Please also see Master
Response 37 for additional information on water storage projects and also a discussion of the potential to
dredge existing reservoirs.

381

7

We need a website where questions can be asked and answers given.
public participation.

The law requires

For information pertaining to how the BDCP/California WaterFix has been developed in an open and
transparent manner and the public outreach conducted, please refer to Master Responses 40 and 41.
For information pertaining to how comments have been considered and addressed, please refer to Master
Response 42.
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381
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In this drought year, I hope the state will listen to the voice of the people and not the large
water districts and the huge agriculture businesses.

The Proposed Project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances in which hydrological conditions result in availability of sufficient water and ecological
objectives are fully satisfied. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects
under the Proposed Project would be roughly 10 percent more or equal to the average annual amount of
water that would be diverted under the No Action Alternative (i.e. 2025 conditions without the Proposed
Project). It is projected that Delta exports from the federal and state water projects would either remain
similar or increase in wetter years and decrease in drier years under Alternative 4A as compared to exports
under No Action Alternative (ELT) depending on the capability to divert water at the north Delta intakes
during winter and spring months. The estimated changes in deliveries for 4A are provided in the
RDEIR/SDEIS 4.3.1 and Appendix A Chapter 5 Water Supply. Although exports under the Proposed Project
would be similar to the amount water exported in recent history, it would make the deliveries more
predictable and reliable, while reducing other stressors on the ecological functions of the Delta.

381

9

Please save the Delta for us and future generations.

The statements made by the commenter address the merits of the project and do not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS documentation.

383
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The Plan Area covers the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, as defined by California Water
Code Section 12220 (statutory Delta), as well as certain areas in which conservation
measures will be implemented such as Suisun Marsh and the Yolo Bypass. This includes
more than 4,000 acres of lands within Alameda County. Based on maps of the project area
and based on the descriptions in the documents staff deduces that the Plan includes
possible disturbances to significant sections of the northeast corner of Alameda County,
which is primarily characterized by agricultural land uses, open space, some minimal
instances of residential land and commercially developed lands (nonconforming with the
Alameda County General Plan and Zoning Ordinance) and the Clifton Court Forebay, which
extends into Contra Costa County.

Alternative 4A, also known as California WaterFix, has been developed in response to public and agency
input and is the new CEQA Preferred Alternative. Alternative 4A is also the NEPA Preferred Alternative, a
designation that was not attached to any of the alternatives presented in the 2013 Public Draft EIR/EIS.
Alternative 4 remains a potentially viable alternative and is being carried forward in this RDEIR/SDEIS
because it represents the original habitat conservation plan/natural community conservation plan
(HCP/NCCP) alternative approach, and because it provides an important reference point from which the
Alternative 4A, 2D, and 5A descriptions and analyses were developed. If the Lead Agencies ultimately choose
the alternative implementation strategy and select an alternative presented in the RDEIR/SDEIS after
completing the CEQA and NEPA processes, elements of the conservation plan contained in the alternatives
in the 2013 Public Draft EIR/EIS may be utilized by other programs for implementation of the long term
conservation efforts.

The Project includes, and the EIR/EIS analyzes, a large number of alternatives, all of which
would affect some lands within the jurisdiction of Alameda County. In some cases these
areas affected would be less than 20 acres for construction staging, transmission line
construction and /or canal construction, and apparently some of these lands could be
reclaimed for their original uses afterward, mostly that of farmland. Most of the
alternatives, however, would involve permanent use of more than 215 acres of lands within
Alameda County, a majority of which would most likely be high-quality farmlands, for spoils
placement during and following construction of the Clifton Court Forebay expansion, and to
a lesser extent for transmission line construction. The alternatives can be generally divide
into two distinct categories:
Alternatives using 20 acres or less of Alameda County lands:
Alternative 1C, 2C, 4, 6C, and 9
Alternatives using 216 acres or more of Alameda Country lands:

Temporary features, such as construction staging areas and temporary transmission lines, would not require
a permanent land use change. The 15 acres temporarily impacted by the water conveyance facilities under
Alternative 4 (which represents the 2013 BDCP as proposed) would occur on lands designated for public use
(see Table 13-11 in Chapter 13, Land Use, RDEIR/SDEIS). Specifically, this refers to a temporary transmission
line that would be constructed parallel to the approach channel to the existing Jones Pumping Plant.
Regarding permanent effects, while areas for placement of spoils are considered permanent surface impacts
for the purposes of the EIR/EIS, it is anticipated that this material could be reused, as appropriate, as bulking
material for levee maintenance, as fill material for habitat restoration projects, or other beneficial means of
reuse, as described in Appendix 3B, Section 3B.2.18, Disposal and Reuse of Spoils, Reusable Tunnel Material
(RTM), and Dredged Material.
If removal and reuse is not feasible, then this effect would be permanent and would be subject to
agricultural mitigation, as described in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources, RDEIR/SDEIS, as well as Master
Response 18.

Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B, 3, 5, 6A, 7 and 8

In addition to the effect of construction and operation of Conservation Measure 1 (water conveyance
facilities), it is possible that habitat protection or restoration actions implemented under one of the other
County staffs impression is that the construction spoils would remain in the Alameda County conservation measures could also affect use or management of lands in the northeast section of Alameda
jurisdictional area for all of the latter group of alternatives, and that this could preclude County, as described under Impact LU-4 in Chapter 13, Land Use, RDEIR/SDEIS. However, because the
use of the land for farming.
locations for implementation of these measures are not yet known, specific effects cannot be reported and
would be addressed in site-specific environmental documents for associated activities.
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These lands proposed BDCP projects within Alameda County are currently under the
jurisdiction of the County; Planning Staff believes that Alameda County is an affected agency
this project pursuant to CEQA. The project lands are subject to the policies of the County's
General in this case the East County Area Plan (ECAP), many policies of which are
included in the EIS I EIR document (ECAP, which may be seen at the following web link:

The Lead Agencies recognize that the project may require some lands in Alameda County and
incompatibilities with one or more County policies or goals may occur, depending on which alternative is
selected and depending on the locations selected for habitat restoration activities. A discussion of
compatibility with County policies is provided under Impact LU-1 and Impact LU-4 under each of the
alternatives in Chapter 13, Land Use, RDEIR/SDEIS. Depending on the alternative selected, one or more of
the following Alameda County land use designations may be affected by temporary or permanent features
http://www.co.alameda.ca.us/cda/planning/generalplans/documents/EastCountyAreaPlanc associated with construction and/or operation of Conservation Measure 1 (water conveyance facilities):
ombined.pdf)
agriculture, commercial, public, and residential. Additionally, predominant Alameda County designations in
Conservation Zone 8 (where BDCP habitat restoration, enhancement, and/or protection may occur) are
The ECAP land use designates the region being considered for expansion as "Large Parcel
Large Parcel Agriculture and Major Public.
Agriculture" (LPA) with corresponding permitted land uses and policies that reflect
appropriate management of these lands for open space and agriculture. Under the ECAP,
Under Alternative 4, no permanent project water conveyance features are proposed on land within Alameda
the LPA designation is described as follows:
County, as indicated in Table 13-11. The only temporary project features associated with the construction of
the water conveyance facility in Alameda County are transmission lines (which are estimated to require
"...this designation permits agricultural uses, agricultural processing facilities (for example
approximately 15 acres of land under the Public land use designation in Alameda County). Temporary
wineries, olive presses), limited agricultural support service uses (for example animal feed
features would likely be in place for the first nine or more years of project implementation (i.e., during the
facilities, silos, stables, and feed stores), secondary residential units, visitor-serving
near-term implementation or the nine-year project construction period). The Public designation includes
commercial facilities (by way of illustration, tasting rooms, fruit stands, bed and breakfast
properties owned by public governmental agencies such as libraries, fire stations, and schools. This
inns), recreational uses, public and quasi-public uses, solid waste landfills and related waste designation is also applied to public transportation corridors, as well as privately owned transportation and
management facilities, quarries, windfarms and related facilities, utility corridors, and
utility corridors. The Public designation applies to properties owned by public agencies and privately owned
similar uses compatible with agriculture."
transportation and utility corridors. Because this designation exists for large-scale infrastructure and utilities,
these project features would be compatible with this designation.
We consider the construction and operation of water and biological management features
by a public agency to be a "public use" and so the basic land use proposed for this project is As suggested by the comment, DWR has proposed a project that would permanently disturb fewer than 20
general consistent with the County General Plan. However, the EIS/EIR document should
acres of land in Alameda County due to the construction of water conveyance facility activities. Additionally,
make a substantive effort to describe this consistency, and why these new and additional
the 2013 BDCP and RDEIR/SDEIS contain extensive provisions for the restoration, enhancement, and
features of the BDCP are necessary and more important than any uses that may be
protection of biological habitat, including the protection of approximately 50,000 acres of agricultural lands.
displaced, such as existing high-quality farmland or biological habitat.
See Master Response 5 for further detail. Additionally, in recognition of the potential for regional effects on
Generally, from its own perspective, Alameda County encourages the Lead Agency to select
the alternative that disturbs the fewest acres within the County while still meeting project
objections - if possible, from the alternative group in which 20 acres or fewer would be
disturbed. From the larger regional perspective, Alameda County encourages the project
select the alternative that preserves us much high-quality farmland and biological habitat as
possible.
The documentation should include a description of possible after-project uses of the lands
designated for receipt of spoils; the potential for use of these lands as either farmland or
biological habitat should be examined.

383
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farmland, the RDEIR/SDEIS contains a robust set of mitigation measures designed to avoid and reduce
effects on high-quality farmland to the greatest extent feasible. See Master Response 18 for further detail on
this mitigation approach.
Under other alternatives, where incompatibilities with county designations or policies are identified, it may
indicate that a proposed physical activity might harm the environmental resource intended to be protected
by the plans, policies, or regulations at issue. Potential adverse effects on such resources (e.g., biological or
cultural resources) are addressed in separate chapters of the Draft EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS, where the
extent and significance of such effects are addressed.
Nevertheless, as described in Chapter 13, the Lead Agencies need not demonstrate consistency with local
general plans. Generally, state and federal agencies as well as some local or regional agencies involved with
the location or construction of facilities for the production, generation, storage, treatment, or transmission
of water, are not subject to local land use regulations. Therefore, although the BDCP and Alternative 4A
strive for consistency with local general plans and other local land use regulations to the extent feasible
given the project’s objectives and purpose and need, they need not, as a legal matter, be consistent with
local enactments. And any inconsistencies with local plans, by themselves, do not amount to significant
environmental effects under CEQA or adverse environmental effects under NEPA. See Master Response 11
for additional information.

The Alameda East County Area Plan sets forth a number of Goals and supporting policies
The Eastern Alameda County Conservation Strategy (EACCS) was used in the preparation of the 2013 Public
and programs to foster appropriate land use and management of the open spaces of the
Draft EIR/EIS Chapter 12 impact analysis on terrestrial resources. All species identified in the EACCS that
East County. Among others, the following Goals may be found in the ECAP on various pages, might be affected by the proposed project were considered in the chapter. This includes both grassland and
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followed by policies and programs for implementation:

vernal pool complex species that could be affected in Alameda County by Alternatives 1B, 2B and 6B.

Biological Resources:
Goal: To preserve a variety of plant communities and wildlife habitat.
The area being considered for staging and/or spoils in Alameda County, while being largely
cultivated in agriculture for many decades, does have some biological and wildlife habitat
value, including for special status species such as San Joaquin kit foxes, burrowing owls,
golden eagles and a number of other mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians and plants. Our
County General Plan contains a number of policies designed to minimize the harm to
wildlife and maximize preservation of its habitat.
Within the last few years, Alameda County has participated with California Fish and Wildlife
Department, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and several local incorporated
communities in the development of the Eastern Alameda County Conservation Strategy
(EACCS), a general blueprint for wildlife and native plant preservation in the face of
potential encroaching human activity in Eastern Alameda County. The EACCS identifies a
major handful of species that are considered special status species for the region, identifies
areas of critical habitat in Alameda County for those species, and presumes that any human
activity or development that encroaches upon those habitat areas would need to mitigate
its impacts as defined by either the EACCS or a corresponding CEQA document. The EACCS
identifies when and where mitigation for loss of habitat should be considered, and sets
minimum standards for mitigation including the location and extent of appropriate
mitigation lands.
It is important to understand that, contrary to the information proved in the Biological
Resources section, not all of the participating agencies have formally accepted the EACCS,
including the County, and we consider it to be only advisory at this point in time. However,
the USFWS and the CDFW have both begun to consider the plan as the guidebook of choice
for habitat conservation in Eastern Alameda County, and County Planning Staff have begun
to use the EACCS as the first cut at determining how a prospective developer should have
his or her impacts analyzed. The EACCS may be found here:
Http://www.eastalco-conservation.org/documents.html
We recommend that the EIS/EIR make an effort to describe impacts to, and mitigation
measures for, all biological impacts that may occur as a result of the Project regardless of
which alternative is chosen, and to use the EACCS as a major source of information and
guidance. The BDCP EIS/EIR appears to use this method already. We encourage the project
to adopt the alternative that disturbs the fewest acres of biological habitat while still
meeting project objectives.
383
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The Alameda East County Area Plan sets forth a number of goals and supporting policies and The Lead Agencies recognize the potential for effects on agricultural lands in Alameda County. These
programs to foster appropriate land use and management of the open spaces of the East
potential effects are disclosed in Chapter 13, Land Use, and Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources, RDEIR/SDEIS.
County. Among others, the following Goals may be found in the ECAP on various pages,
Under the various alternatives, effects of water conveyance facility construction on important farmland
followed by policies and programs for implementation:
(which includes the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program classifications of prime farmland, farmland
Land Use:
of statewide importance, unique farmland, and farmland of local importance) in Alameda County would vary
from 0 to 44 acres. Under Alternative 4A, the CEQA proposed project, less than one acre of unique farmland
The ECAP sets forth a number of goals and supporting policies and programs to foster
would be affected by a temporary transmission line. This line would be removed following project
appropriate land use and management of the open spaces of the East County. The Plan
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documentation includes citations to many of these policies already. Among others, the
following Goals may be found in the ECAP on various pages, followed by policies and
program for implementation:
General Open Space

construction.
Similarly, all alternatives (except for Alternatives 4A and 9) would affect approximately 32 acres of Alameda
County lands under Williamson Act contracts due to placement of spoils, which, for the purposes of impact
analysis, were assumed to be permanent effects. Alternatives 4A and 9 would not affect any Alameda
County lands under Williamson Act contract.

Goal: To protect regionally significant open space and agricultural land form development.
Agriculture
Goal: To maximize long-term productivity of East County’s agricultural resources.

While placement of spoils is considered a permanent impact, the RDEIR/SDEIS contains an environmental
commitment to identify beneficial uses for such material (see Appendix 3B, Section 3B. 2.18, Disposal and
Reuse of Spoils, Reusable Tunnel Material (RTM), and Dredged Material).

Where loss of important farmland or the need to terminate a Williamson Act contract has been identified in
the RDEIR/SDEIS, mitigation has been proposed. First, under Mitigation Measure AG-1a, the Lead Agencies
would avoid prime farmland where feasible, mitigate impacts on site, and consult with landowners and
agricultural operators. Under Mitigation Measure AG-1b, the Lead Agencies would comply with
requirements in the California Government Code relating to avoiding effects on agricultural reserves and
relating to cancellation of Williamson Act contracts. Where project proponents have determined that
compliance with Mitigation Measures AG-1a and AG-1b is not sufficient to mitigate to a less than significant
or adverse level the impacts from the conversion of Important Farmland or of land subject to Williamson Act
contracts or in Farmland Security Zones, they shall undertake additional feasible mitigation as described
under Mitigation Measure AG-1c. Under this measure, the BDCP proponents would consult with a variety of
These parcels in Alameda County should be specifically identified and, if an environmental
stakeholders, including the affected county and the owner(s) and/or operator(s) of affected property.
impact such as loss of agricultural productivity, loss of prime agricultural land or necessity to
Following this consultation, the BDCP proponents would determine whether or not, under the circumstances
terminate a Williamson Act Contract is identified in the EIS/EIR, methods to mitigate these
surrounding the conversion of particular agricultural lands, the best overall approach to the additional
impacts should be identified and required. County Planning Staff suggests that, wherever
required mitigation is the conventional use of agricultural land conservation property interests (such as
possible, lands of the highest current agricultural quality (Prime Farmlands or Unique
agricultural conservation easements) or whether to pursue implementation of an agricultural land
Farmlands) should be avoided and worked around, and reclamation of the affected parcels
stewardship approach, which would seek opportunities to protect and enhance agriculture in the Delta as
to productive land should be accomplished. Where this is not feasible, mitigation should be
part of the project landscape and focus on maintaining economic activity on agricultural lands or the
accomplished by establishment of agricultural conservation easements on other
acquisition of agricultural conservation easements. See Master Response 18 for further information on the
comparable lands, preferable with the County.
agricultural mitigation strategy.
The County notes that for these two categories, the project as proposed, with numerous
possible alternative as suggested in the text and on the maps, would probably affect lands
that are currently in agricultural production, some lands that are considered Prime
Agricultural Lands under State and Local designations, and some lands that may be
constrained by Williamson Act Agricultural Land Conservation Contracts for preservation of
agriculture on the contracted parcels. In some cases the acreage of these lands could be
minimal and used just for construction staffing or canal construction, and in other cases
could be used for permanent spoils deposits and number well over than 200 acres.

Quality Agricultural Lands constrained by Williamson Act Contracts should be avoided
wherever possible, and if disturbance and construction must be performed on any of these
parcels, the appropriate findings for compatibility under the Act should be drafted and
provided to the County Board of Supervisors for these parcels, or the proper process for
cancellation of the Contracts should be implemented.

In addition to these mitigation measures explicitly proposed in Chapter 14, Mitigation Measure SOILS-2b in
Chapter 10, Soils, requires the development of plans to salvage, stockpile, and reapply topsoil from
construction work areas. Mitigation Measure AES-1c in Chapter 17, Aesthetics and Visual Resources,
requires development of management plans to identify site-specific measures to remediate exposed soil and
terrain and make it suitable for planned development, agriculture, or reuse as natural habitat.
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Alameda County Planning Department Staff believes that the proposed Project, with or
See response to Comment 383-2.
without mitigation, has the potential to be inconsistent with a number of policies and
programs under the stated East County Area Plan Goals, along with the basic requirements
of the Eastern Alameda County Conservation Strategy, and that the proposed Project must
be reviewed for consistency with these Goals and pertinent underlying policies. County Staff
believes it is the responsibility of the Lead Agency to address these issues and to ensure that
maximum consistency with general planning documents, as well as minimization of
environmental impacts, is achieved by this proposal. It appears to staff that the
documentation for the Plan already follows this line of reasoning, and we encourage the
Lead Agency to continue to follow this thorough and generally acceptable course of action
in determining impacts and mitigation measures for the BDCP.

384

1

This is our second early comment letter on the public draft Bay Delta Conservation Plan
(BDCP) and public draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
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(EIR/EIS) issued in December 2013. This letter follows up our letter of January 14, 2014 and for BDCP which is a separate and distinct process from the NEPA/CEQA analysis provided by the public draft
focuses on the adverse modification of critical habitats for five threatened and endangered EIR/EIS and its supporting documents.
fish species that would be caused by the proposed BDCP water tunnels. Extinction is
forever. The fish face an extinction crisis. The BDCP water tunnels would adversely modify
designated critical habits and thus promote species extinction and preclude species
recovery. The BDCP water tunnels project is not a permissible project under the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) because it would adversely modify designated critical habitat for at least
five endangered and threatened fish species.
384
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The Advisory Committee concludes among other things that: "The BDCP does not meet the
requirements of Fish and Game Code 2820 for an NCCP and cannot legally be approved
because it will contribute to the further decline of Sacramento River Winter Run and Spring
Run Chinook salmon." (Letter p. 1). The Advisory Committee also concludes that: "In
summary, the Bay-Delta Conservation Plan does not meet the requirements of the California
Endangered Species Act or the Natural Communities Conservation Plan Act to recover
Sacramento River winter-run and spring-run Chinook salmon." (Letter p. 4).
For the same reasons, the BDCP water tunnels plan likewise does not meet the
requirements of the ESA and cannot legally be approved because it will contribute to the
further decline of Sacramento River Winter Run and Spring Run Chinook salmon.

The commenter quotes statements made by the advisory committee. Please refer to the table provided in
the EIR/EIS to locate and review responses to comment letters submitted by other entities on the 2013 Draft
EIR/EIS or the 2013 RDEIR/SDEIS.
The Proposed Project would enable DWR to construct and operate new conveyance facilities that improve
conditions for endangered and threatened aquatic species in the Delta while at the same time improving
water supply reliability, consistent with California law (see, e.g., Cal.Wat. Code, § 85001[c]). Implementing
the conveyance facilities would help resolve many of the concerns with the current south Delta conveyance
system, and would help reduce threats to endangered and threatened species in the Delta, including
entrainment south Delta export facilities. For instance, implementing a dual conveyance system would
align water operations, and their location, to better reflect natural seasonal flow patterns by creating new
water diversions in the north Delta equipped with State-of-the-art fish screens, thus reducing reliance on
south Delta exports during times of the year when listed aquatic species are present and most vulnerable.
For more information on mitigation measures to minimize contraction and operational-related impacts to
fish species, including Winter and Spring run Chinook Salmon, please see Chapter 11, EIR/EIS.
Section 7 requires that federal agencies, in consultation with the federal fish and wildlife agencies, ensure
that their actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of species or result in modification or
destruction of critical habitat.
Where the alternative does not include preparation of an HCP, ESA compliance for construction and
operation of water intakes in the north Delta and associated conveyance facilities would be achieved solely
through Section 7. For these alternatives, USFWS and NMFS would not issue a permit and would not act as a
lead agency for NEPA compliance. Where Section 7 is the ESA compliance strategy, USFWS and NMFS will
assume roles as cooperating agencies for purposes of the NEPA review.
Reclamation would be the lead federal action agency for Section 7 compliance where a non-HCP alternative
is selected. Reclamation’s Section 7 compliance would be expected to also address the Section 7 compliance
needs for the USACE permit actions. In cooperation with DWR, Reclamation would prepare a biological
assessment (BA) for submission to USFWS and NMFS requesting formal consultation under ESA Section 7.
A biological opinion is not required prior to the release of the Draft BDCP/CWF EIR/EIS. For the Proposed
Action, the USFWS and NMFS will conduct an internal ESA section 7 consultation prior to issuance of an
Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit for the Proposed Action. These federal agencies will coordinate the ESA
consultation process and other environmental review processes, such as the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), consistent with federal regulations. In addition, the USFWS and NMFS will consult with the
United States Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) to complete biological opinions or a joint biological
opinion prior to federal action to carry out the proposed project.
For more information please see 1.1.5.2 of Section 1 Introduction of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
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Water tunnels would divert enormous quantities of water from the Sacramento River near
Clarksburg, California. As a result of this massive diversion, enormous quantities of water
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Please note that the preferred alternative is now Alternative 4A and no longer includes an HCP. Alternative
4A, also known as California WaterFix, has been developed in response to public and agency input and is the

Comment Letter: 300–399
70

2016
ICF 00139.14

DEIRS
Ltr#

Cmt# Comment

Response

that presently flow through the Sacramento River and sloughs to and through the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta would not reach the Delta, and flows would be reduced in
the Sacramento River and sloughs. Also, there would be adverse cumulative effects ranging
from rising sea levels and reduced snowpack and runoff due to climate change to changes in
upstream reservoir operations and current preservation of flows for fishery purposes all the
way upstream to the Shasta, Trinity, Oroville, and Folsom reservoirs. The water tunnels are
identified as Alternative 4, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR)’ Preferred
Alternative. (BDCP Draft EIR/EIS, 3-3).

new CEQA Preferred Alternative. Alternative 4A is also the NEPA Preferred Alternative, a designation that
was not attached to any of the alternatives presented in the 2013 Public Draft BDCP Draft EIR/EIS.
Alternative 4 (AKA BDCP) remains a potentially viable alternative and is being carried forward in this
RDEIR/SDEIS because it represents the original habitat conservation plan/natural community conservation
plan (HCP/NCCP) alternative approach, and because it provides an important reference point from which the
Alternative 4A, 2D, and 5A descriptions and analyses were developed. If the Lead Agencies ultimately choose
the alternative implementation strategy and select an alternative presented in the RDEIR/SDEIS after
completing the CEQA and NEPA processes, elements of the conservation plan contained in the alternatives
in the 2013 BDCP Draft EIR/EIS may be utilized by other programs for implementation of the long term
The Sacramento River winter run Chinook salmon is listed as an endangered species under conservation efforts. As described in the Final EIR/EIS Chapter 4, section 4.1.2.2, the preferred alternative
the ESA. The Central Valley spring run Chinook salmon, Central Valley steelhead, Southern
proposes bypass flows that would limit the proportion of water to be diverted by the proposed north Delta
Distinct Population Segment of North American Green sturgeon, and delta smelt, are listed intakes to minimize adverse effects to listed fish species. In addition, section 4.1.2.4 of the document
as threatened species under the ESA. The reaches of the Sacramento River, sloughs, and the describes the collaborative science and adaptive management program, which would develop and use new
Delta that would lose significant quantities of freshwater and freshwater flows through
information to inform and improve the operation of the water conveyance facilities under the ESA Section 7
operation of the proposed BDCP water tunnels are designated critical habitats for each of
biological opinion and CESA 2081b permit .
these five listed endangered and threatened fish species. Yet in complete disregard of these
undisputed facts, no Biological Assessment has been prepared and issued by the federal
As indicated by the commenter, there would be effects of predicted future climate change on upstream
Bureau of Reclamation with respect to the BDCP water tunnels project. Also, no final or
reservoir operations in Central Valley rivers. However, these effects were integrated into the baseline for
even draft Biological Opinion has been prepared by the National Marine Fisheries Service
the effects analyses of the alternatives and are not considered cumulative effects.
(NMFS) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) with respect to the impacts of the
As previously noted, the preferred alternative would be subject to ESA Section 7 consultation resulting in a
operation of the BDCP water tunnels on the five listed species of fish or their critical
biological opinion, and a CESA 2081b incidental take permit.
habitats.
The failure to prepare Biological Assessments and Biological Opinions prior to issuing the
BDCP draft Plan and EIR/EIS for what in the absence of those documents deliberately causes
uninformed public review is astonishing. The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals has repeatedly
held that: "Any possible effect, whether beneficial, benign, adverse or of an undetermined
character, triggers the formal consultation requirement." Western Watersheds Project v.
Kraayenbrink, 620 F.3d 1187, 1210 (9th Cir. 2010). Accord, Karuk Tribe of California v. U.S.
Forest Service, 681 F.3d 1006, 1027 (9th Cir. 2012)(en banc), cert. denied, 133 S.Ct. 1579
(2013); Cal. Ex rel. Lockyer v. U.S. Dep’t of Agric., 575 F.3d 999, 1018 (9th Cir. 2009). We
doubt that even the ardent advocates for the water tunnels who prepared the 40,000 pages
of BDCP advocacy documents would contend that taking large quantities of water away
from the River, sloughs, and Delta does not have "any possible effect, whether beneficial,
benign, adverse or of an undetermined character."

The combined environmental compliance processes for the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) require that a Biological Assessment (BA) be completed and a Biological
Opinion be issued prior to completing the NEPA Record of Decision. A completed BA is not required prior to
issuing a Draft Environmental Impact Statement under NEPA.
Under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), federal agencies whose actions may impact listed
species are required to consult with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), as appropriate, prior to taking any such action to ensure the action is not
likely to jeopardize species listed under the ESA or result in destruction or adverse modification of critical
habitat. At the end of consultation, USFWS and/or NMFS will complete a biological opinion, setting forth an
opinion detailing how the agency action affects the species or its critical habitat.

The ESA Regulations (50 C.F.R. [Section] 402.14(a)) require that "Each Federal agency shall
review its actions at the earliest possible time to determine whether any action may affect
listed species or critical habitat. If such a determination is made, formal consultation is
required. . . ." Karuk Tribe of California v. U.S. Forest Service, 681 F.3d 1006, 1020. The
Biological Assessments and Biological Opinions are the written documents that federal
agencies must prepare during the ESA consultation process. The NEPA Regulations require
that "To the fullest extent possible, agencies shall prepare draft environmental impact
statements concurrently with and integrated with environmental impact analyses and
related surveys and studies required by the. . . Endangered Species Act. . . ." 40 C.F.R.
[Section] 1502.25(a).
The Biological Opinion is to determine "whether the action, taken together with cumulative
effects, is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or result in the
destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat." 50 C.F.R [Section] 402.14(g)(4).
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Consequently, against this threat of extinction, conducting the draft EIR/EIS public review
and comment stage without Biological Opinions or even Biological Assessments and draft
Biological Opinions, leaves the public in the dark and violates both the ESA and NEPA.
Conducting the NEPA environmental draft process prior to and in a vacuum from the ESA
consultation process violates the ESA command to carry out the ESA process at the earliest
possible time and violates the NEPA command to conduct the NEPA and ESA processes
concurrently and in an integrated manner.
384

4

In the absence of answers to basic questions including ESA questions about jeopardy of
listed fish species and adverse modifications of designated critical habitats, the draft BDCP
EIR/EIS is not sufficient for informed review by the public and the decision-makers. It will be
necessary at minimum under the ESA, NEPA and CEQA for the federal and state agencies to
prepare, issue, and circulate for public review a new draft EIR/EIS concurrently with and
integrated with Biological Assessments and Biological Opinions. 40 C.F.R. [Sections]
1502.9(a); 1502.25(a) (NEPA); 14 Code Cal. Regs. [Sections] 15065(a)(1); 15088.5(a)(CEQA).
Then, and only then, would the public and the decision-makers have the opportunity to
engage in meaningful analysis of a preferred project alternative and informed comparison
with other alternatives.

The Proposed Project has been developed with the goals of minimizing and avoiding incidental take of listed
species to the maximum extent practicable. Chapter 11, Fish and Aquatic Resources, and Chapter 12,
Terrestrial Biological Resources, EIR/EIS, describe effects of the Proposed Project and several alternatives on
fish and wildlife species in the Plan Area.
Section 7 requires that federal agencies, in consultation with the federal fish and wildlife agencies, ensure
that their actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of species or result in modification or
destruction of critical habitat.
For additional information regarding the Biological Opinion, please see the response to comment 384-2 of
this letter.

384
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Essay dated 2/26/14 by Vivian Helliwell from the California Advisory Committee written to
Charlton Bonham, Director of California Department of Fish and Wildlife about the salmon
and steelhead trout.

The comment describes an attachment to the comment letter. The attachment does not raise any additional
issues related to the environmental analysis in the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS that are not
already addressed in the Final EIR/EIS.

385

1

It is outrageous that you have decided not to post all comments online as they come in so
everyone can see what others are commenting. This can only be aimed at thwarting
informed public participation because no legitimate purpose is served by keeping everyone
in the dark about what others are saying. Posting comments in an online docket during an
EIS process is standard federal government procedure. Why has this highly controversial
project been selected for special treatment? I demand that all comments be posted online
in an easily accessible format and that the comment period be extended for the length of
time that comments were not posted online.

Please refer to Master Responses 40 and 41 for information related to outreach, transparency of the
planning process and stakeholder engagement. For information pertaining to how comments have been
considered and addressed, please refer to Master Response 42.

This is a comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. Representatives from Discovery Bay have requested
at BDCP public meetings and through other channels that specific analysis of the project’s
water quality impacts on Discovery Bay be included in the Draft EIR/EIS. They have not been
included. Discovery Bay is different than the rest of the Delta. It consists of 16 shallow water
bays, ranging in size from less than an acre to several acres. There is little circulation in the
bays. The impacts on water quality in nearby open water sloughs and channels do not
translate to water quality impacts in the bays, where reduction in high quality fresh water
will translate to much greater degradation of water quality. The EIR/EIS fails to adequately

The water quality analyses presented in the EIR/EIS provide a thorough analysis of important water quality
constituents of concern at multiple locations throughout the Delta to present the potential water quality
effects that could result from implementing each of the project alternatives. The locations and constituents
of concern assessed by hydrodynamic modeling were chosen based on locations of existing water quality
monitoring stations, existing compliance points in the Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan for the
protection of beneficial uses throughout the Delta, and professional judgment.

385
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The standard process for publishing comments submitted on CEQA and NEPA documents is to include them
with the responses to comments in the Final EIR/EIS. Posting comments online is not a requirement of or a
standard policy for CEQA or NEPA processes.
Please note that Alternative 4A, also known as California WaterFix, has been developed in response to public
and agency input and is the new CEQA Preferred Alternative. Alternative 4A is also the NEPA Preferred
Alternative, a designation that was not attached to any of the alternatives presented in the 2013 Public Draft
EIR/EIS. Alternative 4 remains a potentially viable alternative and is being carried forward in this
RDEIR/SDEIS because it represents the original habitat conservation plan/natural community conservation
plan (HCP/NCCP) alternative approach, and because it provides an important reference point from which the
Alternative 4A, 2D, and 5A descriptions and analyses were developed. If the Lead Agencies ultimately choose
the alternative implementation strategy and select an alternative presented in the RDEIR/SDEIS after
completing the CEQA and NEPA processes, elements of the conservation plan contained in the alternatives
in the 2013 Public Draft EIR/EIS may be utilized by other programs for implementation of the long term
conservation efforts.

Although it would not be practical to present water quality results at every location in the Delta, for water
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address water quality impacts in Discovery Bay. I respectfully request that site specific
analysis be conducted to determine water quality impacts on the bays of Discovery Bay.

quality constituents that were modeled, the analysis provides enough information at 11 different locations
within the Delta to characterize areas near the chosen locations. For example, potential water quality
changes in Discovery Bay can be approximated by evaluating the modeling results presented for Old River
near Rock Slough. The modeling was conducted to evaluate potential water quality changes with project
alternative implementation relative to existing conditions and the future No Action baseline conditions. For
water quality constituents that were not modeled, with few exceptions, specific locations in the Delta were
not discussed, but rather, the assessment addresses qualitatively the types of changes, if any, which are
expected for various regions of the Delta or the Delta as a whole, including terminal/dead-end sloughs and
areas such as Discovery Bay. This approach is valid for constituents whose levels or concentrations are not
expected to change as a result of the project at any location throughout the Delta by a large enough
magnitude that effects on beneficial uses would be expected (e.g., pathogens, dissolved oxygen, trace
metals).
Water circulation and exchange in Discovery Bay, as with other terminal/dead-end sloughs in the Delta, is
expected to be dominated by tidal effects and local withdrawals and agricultural returns. Tidal effects on
Discovery Bay are not expected to be substantially altered by restoration proposed under the new proposed
project alternative, as effects are expected to be limited and localized to the restoration areas. The project
alternatives will not have direct effects on agricultural or other water withdrawals or returns local to
Discovery Bay. Reductions in pumping from the existing South Delta pumping plants will affect flows in Old
River, but the effects of these changes on Discovery Bay exchange and circulation is expected to be small
relative to other factors (i.e., tidal effects and local withdrawals and agricultural returns). The largest effect
on water quality of Discovery Bay is expected to be the change in its source water, which is Old River, as a
result of the replacement of Sacramento River water with San Joaquin River water. This change is reflected
in water quality modeling results presented for Old River at Rock Slough.
For constituents for which significant adverse effects were predicted, mitigation is presented in Final EIR/EIS
Chapter 8, Water Quality, and other commitments to reduce potential economic effects are included in
Appendix 3B. Mitigation measures were developed considering the uncertainties regarding climate change
and sea level rise, the lack of specific locations of restoration areas, and uncertainties in the modeling.
Specific mitigation measures for Discovery Bay were not determined to be necessary, based on the water
quality analyses conducted and determinations of adverse effects. However, mitigation measures that are
implemented to reduce significant water quality impacts will also be implemented, as appropriate, for
impacts to Discovery Bay that are a result of project implementation.
Monitoring is conducted in many locations throughout the Delta, and will continue to be conducted
following implementation of the project, to support and inform adaptive management and mitigation
activities for those constituents for which adverse effects were predicted. Monitoring locations already
present in Old River near Discovery Bay are sufficient to support and inform these activities with regards to
salinity (including both chloride and electrical conductivity) and organic carbon. Monitoring of mercury and
selenium will be further defined in site specific monitoring and management plans associated with the
restoration areas.

385
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This is a comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. Operation of the tunnels will cause adverse water
quality impacts on Discovery Bay. Representatives from Discovery Bay have requested at
BDCP public meetings and in meetings with BDCP representatives that specific mitigation
measures be included in the EIR/EIS to offset those negative water quality impacts on
Discovery Bay. The requested mitigation measures include weed control (egeria densa),
dredging, and improvements to Discovery Bay’s circulation system. These mitigations
measures will all improve circulation in Discovery Bay and help to offset the reduction in
high quality freshwater flows that will result from BDCP operations. I respectfully request
that these, and all other feasible mitigation measures, be included in order to mitigate the

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

See Response to Comment 385-2.
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water quality impacts on Discovery Bay to a level of insignificance.
385
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This is a comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. Much of the purported environmental benefit, and
assurance that the project will not cause harm, depends on an ongoing monitoring and
adaptive management programs. Representatives from Discovery Bay have requested at
public meetings and at other times that one or more monitoring stations be included to
monitor water quality impacts on the 16 bays of Discovery Bay. Yet no Discovery Bay
monitoring stations have been included. The bays of Discovery Bay are heavily used for
water contact sports (swimming, sailboarding, paddle boarding, etc.). The failure to include
adequate monitoring of Discovery Bay water quality is unreasonable. Conditions in the bays
of Discovery Bay are not reflected by existing monitoring stations in open water locations.
There is much less circulation in the bays of Discovery Bay and numerous other differences
in conditions. Adequate monitoring stations in Discovery Bay are required to establish an
adequate mitigation and monitoring program.

There are numerous water quality monitoring stations at locations throughout the Delta that are currently
operating and will continue to be operational in the future. These stations are operated by the United States
Geological Survey, the United States Bureau of Reclamation, the California Department of Water Resources,
the Interagency Ecological Program, and numerous local agencies. Monitoring locations already present in
Old River near Discovery Bay are sufficient to support and inform these activities with regards to salinity
(including both chloride and electrical conductivity) and organic carbon. Monitoring of mercury and
selenium will be further defined in site specific monitoring and management plans associated with the
restoration areas.

385

5

This is a comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. The EIR depends heavily on ongoing monitoring and
adaptive management. In order to have a meaningful monitoring program you need to
know what the baseline conditions were before the project begins operation. There is no
meaningful data included to establish what baseline conditions are in the 16 bays of
Discovery Bay. The bays have a different environment and are very different in conditions
from the locations of existing monitoring stations relatively nearby from which you have
taken your baseline data. In order to have a meaningful monitoring and mitigation
program, it is necessary to establish monitoring of Discovery Bay before project operation
begins in order to establish accurate baseline conditions. The bays of Discovery Bay are
probably the most heavily used area of the Delta for human contact sports. Bacteria levels
may already be high at some times due to the presence of invasive weeds. Project
operations may take undesirable bacteria levels to unsafe levels. This is a question of human
health, particularly the health of children. Establishing adequate baseline data and a robust
site specific monitoring program for Discovery Bay are essential ingredients of the
monitoring, mitigation, and adaptive management plan that have been entirely overlooked!

The water quality analysis presented in the RDIER/RDEIS sections covering the new proposed Alternatives
and Appendix A provide a thorough analysis of important water quality constituents of concern at multiple
locations throughout the Delta to present the potential water quality effects that could result from
implementing the project alternative. Please see Master Response 33 regarding adaptive management and
monitoring.

385
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This is a comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. Air quality impacts due to disruption of boating
traffic have not been adequately identified and analyzed in the EIR/EIS. Boat traffic will be
restricted due to construction activities and long-term operation of diversion structures and
other structures. Numerous 5 mph zones will be put in place and a boat lock will be installed
at the head of Old River. Boaters will change their boating patterns to avoid these areas.
This will cause increased boat travel, which will increase boat emissions. Larger diesel
powered boats in particular will avoid these areas and travel father to other areas of the
Delta. The impact on boat traffic patterns and attendant increase in emissions has not
been identified or analyzed.

While temporary speed zones and channel obstructions could impede boat movement and restrict
recreational opportunities, such as waterskiing, wakeboarding, and tubing, it is unknown to what extent
recreationists will change their boating patterns, and as such, it would be speculative to quantify the impact
of temporary boating restrictions on criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions. For example,
temporary speed zones may slow boat traffic, resulting in higher engine loads and minor emissions
increases. Equally, the elimination of recreational opportunities (e.g., water skiing) near the intakes and
other in-water features may reduce boating activity and result in corresponding emissions reductions.
Quantifying changes in boating activity would also require a detailed inventory of existing marine activities in
the project area, which is not available and is beyond the scope of a project-level environmental analysis.

385
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This is a comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. The EIR/EIS fails to analyze a reasonable range of
alternatives. Where a reasonably feasible alternative exists that would lessen the adverse
environmental impacts of the project the law requires that it be included, analyzed, and
considered. By definition an HCP is mitigation. It mitigates the take of species due to effects
of the project. Here the project is the operation of the CVP/SWP.

Fifteen alternatives and 3 new subalternatives were analyzed in the EIR/S and the RDEIR/RSEIS respectively.
Four major alignments have been included in the EIR/S: Through-Delta, East of the Sacramento River, West
of the Sacramento River, and a Tunnel under the Delta. Many additional proposals by public and private
individuals and organizations have also been evaluated and described in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS and
Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1.
Regarding development of alternatives for the EIR/EIS, a description of the process the Lead Agencies
followed to develop and screen alternatives is provided in Master Response 4.
Discussion of the main environmental attributes affecting individual covered species is provided in Appendix
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2.A of the 2013 public draft BDCP. Effects of the proposed water conveyance and associated restoration
activities on general resource areas are discussed in Chapter 4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Resource areas are
addressed separately under sections for each of the new project alternatives, including surface water,
groundwater, water quality, fish and aquatic resources, terrestrial biological resources, agricultural
resources, air quality and greenhouse gases, public health, and others. Where impacts are determined to be
significant, environmental commitments will be implemented to avoid and/or offset these effects, where
possible.
The Cumulative Impact Analyses that was written for the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS has been revised to
include the impacts associated with the new proposed project alternatives and also updates past analyses.
Environmental Commitments are designed to minimize effects to the Delta and its inhabitants and mitigate
for loss of habitat to the ecosystem and its species. For more information please see Section 5 Revisions to
Cumulative Impact Analyses, Appendix A Chapter 11 Fish and Aquatic Resources, Appendix A Chapter 12
Terrestrial Biological Resources, and Appendix 3B Environmental Commitments, AMMs, and CMs of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
385
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The project kills fish because it doesn’t leave enough water in the Delta for their needs. The
tunnels are supposedly mitigation for the take because they will harvest and move water in
a less harmful way at less harmful times than the way water is currently harvested and
moved. The BDCP has advertised its little sip, big gulp concept as one of the ways that the
tunnels will mitigate adverse impacts. When water levels are low or water is critically
needed for fish populations, the tunnels will take only small amounts of water. When water
is abundant or not needed for fish populations the tunnels will take larger amounts of
water. Or so goes the reasoning. But the reasoning is flawed because the BDCP does not
include provisions for additional storage (new reservoirs, increased ground water banking,
etc.). Without place to store water that might be harvested at times of abundance the "big
gulp" concept is just an illusion. This is particularly true because during large winter storm
events reservoirs are typically full and water cannot be harvested because there is nowhere
to put it. The project as currently proposed is a run of the river project, not a little sip, big
gulp project. The ability to move much more water only means that more water can be
drawn away from the Delta but not at times that would be less harmful. In fact, since
reservoirs are empty or low at times of critical shortage, it means more water can be taken
out of the Delta only at times when it is most harmful to take it.

For detailed responses on the primary issues being raised with regard to the BDCP or Alternative 4, as well as
a discussion of the current status of the draft BDCP Effects Analysis, please see Master Response 5.
Please refer to Master Response 3 for the Purpose and Need and Master Response 28 for a discussion of the
proposed project’s Operational Criteria.
The analysis indicates that annual water diversions from the Delta would be about the same as the historic,
20-year average. San Luis Reservoir would provide substantial storage capacity (see Section C.5 of Appendix
5A, Section C, Modeling Results, Final EIR/EIS). Appendix 1B, Water Storage, Finale EIR/EIS, describes the
potential for additional water storage. Please see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused
on creating additional storage, either in the Delta or elsewhere, was not included in the EIR/EIS. Please also
see Master Response 4 for discussion of the scope of the proposed project and alternatives (such as water
storage) that were not carried forward for analysis in this document due to the fact that they required
actions beyond the scope of the proposed project.

The EIR/EIS states that developing new water storage is beyond the scope of the BDCP.
See Response to Comments 385-7 and 385-8.
Draft EIR/EIS at 3A-81. I disagree. If the little sip, big gulp approach is within the scope of the
BDCP, why would constructing the infrastructure that would actually make it possible not be
within the scope of the BDCP? Is it within the scope of the BDCP to advertise big gulp, little
sip when it is illusory (and the proponents of the project know full well it is illusory) but not
within the scope of the BDCP to actually do what it takes to make the concept a reality?
The project proponents do not have the authority to simply decide that storage is
something they don’t have to deal with. If including storage is reasonably feasible and
lessens one or more significant impacts, you are required by law to consider it.
The Draft EIR/EIS should be revised and re-circulated to include a reasonable range of
alternatives that include various storage concepts.

385
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This is a comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. The EIR/EIS is fatally flawed because it does not
include any alternatives that include additional storage. Storage is the key to mitigating the
impacts of operation of the CVP/SWP on the Delta and its species. Reasonably feasible
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See Response to Comment 385-8. The alternatives included in the EIR/EIS represent a legally adequate
reasonable range of alternatives and the scope of the analysis of alternatives fully complies with both CEQA
and NEPA. The specific proposals that were considered but ultimately rejected by the Lead Agencies are
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storage projects that would lessen the adverse impacts of operation of the CVP/SWP and
lessen the adverse impacts of the tunnels themselves are well known. For example, the
NODOS project (also known as Sites reservoir) has been extensively studied. NODOS would
draw water from the Sacramento River during winter periods of high water and store it in a
new reservoir. The water would be released back into the Sacramento River during
periods of shortage. NODOS is well upstream of the proposed tunnel intakes. Therefore,
water from NODOS storage could be released into the river, travel downstream to the
intakes, and be diverted for export. This would allow diversions with no net decrease in river
flow at times of critical need. That would clearly decrease adverse impacts of exports. Why
doesn’t the BDCP include this concept as part of an alternative? The only reason given is
that developing new water storage is beyond the scope of the BDCP. Draft EIR/EIS at 3A-81.
BDCP project sponsors don’t have a magic wand that they can wave and make a reasonably
feasible alternative

discussed in Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1, Final
EIR/EIS. Appendix 3A thoroughly explains why various proposals were not analyzed in the EIR/EIS.
San Luis Reservoir would provide substantial storage capacity (see Section C.5 of Appendix 5A, Section C,
Modeling Results, Final EIR/EIS).

beyond the scope of the BDCP just because they would rather not deal with it. If it is 1)
reasonably feasible; and 2) would lessen adverse impacts, you are required to consider it.
385
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This is a comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS fails to analyze any alternative with
a storage component. We all know that the problem in California is that we get too much
rain, all at once, in the wrong place, at the wrong time, and erratically. Everyone agrees that
climate change will make all of this worse. The only solution is to be able to harvest and
store the water that comes in great bursts at times when our existing reservoirs are already
full. We need new storage. Without new storage we continue to draw water from the Delta
at times when water is critically low and at times when exports harm fish and other species.
If we had water in storage at these times we wouldn’t need to draw water (or at least as
much water) from the Delta at these times. What about this is so hard to understand? But
you must not understand it because none of the alternatives include new storage that
would allow water to be harvested at times of abundance, stored, and used at times of
shortage. Not only is an alternative, or several alternatives, that include storage reasonably
feasible, it is downright unreasonable not to consider them. Please take a deep breath, go
back to the drawing board, and use the many talented people at your disposal to come up
with real alternatives that solve real problems by building more storage.

See Response to Comment 385-7.

This is a comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. In order for the BDCP to actually be a less harmful
way to export water (which is the rationale for calling the tunnels a conservation measure)
you have to consider alternatives that include new storage. If you do not have storage,
you cannot take water at times when it is not harmful to take it, because currently at those
times our reservoirs are already full. One alternative for additional storage is groundwater
banking. Additional groundwater recharge is widely accepted as one of the most feasible
and cost-effective means of obtaining new storage. The National Heritage Institute and
others have published extensive studies showing this to be true. The California Water Plan
also acknowledges that groundwater banking is an important component of solving
California’s water problems. Why not spend less on massive tunnels, build one smaller
tunnel, and use the savings to connect the CVP/SWP to new groundwater recharge facilities
throughout the state? California’s network of canals connected to the CVP/SWP reaches
almost every corner of the state already. The smaller tunnel could operate at capacity at
times of abundance (when the currently proposed massive twin tunnels will be shut down
for lack of storage) thus diverting as much or more water with much less harm. This is a
reasonable and feasible alternative that has not been included. It should be.

See Response to Comments 385-8 and 385-10.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

While water storage is an important tool for managing California’s water resources, it is not a topic that
must be addressed in the EIR/EIS for the proposed project. This is because the proposed project does not,
and need not, propose storage as a project component. Although the physical facilities contemplated by the
proposed project, once up and running, would be part of an overall statewide water system of which new
storage could someday also be a part, the proposed project is a stand-alone project for purposes of CEQA
and NEPA, just as future storage projects would be. Appendix 1B, Water Storage, of the 2013 Public Draft
BDCP EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the development of alternatives. Please see Master Response 6 for
information on Demand Management.
For more information regarding water storage please see Master Response 37.

The California Water Action Plan recognizes that all Californians have a stake in the future of our state’s
water resources, and that a series of actions are needed to comprehensively address the water issues before
us. The five-year agenda spells out a suite of actions in California to improve the reliability and resiliency of
water resources and to restore habitat and species — all amid the uncertainty of drought and climate
change. For more information regarding future developments of the California Water Action Plan please
follow http://resources.ca.gov/california_water_action_plan/. Future committees for project
implementation may provide future opportunities for innovative input as well.
The California Water Plan evaluates different combinations of regional and statewide resources
management strategies to reduce water demand, increase water supply, reduce flood risk, improve water
quality, and enhance environmental and resource stewardship. Follow the California Water Plan here:
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/.
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385

13

See Response to Comment 385-11.

This is a comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. I have not found where you analyze how much more
water could be harvested using the existing point of diversion at Clifton Court Forebay if
there were new storage to accept water at times of high river flow. The Draft EIR/EIS should
include an alternative that shows the maximum amount of water that could be diverted at
the existing point of diversion if adequate storage were available and that proposes new
storage to accommodate those increased diversions. I expect that there is existing data that
shows historical times of high flow and historical data of when the smelt are (and are not)
present at the Clifton Court intakes. Why not plot these two variables and determine
projected times of abundance when smelt would not interfere with pumping? Then you
could calculate how much water could be exported at these times and calculate how much
new storage would be required to hold it. Then you could design storage facilities. After all
this is done, you might find the tunnels aren’t needed or a much smaller single tunnel would
do the job. This all should be considered as an alternative to the currently proposed project.

Please see Master Response 37 regarding water storage.
Appendix 5A, Modeling Technical Appendix, Final EIR/EIS, describes the assumptions that were used in the
hydrologic model (CALSIM II). Presence of delta smelt was not the only limiting factor determining the
amount of water that could be diverted from the north or south Delta. Other factors included bypass flow,
physical limitations of canal capacity, etc.

385

14

This is a comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. Enough water flows over the flood diversion
See Response to Comments 385-8 and 385-12.
structures at the Sacramento Weir and Fremont Weir during peak winter storm events in a
few days to supply all the water needs of southern California for several years! We have
plenty of water. We just don’t have any way of capturing or storing it. The BDCP should
analyze a bold alternative that captures and stores water currently diverted by these weirs.
The environmental benefits would be enormous because none of this water flows through
the Delta. You could meet export needs and drastically reduce the amount of water taken
from the Delta. Expensive? Yes. But worth it? Yes. Just think of the environmental benefit of
restoring almost 100% of Delta flows to environmental needs.

385

15

This is a comment on the EIR/EIS. This document is too long! Yes, this is a big project but an
EIR/EIS is supposed to be a concise statement. At some point the legal requirement that an
EIR be concise has to have some meaning. It appears that this thing has intentionally been
made so long that the public will be unable to grapple with it. You are discouraging
meaningful informed public participation by issuing a document that is so long that no one
who has a life outside the BDCP can ever get through it. The public has to get up in the
morning and go to work, take the kids to school, and take care of a household. There is no
way that an ordinary citizen can also deal with this monstrous document. The law requires
public participation. Not special interest group participation or paid consultant participation,
or lawyer participation. Virtually any piece of writing can be made better by editing it and
making it shorter. In order to make this process meaningful, you need to cut the EIR/EIS
down to one quarter its present size. Yes, editing is hard work! But you will actually find that
you have a more coherent and more legally defensible document by doing so. I request that
this document be withdrawn, edited, shortened, made accessible to the real public, and
re-issued.

Please see Master Response 38 that explains that the Final EIR/EIS is the result of many years of
collaboration and analysis necessary to review a project that would impact the Delta and water supplies for
millions for Californians. The size and complexity of the document reflect an unprecedented effort to
analyze a proposed project, 15 alternatives and 3 new subalternatives under both state and federal laws.
See Master Response 40 regarding the adequacy of public outreach efforts and Master Response 46
regarding recirculation.

385

16

This is a comment on the BDCP project. I oppose the construction of the twin tunnels. The
entire premise of the project is dishonest. The tunnels are not a conservation measure. They
are a piece of water supply infrastructure designed to export more water to southern
California-not to save fish or help the Delta. If you want to help species in the Delta recover,
the only way to do it is to reduce exports from the Delta through conservation, desalination,
developing local supplies, and banning wasteful agricultural practices such as growing
cotton and rice in the desert. Any honest Habitat Conservation Plan must recognize that
there simply is not enough water to allow the Delta species (salmon, smelt, shad) to survive
and meet the demands of the water contractors who are behind this project. You have to
reduce exports. Period.

Numerous comments were received that focused on various elements of the BDCP. Where the comments
focused on elements of the BDCP that overlap with elements of Alternatives 2D, 4A, or 5A (e.g., CM1 as it
comprises the North Delta Diversions, tunnels, and supporting facilities), specific responses are presented.
Where comments raised issues as to whether the BDCP and other HCP/NCCP alternatives in the 2013 Draft
EIR/EIS were potentially feasible and could function as an alternative for purposes of meeting CEQA’s and
NEPA’s requirements to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project (e.g., issues
regarding the BDCP Effects Analysis of financial feasibility), responses are presented generally in Master
Response 5. Where comments submitted on BDCP were focused on elements outside the scope of the
environmental analysis or viability of the BDCP and other HCP/NCCP alternatives within the context of
CEQA/NEPA, a response is provided generally referring the commenter to relevant information (e.g., request
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of specific revisions to the BDCP related to mapping or references). See also Response to Comment 385-8.
Under the BDCP, Conservation Measures are defined as those actions that will minimize and mitigate, to the
maximum extent practicable, impacts to Covered Species associated with Covered Activities, as well as those
actions that contribute to the recovery of those species. Collectively, the BDCP Conservation Measures have
been designed to meet the permit issuance requirements of the ESA and the NCCPA.
The development of new conveyance infrastructure and the operational criteria associated with that
infrastructure are key components of the overall BDCP Conservation Strategy. Specifically, CM1 has been
designed to minimize the effects of the State Water Project and the Central Valley Project on covered fish
species and advance the biological goals and objectives of the Plan. As such, they meet the definition of a
Conservation Measure.
CM1 provides for the development of new water conveyance facilities, sets out criteria for the operations of
both new and existing facilities, and established requirements for outflow from the Delta. The CVP/SWP
facilities include operations of the south Delta export facilities, a new Head of Old River operable gate, new
north Delta intake facilities, Delta Cross Channel gates, the Suisun Marsh Salinity Control Gates, and a new
North Bay Aqueduct intake. Each of these individual operations is proposed to interact and complement
each other to provide important benefits to Covered Species and water supply and system reliability.
CM1 will minimize the effects of the CVP/SWP and advance the biological goals and objectives by helping to
restore a more natural flow regime and enabling restoration of certain attributes of a natural flood
disturbance regime. CM1 also provides an indirect contribution to many other goals and objectives
associated with habitat protection and restoration actions under the Plan. Specifically, CM1 will minimize
the effects of the CVP/SWP on covered species in the Plan Area as set forth below.
Entrainment has long been recognized as a consequence of pumping at the existing south Delta diversions.
The risk of entrainment at the diversions has been reduced and partly remediated through the installment of
fish screens and addition of salvage facilities. Additionally, the reductions in export levels pursuant to the
existing CVP/SWP Biological Opinions have served to further reduce entrainment risks. Through CM1, the
BDCP will provide for further reductions in entrainment and its associated risks, including stress/injury
related to salvage operations, and pre-screening and post-screening losses from predation.
The existing south Delta export facilities are located in areas occupied by covered fish species, at least for
part of the year. With the addition of the new conveyance facilities in the north Delta, diversions levels in
the south Delta will be reduced, thereby further minimizing the risk of entrainment mortality of salmonids,
smelt, splittail, sturgeon and Pacific and river lamprey, as well as the risk of predation mortality of
salmonids, smelt, lamprey, and splittail associated with the export facilities. (Fish that do become entrained
into Clifton Court Forebay will have predation risk reduced through measures described in CM15 Localized
Reduction of Predatory Fishes.)
Please see Master Response 5 for more on why CM1 is a conservation measure.
385

17

This is a comment on the BDCP project. I am against the construction of the twin tunnels.
The BDCP as proposed does not comply with the Delta Reform Act. The Delta Reform Act
requires that actions of the state with regard to the Delta shall reduce reliance on the Delta.
The BDCP is a recipe for vastly increased reliance on the Delta. With impending reductions
in the amount of water that southern California can take from the Colorado River, there will
be increased pressure to take more water from the Delta.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

Please refer to Master Response 31, and Appendix 3I and Appendix 3J of the Final EIR/EIS for detail on
compliance with the Delta Reform Act.
Operation of the north Delta intakes is expected to reduce reliance on through-Delta conveyance via the
Delta Cross Channel and diversions in the south Delta. As such, this will reduce the occurrence and
magnitude of flow changes driven by the south Delta diversions on salmonids and sturgeon in the San
Joaquin River system and tributaries, Mokelumne River, and other east-side tributaries. The proposed
project aims to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain circumstances. Water
deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented Alternative 4A are projected
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to be about the same to the average annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. Although the proposed
project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it would make the deliveries more
predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
385

18

This is a comment on the BDCP project. This project should be abandoned. It is a waste of
taxpayer money and does not comply with the Endangered Species Act. The tunnels are not
a conservation measure, they are water supply infrastructure. Simple labeling your project
a Habitat Conservation Plan does not make it one in reality and the tunnels have nothing to
do with saving species.

The Lead Agencies will make the final decisions regarding the selection of an alternative (and therefore, an
operational scenario) for the purposes of CEQA and NEPA. USFWS and NMFS have authority under the
federal Endangered Species Act to determine whether the proposed project meets the regulatory standard
of ESA Section 7, and CDFW, a CEQA responsible agency, has authority to determine if the proposed project
meets the regulatory standards of CESA.
Please see Master Response 5 for information on BDCP costs and funding.

385

19

This is a comment on the BDCP project. You have given the water contractors who benefit
most from increased exports too much control over the project. The water contractors have
publicly stated that they do not believe that exporting water from the Delta causes harm to
the Delta. How can they be expected to manage export levels in a way that restores Delta
health when they believe that exporting more water never harms the Delta? Do you
honestly believe that they will act against their financial interest when it becomes obvious
that export levels must be reduced to protect the Delta? Please go back to the drawing
board and come up with a better plan.

The proposed project aims to allow the federal and state water projects to deliver more reliable water
supplies, in a way less harmful to fish. The plan does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds
water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal
and state water projects under a fully-implemented proposed project would be about the same as the
average annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. Please see Master Response 3 regarding the purpose
and need of the proposed project.

385

20

This is a comment on the BDCP project. Here’s the problem: you are too clever by half.
Labeling the tunnels as a conservation measure and putting in place an adaptive
management plan that gives the water contractors the ability to direct management of the
tunnels is a thinly disguised water grab and nothing else.

The BDCP conveyance facilities would only be permitted to operate with regulatory protections, including
river water levels and flow, which would be determined based upon how much water is actually available in
the system (including considerations of upstream storage, snowpack, and time of year), the presence of
threatened fish species, and water quality standards. Flow criteria will be applied month by month and
according to water year type. More information on the ranges of BDCP water diversions, based on water
year types and specific flow criteria, can be found in Chapter 3, Conservation Strategy, BDCP (page 3.4-17).
See Master Response 28 for additional information regarding operational criteria.

Governor Brown will pay a political price for foisting a thinly disguised water grab on the
people of northern California. This is nothing but a water grab dressed up as a habitat
plan. Tell the governor to get real and drop this hair brained scheme. We need real
solutions: conservation, desalination, development of regional self-sufficiency. The Delta
can’t support the extravagant water habits of the rest of the state. A real habitat
conservation plan for the Delta must include a schedule for significantly reducing exports
over the medium and long term. This does not do it.

385

21

The BDCP makes much of a long stakeholder process and considering many different
options before deciding on the present twin tunnel plan. But this plan is in substance the
same as the disgraced 1982 peripheral canal. The idea is to grab water from far upstream so
you will no longer have to be concerned about salinity levels in the lower Delta and can
move the intakes away from the smelt habitat. All of that simply is designed to allow you
to pump more water with fewer restrictions and no need to be concerned about the health
of the Delta. You can call it a habitat conservation plan all you want but that does not
make it so. This is a water grab plain and simple. In fact, it is an insult to the intelligence of
the voting public that you think we will believe that a giant canal is a conservation measure.
Governor Brown will hear about this at the polls if he ever decides to run for office again.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

The BDCP implementation structure, described in Chapter 7, BDCP, is designed to ensure that sufficient
institutional expertise, capacity, resources, and focus are brought to bear to accomplish the goals and
objectives of the BDCP, that the entities receiving regulatory authorizations are accountable to those
agencies granting the regulatory authorizations, and that the decision-making process regarding the
implementation of the Plan is transparent and understandable to the public. See also Master Response 5
regarding the BDCP.
A number of important improvements have been made to set the current proposal apart from the
Peripheral Canal. For instance, tunnels are proposed to reduce surface impacts associated with canals. The
capacity of the proposed project is more than 10,000 cfs smaller than the Peripheral Canal. The project as
proposed allows for dual conveyance allowing through-Delta operations to continue in order to maintain
in-Delta water quality. The proposed project would require operation of the proposed new in-Delta portions
of the CVP and SWP pursuant to environmentally stringent rules under the Federal Endangered Species Act
and California Endangered Species Act. Refer to Master Response 36 for more information on the
differences between the proposed project and the Peripheral Canal.
DWR strived to use the best available science throughout the effects analysis, consistent with the
requirements of the ESA. Additionally, the official public review process for the proposed project provides an
opportunity for formal public comment on the proposed project and project alternatives. Public and agency
comments on the public draft have led to further refinement of the proposed project, as evidenced in the
RDEIR/SDEIS and Final EIR/EIS.
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385

22

The amount of water that can be diverted from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating
agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and not by the water contractors. Operations for the proposed
project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the FWS (2008) and NMFS (2009) BiOps and State
Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to
adjustments made pursuant to the adaptive management process as described in the 2008 and 2009 BiOps
(RDEIR/SDEIS Executive Summary ES.2.2). In addition to permitting constraints on daily operations of the
SWP and CVP, DWR must maintain proper performance and bypass flows across fish screens when
endangered and threatened fish species are present within the north Delta facilities area. The intake fish
screens drive the overall size of the intake structure on the riverbank, and have been numbered and sized to
permit water to flow through the screens within a predetermined flow regime set by California Department
of Fish and Wildlife and NMFS fish screen criteria (BDCP Appendix 5B Section 3.B.3.3).

The simple fact is that there just is not enough water to support exports and recover the
Delta. Any meaningful habitat conservation plan must include a timetable for reducing
exports. You cannot recover the Delta and continue to export water at current levels, let
alone the increased levels that the tunnels will allow. Curtailing exports should begin as
alternative supplies, such as desalination, are implemented. The Delta Reform Act requires
that reliance on the Delta be reduced. The Endangered Species Act requires that habitat
conservation plans actually mitigate the take of species. To comply with law, the BDCP
must include a meaningful reduction in export levels.

The proposed project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances in which hydrological conditions result in availability of sufficient water and ecological
objectives are fully satisfied. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects
under the proposed project would be about the same as the average annual amount of water that would be
diverted under the No Action Alternative (i.e., 2025 conditions without the proposed project). It is projected
that Delta exports from the federal and state water projects would either remain similar or increase in
wetter years and decrease in drier years under Alternative 4A as compared to exports under No Action
Alternative (ELT) depending on the capability to divert water at the north Delta intakes during winter and
spring months. The estimated changes in deliveries for Alternative 4A are provided in the RDEIR/SDEIS
Section 4.3.1 and Appendix A Chapter 5 Water Supply. Although exports under the proposed project would
be similar to the amount water exported in recent history, it would make the deliveries more predictable
and reliable, while reducing other stressors on the ecological functions of the Delta.
The Natural Resources Agency and DWR staff will continue seeking improvements and refinements to the
current proposal in order to enhance species benefits and to avoid, reduce or mitigate for negative impacts
to people, communities, sensitive species and habitats.
The California Water Action Plan recognizes that all Californians have a stake in the future of our state’s
water resources, and that a series of actions are needed to comprehensively address the water issues before
us. The five-year agenda spells out a suite of actions in California to improve the reliability and resiliency of
water resources and to restore habitat and species — all amid the uncertainty of drought and climate
change. For more information regarding future developments of the California Water Action Plan please
follow http://resources.ca.gov/california_water_action_plan/. Future committees for project
implementation may provide future opportunities for innovative input as well.
The California Water Plan evaluates different combinations of regional and statewide resources
management strategies to reduce water demand, increase water supply, reduce flood risk, improve water
quality, and enhance environmental and resource stewardship. Follow the California Water Plan here:
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/.
Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1, Final EIR/EIS,
describes the range of conveyance alternatives considered in the development of the EIR/EIS. Appendix 1B,
Water Storage, Final EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage and Appendix 1C, Demand
Management Measures, Final EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other sources of
water supply including desalination. While these elements are not proposed as part of the proposed project,
the Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in managing California’s water resources.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the selection of alternatives analyzed, Master Response 7 regarding
desalination, Master Response 6 regarding demand management and Master Response 37 regarding water
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments
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storage.
For more information regarding the proposed project's compliance with the Delta Reform Act, please see
Master Response 31 and Appendices 3I and 3J of the Final EIR/EIS.
385

23

I oppose the BDCP Project because:
The proposed twin 40’ diameter tunnels have little to do with habitat restoration, and
should be separated from the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The EIR for the tunnels
should not be an HCP, and, therefore, should include all economic impacts including the
impact of reduced property values and tax revenues in the 5 counties, and the impact on
the local economy, both during and following construction.

BDCP Section 3.4.1 describes the flow-related impairments to fish habitat that exist under the current water
management strategy and describes how construction of the North Delta diversions would reduce those
impairments and otherwise contribute to improved habitat for aquatic species in the Plan Area. BDCP
Section 5.5 provides detail on the precise benefits to fish and their habitat that would result from operating
the new diversions. Benefits of CM1 are further described in Master Response 5.
See Response to Comment 385-16.
Economic effects are described in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics, Final EIR/EIS. For each alternative, regional
economic effects are described under Impacts ECON-1, ECON-7, and ECON-13.
Effects on local government fiscal conditions (including changes in tax revenue) are described under Impacts
ECON-4, ECON-10, and ECON-16. As described in Chapter 8, Section 8.2.3.23, Property Tax and Assessment
Revenue Replacement, BDCP, the BDCP proponents would compensate local governments and special
districts for lost taxes as a result of land acquired in fee-title for project purposes. This compensation and its
value are described in BDCP Chapter 8. Notably, Water Code section 85089 provides that “[c]onstruction of a
new Delta conveyance facility shall not be initiated” until the benefitting federal and state water
contractors, or a joint powers authority representing them, have made arrangements or entered into
contracts requiring them to pay for both (a) the “costs of the environmental review, planning, design,
construction, and mitigation” required for such a facility and (b) “[f]ull mitigation of property tax or
assessments levied by local governments or special districts for land use in the construction, location,
mitigation, or operation of new Delta conveyance facilities.”

385

24

The Cost / Benefits Analysis (Table 9-32) identifies a net benefit of $4.5 to $5.3 billion, given
an incremental cost of $13.5 billion. There are several flaws in this analysis, including not
taking into account the cost of bond interest, the cost of mitigation, which is necessary to
experimentally offset the additional water take, the economic loss due to poor water quality
in the south Delta, and the economic loss of taking productive Delta farmland out of
production. The analysis uses apples and oranges e.g. using 60 years for the benefit, and 50
for the operating costs. The project is only 10% designed: a 37% contingency is inadequate
- look at the Bay Bridge cost.

The cost of bond interest was included in the cost estimates for the BDCP. See Master Response 5 for an
explanation and example of how BDCP includes the cost of bond interest in its cost estimates. See Master
Response 5 also for an explanation of why the cost contingencies are adequate and the risk of cost overruns
has been minimized. The cost of all mitigation is included in the cost estimates for BDCP, including mitigation
described in the EIR/EIS to reduce the adverse effects on water quality in some locations in the Delta. The
economic analysis also takes into account the loss of agricultural income and productivity from land acquired
for the construction of the water conveyance facility and for the BDCP conservation strategy (e.g., habitat
restoration).
The preferred alternative, Alternative 4A, no longer includes habitat restoration, beyond what is required to
mitigate effects of constructing and operating the project. Alternative 4A would not serve as habitat
conservation plans/natural community conservation plans (HCPs/NCCPs) under ESA Section 10 and the
NCCPA, but rather would achieve incidental take authorization under ESA Section 7 and CESA Section
2081(b). As a result, the Alternatives to Take analysis presented in the draft BDCP and required by Section 10
of the ESA is not applicable to the new preferred alternative, Alternative 4A.

385

25

The BDCP (Chapter 1B.1) and EIR (Table 3.1) fail to include alternatives that actually produce See Response to Comment 385-22.
more water for California: desalination, storage, and re-use. After correcting the BDCP costs
noted above, the cost / acre foot exceeds $1,000, ($1,900 for urban rate payers) which
equals the estimated cost of desalination. Given that pumps would no longer be necessary
to transport delta water over the Grapevine, the energy differential is even lower.

385

26

The Authorized Entity Group, which has jurisdiction over real-time operation of the tunnels, Please see Master Response 5 regarding the BDCP governance structure and Master Response 28 for more
includes the water contractors. The BDCP, Chapter 7.1.5.1, has deferred the actual

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

Comment Letter: 300–399
81

2016
ICF 00139.14

DEIRS
Ltr#

385

Cmt# Comment

27

Response

decision-making roles to a later date, possibly to avoid comments. Water contractors
should be non-voting members with regard to the amount of water allowed in the tunnels,
and pumped out of Clifton Court Forebay, to avoid the fox guarding the hen house.

information regarding operational criteria. See also Response to Comment 385-22.

10% of fertile Delta cultivated farmland is proposed to be taken (Chapter 3.3.6.13.2) via
eminent domain for experimental mitigation efforts, so more desert can be irrigated. This
makes no sense given the additional water requirement / acre and delivery expense to
irrigate the southern San Joaquin Valley.

For 60 years the CVP and the SWP have been drawing freshwater originating from the Sierra Nevada, out of
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta to bring water to 25 million people in cities and farms throughout the Bay
Area, Central Valley, and Southern California. California would not be the same without that water —
hundreds of billions of dollars of economic activity a year depend upon it. Much of the fresh fruit, vegetables
and nuts produced in the nation are grown with Delta water. One of California’s most valuable natural
resources, the Delta has been stretched to the breaking point. Its ecosystem is in steep decline. Some
species reached historically low populations in recent years. Current efforts to protect salmon and Delta
smelt have reduced the volume of water delivered to farms and cities and made those supplies
unpredictable putting much of our economy at risk. Please see Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via the proposed conveyance facilities.
Effects of land protection activities on agricultural practices are described for each alternative under Impact
AG-4 in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources, Final EIR/EIS. Please note that the new preferred alternative
(Alternative 4A/California WaterFix) does not incorporate an HCP component and proposes significantly
fewer acres of habitat conservation and restoration as part of the alternative.

385

28

The BDCP assumes (as part of its Benefit Analysis, Appendix 9A Sec. 9A.5) massive levee
failures over the 50 year life of the plan (2% probability / year), yet we have never had a
levee failure due to earthquake in recorded history, and UCLA researchers could not cause a
levee to fail with a simulated 7.0 earthquake. Levee failures have occurred due to high
water runoff, a time when pumping would not be affected. Additionally, the BDCP benefit
is not reduced by earthquake risk to the tunnels, which would suffer the same liquefaction.
The state would be better served by strengthening the San Luis dam and the Aqueduct over
the Grapevine, both of which actually straddle earthquake faults.

Please see Appendix 6A, Section 5, Final EIR/EIS, for discussion on potential impacts of seismic events to the
Delta. Also, see Section 7.3.4 for information on seismic event impacts to water conveyance facilities under
the proposed project.
For more information on levee stability and seismic risk please see Master Response 16.

385

29

No new water sources are identified as part of the BDCP, which makes it a waste of taxpayer See Response to Comments 385-11 and 385-22.
/ rate payer money. Instead, the State should require mandatory water conservation and
re-use, and invest in new sources of water via new water storage and desalination.

385

30

Planting of future permanent crops on desert soil should be denied as part of the BDCP, and More than two-thirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of highly productive farm
when permanent crops are plowed under, only seasonal crops should be allowed.
land receive water exported from the Delta watershed. The proposed project aims to provide a more
reliable water supply, in a way more protective of fish. However, the project proponents have no authority
to designate what water is used for.
One of the State Water Board’s charges is to ensure that the State’s water is put to the best possible use and
that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This charge is reflected in part by the designation
of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s planning process. These beneficial uses are
identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued by the State Water Board.
The proposed project’s Lead Agencies have no power to impose penalties on individual water users. DWR
and Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who have
individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayers to conserve water. Different districts have the right
to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.
For more information regarding beneficial use please see Master Response 34.

385

31

The impact of the costs to rate payers is not in the BDCP. Once they find out, support for the The construction of the water delivery facilities is estimated to cost $14.9 billion, an amount that would be
paid for by the state and federal water contractors who rely on Delta exports. The range of costs for water
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BDCP will dwindle.

vary widely among contractors south of the Delta. Costs depend on the source of water, transport facilities,
energy requirements, among other factors. For the agricultural customers of the CVP, prices range from
$100 per acre-foot to more than $400 per acre-foot. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California,
which buys water from the SWP, estimates that the cost of the proposed project would translate into about
$5.00 extra per household, per month in its service area. The final cost of water from the new conveyance
facilities would be determined by numerous factors. A number of these significant factors, such as the
project yield and allocation of costs, have yet to be determined. Please see Master Response 5 for more
information regarding costs of implementation and funding for the proposed project.

The impact on navigation and safety in the Delta has not been adequately addressed.

Mitigation measures would reduce impacts on marine navigation by developing and implementing
site-specific construction traffic management plans; installing visual barriers between construction work
areas and sensitive receptors; applying aesthetic design treatments to all structures; and employing
noise-reducing construction practices. Specifically, Mitigation Measure TRANS-1a would reduce impacts on
marine navigation by development and implementation of site-specific construction traffic management
plans, including specific measures related to management of barges and stipulations to notify the
commercial and leisure boating communities of proposed barge operations in the waterways.
For more information regarding traffic management please see Mitigation Measure TRANS-1A: Implement
Site-Specific Construction Traffic Management Plan in Chapter 19 Transportation of the Final EIR/EIS.
For information regarding public health and hazards, please see Chapters 25 (Public Health) and 24 (Hazards
and Hazardous Materials), respectively, in the Final EIR/EIS. In addition, Chapter 19 (Transportation) also
analyzes potential increases in safety hazards related to interference with emergency routes during
construction.
See also Appendix 3B in the Final EIR/EIS and the Final EIR/EIS Executive Summary for a summary of all of the
impacts, mitigation measures and significance conclusions.

385

33

Proposed recreation mitigation does not benefit the south Delta (EIR Chapter 15).

385

34

Construction of the BDCP may damage the aquifers, subjecting them to foaming agents and The greatest potential for impacts to groundwater will be during the construction of the intake facilities,
other hazardous chemicals.
pump stations, forebays, and tunnel shafts. It is anticipated that construction of these facilities will require
some type of groundwater dewatering immediately adjacent to the construction site while construction
activities are underway. For the tunneling work itself, it is anticipated that groundwater presents minimal
risk to the project since the tunneling work will be conducted with equipment that is specifically designed to
operate under high groundwater conditions. Hence localized dewatering along the tunnel alignment will not
be conducted as a regular component of the tunnel mining operation. Localized dewatering along the
alignment will be used only in the event of certain maintenance activities, or specialized construction
conditions. Geotechnical exploration work is planned in advance of dewatering well installation so that the
groundwater regime at each project site can be better understood, which in turn will allow each dewatering
system to be uniquely designed and operated in order to limit construction-related effects to the
groundwater user adjacent to the construction sites.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

All mitigation measures and environmental commitments would be implemented throughout the project
area, including the south Delta. Please refer to Appendix 3B of the Final EIR/EIS for more information
regarding the effectiveness of mitigation measures, environmental commitments, and conservation
measures.

DWR plans to have a groundwater monitoring and management plan (Plan) in place before construction
begins. The Plan will include a process by which baseline groundwater conditions are established along the
project corridor, defining groundwater monitoring during and after construction, and establishing mitigation
measures to be utilized. The establishment of groundwater baseline information will allow DWR and all
relevant parties to develop information on groundwater conditions and consumptive usage patterns. This
information will aid in determining if and when any adverse project-related effects to the groundwater
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during construction activities occur. The baseline monitoring process may include determining variables such
as seasonal changes in groundwater level elevations and water quality, the interface of groundwater with
surface water and drainage, consumptive usage patterns established by municipal, domestic, and
agricultural wells, and crop utilization of the groundwater. The timing, frequency, and duration of the
monitoring during and after construction would be determined before construction begins and will be
dependent, in part, on the results of the pre-construction monitoring and the documented use of each
resource.
If a construction-related effect is identified to have occurred, the magnitude, significance, and anticipated
duration of the effect will be determined and an appropriate mitigation measure will be utilized. Mitigation
measures that may be considered could include deepening of existing wells, the installation of new wells, or
providing an alternate source of temporary water. The most appropriate mitigation methodology applied
will be determined on a case by case basis in conjunction with the impacted party. For more information see
Mitigation Measure GW-1 in RDEIR/SDEIS Appendix A Chapter 7 Groundwater.
385

35

The BDCP allows the X2 salinity line to move inland, jeopardizing water quality and the
ability of communities such as Antioch to use the water for drinking or farming. Fisheries
will be impacted.

The effects of less Sacramento River water flowing through the Delta on salinity-related parameters under
certain project alternatives is fully addressed in Final EIR/EIS Chapter 8, Water Quality. The water quality
assessment addresses effects of changes in salinity on agricultural and fish and wildlife resources due to the
project alternatives via the EC assessment (Impact WQ-11) through evaluation of compliance with
agricultural and fish and wildlife objectives in the Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan and degradation
relative to existing conditions and the No Action Alternative. Similarly effects to drinking water uses are
addressed via the changes in chloride concentrations in Impact WQ-7. In addition, the assessment of
bromide (Impact WQ-5), another salinity-related parameter, addresses effects to drinking water uses via
assessing concentrations relative to relevant thresholds and degradation.

Also, the Final EIR/EIS proposes Alternative 4A as the preferred alternative. Alternative 4A would result in
substantially lesser water quality impacts to salinity-related parameters, including EC as compared to the
preferred alternative in the Draft EIR/EIS. Alternative 4A would still have significant impacts to EC; however,
feasible mitigation measures were introduced to reduce the identified impacts to less than significant levels
to protect beneficial uses and achieve compliance with SWRCB D-1641 standards.
385

36

The giant muck ponds are forever in the Delta, and are too close to communities like
Discovery Bay.

Under Alternative 4 and Alternative 4a (the proposed project), the revised estimates of Reusable Tunnel
Material (RTM) can be found in the recirculated documents in Table 3C-1 "Construction Assumptions for
Water Conveyance Facilities" starting on page 3C-40 of Final EIR/EIS Appendix 3C in Appendix A, which
details the revised estimates for RTM storage acreage, volume, and potential reuses. Mapbook figures M3-4
and M14-7 show potential RTM storage locations. Final locations for storage of RTM would be selected
based on guidelines presented in Final EIR/EIS Appendix 3B Environmental Commitments, section 3B.2.18
"Disposal and Reuse of Spoils, Reusable Tunnel Material (RTM), and Dredged Material" starting on page
3B-50.

385

37

Citizens have attended public out-reach meetings such as the one at the Brentwood City
Library, where the consultants were unable to answer any of our questions or comments.
Promises that they would respond have been ignored, and the only changes made to the
BDCP have made recreation near Discovery Bay worse. This is not a transparent process.

Please see Master Responses 40, 41 and 42 regarding public outreach, transparency of the process, and
public comments.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

In 2013, DWR staff and the public outreach team conducted a series of “Delta Office Hours” in communities
throughout the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. These office hours were intended as a resource for Delta
citizens and community members in need of additional information or who were interested in providing
input to the proposed project. More than 150 people attended the 12 office hours. DWR and consultant
staff spoke to attendees individually and in small groups as time and space allowed. In many instances,
attendees had questions outside the scope of the proposed project that staff committed to following up on.
Such comments and questions were recorded and DWR staff attempted to follow up with participants. In
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some circumstances, such as being unable to identify whom to follow up with when participants met in small
groups, DWR staff was not able to follow-up with all participants. Contact information for the DWR
Landowner Liaison was provided to all participants, and was made available online for any Delta Landowners
to contact outside of the scheduled office hours. DWR was able to reach many Delta landowners and
participants to follow up on outstanding questions and comments.
See also the Final EIR/EIS
4A.
385

38

The 57 species being covered under the BDCP excludes many species that are at exactly the
same level of risk and that live in the Delta. The BDCP Plan Appendix 1-A was not updated to
cover the lesser sand hill crane even though the new alignment goes through a sensitive
sand hill crane reserve. The BDCP Plan also does not cover the endangered great blue heron,
egrets, geese and other waterfowl that live here and could be adversely affected by water
quality degradation.

for an analysis of all alternatives, including the preferred alternative, Alternative

The proposed project is going to mitigate for impacts and restore habitat for fish and wildlife listed in
Sections 4.3.7 and 4.3.8 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. The RDEIR/SDEIS addresses effects on special-status species,
including non-listed species.. Impacts that are going to potentially occur during the implementation timeline
are fully disclosed with its associated mitigation measure to decrease the severity of said impact to covered
species. Please see Appendix 1A Evaluation of Species Considered for Coverage of the BDCP for additional
information on screening criteria of fish and wildlife species that were selected for the other 15 conveyance
alternatives.
Chapters 11 and 12 of the Final EIR/EIS include in-depth, comprehensive analyses of potential effects on all
endangered fish and wildlife known or expected to occur in the project area.
See also Master Response 17 for additional information on sandhill crane and other biological resources.

385

385

39

40

Recreation e.g., waterskiing, wakeboarding, and tubing would be effectively eliminated (EIR
Ch. 15 Page 268) on the two primary recreational sloughs near Discovery Bay used for those
activities: short-term due to barges and docks; long-term because the EIR does not include
plans to repair damage done to sloughs from docks and barges (e.g., replanting the center
berm(s) and levees along primary recreational channels).

The proposed project may impact recreational opportunities including impacts on hunting, fishing,
swimming, and boating. Mitigation is proposed to reduce these impacts; however some impacts may remain
significant due to the long-term nature of the temporary construction related impacts. Please see Final
EIR/EIS Chapter 15, Recreation, and RDERI/SDEIS Section 4.3.11 for more detail on the impacts of the
proposed project on recreational opportunities and the proposed mitigation.

Destroying recreational boating for Discovery Bay residents will seriously impact the
marine-based economy that relies on boating.

To compensate for the loss of access as a result of constructing the river intakes, the proponents will work
with the California Department of Parks and Recreation to help insure the elements of the proposed project
would not conflict with the elements proposed in DPR’s Recreation Proposal for the Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta and Suisun Marsh (California Department of Parks and Recreation 2011d) that would enhance bicycle
and foot access to the Delta. This would include helping to fund or construct elements of the American
Discovery Trail and the potential conversion of the abandoned Southern Pacific Railroad rail line that
formerly connected Sacramento to Walnut Grove.

The BDCP has chosen the wrong alignment and in fact does not study the logical alignment.
The goal of the Delta plan was to preserve the scenic beauty of the Delta. A 10 to 15 year
construction project through the heart of the Delta is in direct conflict with the Delta plan.
Instead, the construction should be planned in a route with less impact, such as next to Hwy
5 then across from Stockton near where the East Alignment is shown. That would avoid
heavy trucks on the levees, avoid trucks on farm and small roads not adequate for heavy
traffic (like Hwy 160 and Hwy 4) and construction year round. That would move the
pollution to an area where there is already pollution due to high traffic volumes. Minimize
the effect on Delta waterfowl and fish. Reduce the impact to Delta farms and communities.
Avoid having to dewater small communities and farmers’ wells for long periods of time. The
muck could be used to build additional lanes for Hwy 5 in the congested area between
Stockton and Sacramento.

Please see Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Final EIR/EIS, and Master
Response 4 regarding the selection of the alternatives analyzed.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

Effects on visual resources are described in Chapter 17, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, Final EIR/EIS, and
effects on traffic are described in Chapter 19, Transportation, Final EIR/EIS. Effects relating to air emissions
are described in Chapter 22, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases. Where significant impacts have been
identified, mitigation measures have been proposed to reduce impacts on these resources. Compatibility
with the policies of the Delta Plan relating to visual resources is described under Impact AES-7 in Final
EIR/EIS Chapter 17; see also Master Response 31 and Appendices 3I and 3J of the Final EIR/EIS.
Regarding reusable tunnel material, sometimes called “tunnel muck,” use as fill material for roadway
projects is one of a number of options proposed for future reuse. Please see Appendix 3B, section 3B.2.18
Disposal and Reuse of Spoils, Reusable Tunnel Material (RTM), and Dredged Material, Final EIR/EIS, for more
details.
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385

41

The BDCP marketing collateral and press releases announced that the tunnel muck is not
harmful after all. Instead, it is now being called Reusable Tunnel Material or RTM. The glossy
brochure stated all of the possible benefits and where it could be used (fill in islands to
make shallower/better wetlands, improve levees). However, the BDCP Plan Chapter 4
sections about tunnel muck are exactly the same except the word muck was replaced by
RTM. Yet the write-up still talks about how the RTM needs to be stored in lined ponds so as
not to pollute the groundwater and the maps still show large muck ponds.

Soil excavated from the tunnel boring machines would be mixed with water and biodegradable, eco-friendly
soil conditions in order to create a toothpaste-like material that is easily transported to the surface via
conveyor belt or rail car where it is stored in lined ponds to dry. The volume and anticipated character of the
tunnel muck (also referred to Reusable Tunnel Material) is described in Chapter 3, Description of
Alternatives, Chapter 24, Hazardous Materials, and Appendix 3C, Construction Assumptions for Water
Conveyance Facilities, Final EIR/EIS and in a study prepared for DWR posted on the BDCP website (see
http://baydeltaconservationplan.com/Libraries/Dynamic_Document_Library/Reusable_Tunnel_Material_Te
sting_Report.sflb.ashx). See also Appendix 3B, Environmental Commitments, Final EIR/EIS, for discussion of
how reusable tunnel material will be handled, tested and reused. Please see Master Response 12 for
additional information on RTM. Some of these RTM storage sites will only be temporarily used for that
purpose, and it is anticipated that over 99% of the material is expected to be reused for project construction
needs, levees, tidal marsh restoration or Delta roadways. Not all RTM storage areas will require lining, but
DWR is committed to following all regulatory requirements and ensuring that the environment is adequately
protected.

385

42

The EIR grossly understates the impact ten years of construction will have on recreation and See Response to Comment 385-39.
the Delta’s economy.
Socioeconomic effects of the various alternatives are described and assessed in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics,
of the Final EIR/EIS. A Draft BDCP Statewide Economic Impact Report has also been published, which
indicates that the proposed project would result in a substantial economic net benefit to the State of
California.
When required, DWR would provide compensation to property owners for economic losses due to
implementation of the proposed project. Construction of water conveyance facilities would be sequenced
over approximately 10 years. Construction of individual components (e.g. intakes, tunnels) would range from
one to six years. Temporary construction-related impacts include noise, visual, and transportation, among
others. The construction-related impacts are disclosed in individual resource area chapters in the EIR/EIS. All
impacts would be minimized and mitigated to the degree feasible and are described under each alternative
in the RDEIR/SDEIS individual resource chapters and in Appendix 3B, Environmental Commitments, in the
Final EIR/EIS.
Chapter 16, Socioeconomics, of the Draft EIR/EIS was revised based on the revised construction footprint for
proposed water conveyance facilities, along with a refined set of construction cost and schedule
assumptions developed for Alternative 4A. Refer to Chapter 16, Socioeconomics, Section 16.3.3.9, in Final
EIR/EIS for the revised analysis of Alternative 4A.

385

43

The EIR does not adequately capture the economic impact to marinas due to construction. See Response to Comment 385-39.
For example, Chapter 15 page 259 states that use of the Bullfrog Landing Marina’s boating
facilities would not be effected but then goes on to say it is in the construction area and
boaters "would be disturbed by noise and visual disruptions and 5 mile/hour zones which
could last up to 8 years, resulting in a long-term adverse effect". This shows how the writers
of the BDCP know absolutely nothing about boating, fishing, etc. That marina will be
affected. Boaters will move their boats to quieter marinas away from the construction zone.
The marina will go broke.

385

44

The EIR does not even identify a primary anchorage in the South Delta - Mildred Island - nor See Response to Comment 385-42.
label it on any map (e.g., Chapter 15 Mapbook Figure M15-4: Sheet 5 of 8, page 31). There
are barge sites planned affecting getting there from the north or the south and noise
disruption through the summer will make it unusable. Not having access to an anchorage in
the South Delta will affect our communities’ economy.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments
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387

1

I respectfully oppose the construction of the Delta Tunnels Project for several reasons, but
primarily because it is not a conservation proposal. The tunnels are water supply
infrastructure for the purpose of transporting water from the North to the Southern part of
the state.

The now preferred alternative, the California WaterFix Project, no longer includes an HCP. It would not
increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts.
Such water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully implemented project would be
about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. In addition, see Master
Responses: No. 49 (Conservation Measure 1 as a CM), No. 43 (Beneficial Use of Water) and No. 51 (Southern
California Water Supply).

387

2

I have been told by the DWR representatives that there are rules in place governing the
amount of water that can be taken from the Delta flows and that these rules protect the
habitat. We have all seen how rules are changed as soon as it is convenient or profitable
to do so. I have no doubt that if the tunnels are constructed, it will be a short step to
changing the "rules" in favor of larger releases to the south. The rules currently in place
have done little in the way of recovery for the Delta. At best they have maintained the
status quo and in my observation the water quality has declined in the last several years.

Operation of the project water delivery system could not drain the Delta rivers and channels dry, including
the Sacramento River. The project facilities, including water intakes and pumping plants would be operated
in accordance with permits issued by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and State Department of Fish and Wildlife. The project only
would be permitted to operate with regulatory protections, including river water levels and flow, which
would be determined based upon how much water is actually available in the system, the presence of
threatened fish species, and water quality standards. More information on the ranges of project water
diversions, based on water year types and specific flow criteria, can be found in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.4.2,
North Delta and South Delta Water Conveyance Operational Criteria, EIR/EIS. Current limitations and
operational criteria for existing facilities can be found in DWR’s State Water Resources Control Board Permit
D1641 (see
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/bay_delta/decision_1641/index.shtml) and
additional limitations described in the Federal Endangered Species Section 7 Biological Opinions and take
permits (see http://www.usbr.gov/mp/cvo/ocap_page.html).
The EIR/EIS modeling results for the No Action Alternative indicate that, with or without the project, rising
sea levels will bring saline tidal water further into the Delta than occurs at present.
Adaptive management is part of all alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS, as described in Section 3.3.2.2 of
Chapter 3, Description of Alternatives. Under adaptive management and monitoring program, monitoring
information and research results will be used to assess uncertainties and modify operations to meet the
overall project objectives, including water quality objectives.

387

3

If we want to help the species in the Delta recover, the only way to do it is to reduce the
For more information regarding alternatives to the proposed project please see Master Response 4.
water exports from the Delta. This can be accomplished through conservation,
desalination, developing local supplies and using the same common sense agricultural
practices that are used in other arid parts of the world. We spend a lot of money teaching
these practices to third world farmers and it is ridiculous to not use the same methods in
our own desert areas. The technology is proven and continues to improve, let’s put the
economic interests of a few behind what we know is best for our natural resources.

388

1

I am a homeowner in Discovery Bay. We understand that our comments are not being
posted. This is not informing everyone that could be participating in commenting on this
project. This is such a controversial project and should be made aware to everyone living in
the Delta.

The public comment period for the RDEIR/SDEIS began on July 10, 2015 and continues through October 30,
2015. Public comments submitted during the official public comment period and the previous comment
period for the 2013 Public Draft will be made available to the public upon the release of the Final EIR/EIS.
The Final EIR/EIS will include all comments received during the official comment period and responses to
substantive comments.
The obligations of California public agencies under Article 1, section 3(b)(1), of the California Constitution
and under the Public Records Act, do not include any obligation to post comments on draft environmental
documents on agency websites as such comments come in from the public and interested agencies. Rather,
those statutes deal with the obligation for public agencies to hold certain kinds of meetings of public bodies
and public officials in public, and to make non-privileged documents of various kinds available to members
of the public in response to formal requests. To date, neither the California Legislature nor Congress has
required Lead Agencies for CEQA and NEPA documents to post comments on draft environmental
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documents on their websites during the public review periods for those draft documents.
This is consistent with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA Guidelines
§15088) and the National Environmental Policy Act (Council on Environmental Quality § 1503.4) and policies
held by all Lead Agencies governing the implementation of CEQA and NEPA. Please see Master Responses 40
for additional detail on the public outreach that has been done for stakeholders and Master Response 42
regarding treatment of public comments.
388

2

I oppose this project and know that this is about big money and farmers planting crops that
take so much water for almonds and pistachios that they should have thought about it
before they planted them.

The project process has been initiated and carried forward by two Governors acting on a mandate from the
voters of the State as a whole and not as a result of large corporations. In fact, this issue is beyond the scope
of the project as the Lead Agencies do not have local land use/zoning authority concerning what crops to
plant. The commenter is also referred to Master Response 45 (Purpose and Need) and 43 (Beneficial Use of
Water) for other issues raised.

388

3

This is not a tunnel conservation measure. This is no different than the 1982 peripheral
canal plan that failed passing and here you are back again with twin tunnels. Shame on
you! This will be a pump more water with fewer restrictions! There is little circulation in
Discovery Bay where reduction in high quality fresh water will translate to greater
degradation of water quality. Discovery Bay consists of 16 shallow water bays. The impact
alone for us living in Discovery Bay translates to water quality impacts in our open water.
We will be left with a Delta and no money to fix the Delta and Discovery Bay.

A number of important improvements have been made to set the current proposal apart from the
Peripheral Canal. For instance, tunnels are proposed to reduce surface impacts associated with canals. The
capacity of the Proposed Project is more than 10,000 cfs smaller than the Peripheral Canal. The project as
proposed allows for dual conveyance allowing through-Delta operations to continue in order to maintain
in-Delta water quality. The Proposed Project would require operation of the proposed new in-Delta portions
of the CVP and SWP pursuant to environmentally stringent rules under the Federal Endangered Species Act
and California Endangered Species Act. Refer to Master Response 36 for more information on the
differences between the proposed project and the Peripheral Canal.
The proposed intakes would only be permitted to operate with regulatory protections, including river water
levels and flow, which would be determined based upon how much water is actually available in the system,
the presence of threatened fish species, and water quality standards. Flow criteria will be applied month by
month and according to water year type. More information on the ranges of water project diversions, based
on water year types and specific flow criteria, can be found in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EIS. Monitoring for
compliance with D-1641 requirements or any future requirements for SWP/CVP water supply operations
would be conducted year-round in the future under the proposed project.
The water quality analyses presented in the EIR/EIS provide a thorough analysis of important water quality
constituents of concern at multiple locations throughout the Delta to present the potential water quality
effects that could result from implementing each of the project alternatives. The locations and constituents
of concern assessed by hydrodynamic modeling were chosen based on locations of existing water quality
monitoring stations, existing compliance points in the Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan for the
protection of beneficial uses throughout the Delta, and professional judgment.
Although it would not be practical to present water quality results at every location in the Delta, for water
quality constituents that were modeled, the analysis provides enough information at 11 different locations
within the Delta to characterize areas near the chosen locations. For example, potential water quality
changes in Discovery Bay can be approximated by evaluating the modeling results presented for Old River
near Rock Slough. The modeling was conducted to evaluate potential water quality changes with project
alternative implementation relative to existing conditions and the future No Action baseline conditions. For
water quality constituents that were not modeled, with few exceptions, specific locations in the Delta were
not discussed, but rather, the assessment addresses qualitatively the types of changes, if any, which are
expected for various regions of the Delta or the Delta as a whole, including terminal/dead-end sloughs and
areas such as Discovery Bay. This approach is valid for constituents whose levels or concentrations are not
expected to change as a result of the project at any location throughout the Delta by a large enough
magnitude that effects on beneficial uses would be expected (e.g., pathogens, dissolved oxygen, trace
metals).

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments
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Water circulation and exchange in Discovery Bay, as with other terminal/dead-end sloughs in the Delta, is
expected to be dominated by tidal effects and local withdrawals and agricultural returns. Tidal effects on
Discovery Bay are not expected to be substantially altered by restoration proposed under the new proposed
project alternative, as effects are expected to be limited and localized to the restoration areas. The project
alternatives will not have direct effects on agricultural or other water withdrawals or returns local to
Discovery Bay. Reductions in pumping from the existing South Delta pumping plants will affect flows in Old
River, but the effects of these changes on Discovery Bay exchange and circulation is expected to be small
relative to other factors (i.e., tidal effects and local withdrawals and agricultural returns). The largest effect
on water quality of Discovery Bay is expected to be the change in its source water, which is Old River, as a
result of the replacement of Sacramento River water with San Joaquin River water. This change is reflected
in water quality modeling results presented for Old River at Rock Slough.
For constituents for which significant adverse effects were predicted, mitigation is presented in Chapter 8,
Water Quality, and other commitments to reduce potential economic effects are included in Appendix 3B.
Mitigation measures were developed considering the uncertainties regarding climate change and sea level
rise, the lack of specific locations of restoration areas, and uncertainties in the modeling. Specific mitigation
measures for Discovery Bay were not determined to be necessary, based on the water quality analyses
conducted and determinations of adverse effects. However, mitigation measures that are implemented to
reduce significant water quality impacts will also be implemented, as appropriate, for impacts to Discovery
Bay that are a result of project implementation.
Monitoring is conducted in many locations throughout the Delta, and will continue to be conducted
following implementation of the project, to support and inform adaptive management and mitigation
activities for those constituents for which adverse effects were predicted. Monitoring locations already
present in Old River near Discovery Bay are sufficient to support and inform these activities with regards to
salinity (including both chloride and electrical conductivity) and organic carbon. Monitoring of mercury
and selenium will be further defined in site specific monitoring and management plans associated with the
restoration areas.
388

4

Governor Brown is completely motivated by powerful money sources and this is his epitaph, Since 2006, the proposed has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various agencies
he should be terribly concerned about our precious water. This is not about conservation
and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and more than
measures but a smoke screen and money, and a lot of it. This is only a small amount of
600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
worry from me as I know there is so much more that will occur if this project proceeds.
DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. Existing water diversions, including the existing State Water
Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact water flows and quality. By
establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria with the goal of
improving water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master Response 3 for
additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.
Socioeconomic effects of the various alternatives are described and assessed in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics,
of the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS. A Draft BDCP Statewide Economic Impact Report has also been
published, which indicates that the BDCP would result in a substantial economic net benefit to the State of
California. Please see Master Response 5 for more information on costs and funding.

388

5

What is wrong with desalination?
You need to create new sources of water as San Diego is doing. This Delta creates most of

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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Please see Master Response 4 for discussion of the scope of the proposed project and alternatives (such as
desalination) that were not carried forward for analysis in this document due to the fact that required
actions beyond the scope of the proposed project. However, nothing in the proposed project would prevent
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Leave us alone.

other entities from pursuing innovative approaches to desalination or other water supply solutions.
See Master Response 7 for a more detailed discussion of various desalination projects under consideration
and in development at this time.
For more information regarding purpose and need please see Master Response 3.

389

1

We have lived in Discovery Bay for 25 years and been coming to the Delta since 1978. My
main concern if this project moves forward and this Delta turns into 12 hundred miles of
sludge. Where will the money come from to put the Delta back to where it is now, and how
many years will that take? It seems to me to place tunnels underground to simply furnish
water to desert land in the south for the benefit of wealthy farmers at the detriment of
Northern established farms, may result in huge losses while simply moving the economic
gains to the Southern growers. Over 50% of my net worth is invested in my home in
Discovery Bay. This will be ruinous to my family. San Francisco Bay ecology is based on
receiving fresh water from the Delta. What ramifications will occur when fresh water is
greatly reduced to the bay?

The proposed project is costly, but proponents have assessed the benefits as described in the BDCP funding
sources. Notably, the water contractors benefitting from the proposed project and their constituents will
bear all costs associated with constructing new conveyance facilities and mitigating for the impacts of those
facilities. Expenditures of public money from other sources would be limited to restoration activities beyond
those needed to mitigate the impacts of facility construction. BDCP Chapter 8, which deals with cost issues,
and cost-benefit analysis information are available on the BDCP website. Please see Master Response 5 for
more information on project costs and funding.
Under the proposed project, increased water delivery reliability could result in beneficial impacts on
minority or low income communities. These beneficial impacts could occur in areas where a large proportion
of economic activity is dependent on agricultural production and in which the agricultural labor force is
primarily composed of minority or low income workers. Increased water delivery reliability to San Joaquin
Valley and Tulare Basin would result in stabilization of employment opportunities. Because
agricultural-related employment within the San Joaquin Valley and Tulare Basin is predominantly composed
of low income and minority workers, the increase in reliability of water deliveries could result in a beneficial
effect on these worker’s employment and income levels. Socioeconomic effects of the various alternatives
are described and assessed in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics, of the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS. A Draft
BDCP Statewide Economic Impact Report has also been published, which indicates that the proposed project
would result in a substantial economic net benefit to the State of California.
The water quality analysis presented in the RDIER/RDEIS sections covering the new proposed Alternatives
and Appendix A provide a thorough analysis of important water quality constituents of concern at multiple
locations throughout the Delta to present the potential water quality effects that could result from
implementing the project alternative.
Impacts on Delta outflows (fresh water flowing to the Bay) are not significant. Model simulation results for
the proposed project alternative (4A) indicate that long-term average and wet year peak outflows would
increase in winter months with a corresponding decrease in spring months because of the shift in system
inflows caused by climate change and increased Delta exports as compared to Existing Conditions. In other
year types, Alternative 4A would result in higher or similar outflow because of the spring outflow
requirements. In summer and fall months, Alternative 4A would result in similar or higher outflow because
of changes in export patterns and OMR flow requirements and export reductions in fall months, and also
because of the Fall X2 requirements in wet and above normal years. The incremental changes in Delta
outflow between Alternative 4A and Existing Conditions would be a function of both the facility and
operations assumptions (including north Delta intakes capacity of 9,000 cfs, less negative OMR flow
requirements, enhanced spring outflow and/or Fall X2 requirements) and the reduction in water supply
availability due to increased north of Delta urban demands, sea level rise and climate change. Results for the
range of changes in Delta Outflow under Alternative 4A are presented in more detail in Appendix 5A, BDCP
EIR/S Modeling Technical Appendix, of the Draft EIR/EIS. For more information regarding beneficial use
please see Master Response 34.

390

1

I am writing this letter in regards the current Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP). I have read through the BDCP project description,
purpose, and specifically chapter 7 of the draft EIS relating to the potential impacts and
affects to ground water supply during this project. After familiarizing myself with the

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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Potential changes in Delta water quality due to implementation of the action alternatives are described in
Section 8.4 of Chapter 8, Water Quality. Depending upon the alternative, water quality conditions could be
changed during construction and operation. Related changes in the water ecosystem are described in
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literature about the entire project plan and the content of chapter 7, I am interested in
learning more about how the construction options suggested in this plan will not only
impact ground water supply but how it will impact surrounding fresh water and marine
ecosystem function during development and after completion of the project.

Section 11.3 of Chapter 11, Fish and Aquatic Resources.

Throughout chapter 7 there is continued reference to the quality of ground water; how it
will be impacted throughout the project, the suggested alternatives that may or may not
require mitigation for potentially adverse effects caused by this project, the cumulative
impacts of several projects occurring at once throughout the Delta River, and the potential
impacts the BDCP project will have on the local economy and livelihoods of those
dependent on this large water supply. The detailed description of all of the pipeline
installation options enabled me to better understand how these structures will be installed
and how they will impact ground water flow and quality during and after construction.

The effects of constructing the water conveyance facility on brackish water ecosystems are described in
Section 4.3.8 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.

As described in Section 7.3 of Chapter 7, Groundwater, construction of the water conveyance facilities would
require dewatering activities that would cause water to flow toward the construction site and not towards
the surface waters. Groundwater removed at the dewatering sites would be treated as necessary and
discharged to surface waters under an NPDES permit (see Chapter 8, Water Quality). Construction BMPs
would also be implemented to minimize dewatering impacts to the extent practicable, as described in
Appendix 3B.

The summarized background of the project clearly recognizes the current state of
California’s water supply and quality and the need to address these issues immediately.
The project acknowledges that the Delta River not only supplies potable water for several
Californians but it is also an expansive and ecologically productive brackish water habitat
that provides for many invertebrate and vertebrate freshwater and marine species during
different stages of their life cycle.
Upon review of chapter 7, Groundwater Supply, I noticed there was little reference to or
description of how this portion of the project will impact the ecological function and overall
health of the brackish water ecosystems impacted by this work. Because brackish water
habitats are known to be highly productive environments that provide several juvenile fresh
water and marine species with nutrient rich protected habitats, I would like to know how
the protection and management of these habitats would be ensured during the execution of
this plan and after the work has been completed.
390

3

It appears that the overall goal of this plan is to create more efficient water distribution
throughout the Delta River and to ensure the longevity and health of the aquatic species
and ecosystems connected to this river. With intent of this project centered around
community and ecosystem health, I’m interested in learning more about how the
installation of the new pipeline, given the listed options and alternatives, will impact
ecosystem function during the installation of the pipeline.

Discussion of the main environmental attributes affecting individual covered species is provided in Appendix
2.A of the 2013 public draft BDCP. Effects of the proposed water conveyance and associated restoration
activities on general resource areas are discussed in Ch. 4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Resource areas are addressed
separately under sections for each of the new project Alternatives, including surface water, groundwater,
water quality, fish and aquatic resources, terrestrial biological resources, agricultural resources, air quality
and greenhouse gases, public health, and others. Where impacts are determined to be significant,
environmental commitments will be implemented to avoid and/or offset these effects, where possible.
The Cumulative Impact Analyses that was written for the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS has been revised to
include the impacts associated with the new proposed project alternatives and also updates past analyses.
Environmental Commitments are to minimize effects to the Delta and its inhabitants and mitigate for loss of
habitat to the ecosystem and its species. For more information please see Section 5 Revisions to Cumulative
Impact Analyses, Appendix A Chapter 11 Fish and Aquatic Resources, Appendix A Chapter 12 Terrestrial
Biological Resources, and Appendix 3B Environmental Commitments, AMMs, and CMs of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
Construction of the proposed California WaterFix water conveyance facilities would be sequenced over
approximately 10 years. Construction of individual components (e.g. intakes, tunnels) would range from one
to six years. Temporary construction-related impacts include noise, visual, and transportation, among
others. The construction-related impacts are disclosed in individual resource area chapters in the EIR/EIS and
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RDEIR/SDEIS.
As part of the planning and environmental assessment process, the project proponents will incorporate
environmental commitments and best management practices (BMPs) into the action alternatives to avoid or
minimize potential adverse effects (a NEPA term) and potential significant impacts (a CEQA term). The
project proponents will implement these environmental commitments as part of the project construction
activities. In other words, these commitments will be satisfied even if not separately imposed by the
permitting agencies. If permitting agencies impose additional measures or modifications, those will also be
adhered to as part of the permit(s). The project proponents will coordinate planning, engineering, design
and construction, operation, and maintenance phases of the alternative with the appropriate agencies. For
more information regarding Environmental Commitments please see Appendix 3B of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
390
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The fluctuation of groundwater levels, potential for seepage during construction, saltwater
intrusions, and the potential increase of toxins in surrounding soils all are capable of altering
the brackish water ecosystems. I would like to know how these habitats will be monitored
during construction and after, and how will the BDCP committee address public concerns
relating to these issues.

Please note that the BDCP is no longer the preferred alternative. The preferred alternative is now Alternative
4A and no longer includes an HCP. Alternative 4A has been developed in response to public and agency
input. Monitoring actions to verify consistency with permit requirements are still in development. Such
actions will be compliant with all applicable permits. The Collaborative Science and Adaptive Management
Program (CSAMP) will develop and use new information and insight gained during the course of project
construction and operation to inform and improve design of fish facilities, operation of the water
conveyance facilities, and habitat restoration and other mitigation measures conducted under the BiOps and
2081b permits . The discussion in Chapter 8 for Impact 31 describes potential construction-related water
quality effects.

391
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Knowing how this project is being driven by outside forces with no concern for those of us
Appendix 3F (Intake Location Analysis) of the Draft EIR/EIS discusses the process for selecting intake
living on Merritt Island or Clarksburg, we must fall under the same "don’t count" as do those locations analyzed in the BDCP and EIR/EIS. As shown in Figure 3F-1, and described in the appendix, several
who live in Hood.
sites north of the Sacramento Regional Wastewater Outfall were considered in earlier stages of review
(Locations A, B, and C). As noted in the appendix, the Fish Facilities Technical Team recommended that the
furthest upstream intake be located downstream of where complete mixing is reported to occur with
effluent discharge from the Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Facility. For this reason and other
reasons (e.g., distances between intake screens and the screens’ exposure to sensitive fish species),
locations B, D, E (due east of Clarksburg), F, and G were chosen for the eastern isolated conveyance facility
for the BDCP. Please note that the preferred alternative is now Alternative 4A (i.e., the California WaterFix
Project) and no longer includes an HCP. Alternative 4A has been developed in response to public and agency
input. The EIR/EIS analyzes all alternatives, including Alternative 4A. Socioeconomic effects of the various
alternatives are described and assessed in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIR/EIS and Appendix A (Chapter 16) of
the RDEIR/SDEIS. A Draft BDCP Statewide Economic Impact Report has also been published, which indicates
that the proposed project would result in a substantial economic net benefit to California. When required,
DWR would provide compensation to property owners for economic losses due to implementation of the
proposed project. Construction of water conveyance facilities would be sequenced over approximately 10
years. Construction of individual components (e.g. intakes, tunnels) would range from one to six years.
Temporary construction-related impacts include noise, visual, and transportation, among others. The
construction-related impacts are disclosed in individual resource area chapters in the Draft EIR/EIS. All
impacts would be minimized and mitigated to the degree feasible, as noted under each alternative in the
RDEIR/SDEIS individual resource chapters and in Appendix 3B (Environmental Commitments) of the EIR/EIS.

391

3

It may take only 10 years to build this mess but as in the Owens Valley, the Delta will never
recover.

Although some critics of the project have been keen to liken the proposal to the The proposed project does
not seek any new water rights nor include any regulatory actions that would affect water rights holders
other than DWR, Reclamation, and SWP and CVP contractors.
Importantly, all water exported by the SWP and CVP is subject to the existing water rights of those two
agencies. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights holders. The proposed project and its
alternatives analyzed in the EIR/EIS only include the use of water from existing SWP and CVP water rights or
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voluntary water transfers from other water rights holders.
not reduce the protections for other water right holders.

The proposed project and its alternatives do

The proposed project’s facilities, including water intakes and pumping plants, would be operated in
accordance with permits issued by, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, State
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the State Water Resources Control Board, among other agencies. The
proposed project would be permitted to operate with regulatory protections, including river water levels
and flow, which would be determined based upon how much water is actually available in the system, the
presence of threatened fish species, and water quality standards.
Through the Legislature and through executive agencies, California has embraced water conservation on
numerous fronts, as have many California water agencies. Many of these efforts are highlighted in Appendix
1C, Demand Management Measures, EIR/EIS, which describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other
sources of water supply, including recycled water. While these elements are not proposed as part of the
project, the Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in managing California’s water resources.
It is important to note that the proposed project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to all of
California’s water problems, and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment
by the State and other public agencies in conservation, recycling, desalination, treatment of contaminated
aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage.
For more information regarding alternatives development, water demand management, and purpose and
need please see Master Response 4, Master Response 5, and Master Response 45.
392

1

Stupid idea that will endanger many animals in CA.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing,
turbidity, and salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow
for greater operational flexibility.

393

1

Save the Delta. Support natural desalination! New rivers from sea to inland valley would
add water for flushing the delta and eliminate the need for the twin tunnels as well as the
pumping out of Delta water. Adding new rivers is simple and proven. Please email me back,
to show your support for natural desalination to save the Delta.
Newly discovered natural desalination process uses only nature’s power to desalinate new
rivers of fresh water from the ocean.

See Master Response 7 for a more detailed discussion of various desalination projects under consideration
and in development at this time.
Please see Master Response 4 for discussion of the scope of the proposed project and alternatives (such as
desalination) that were not carried forward for analysis in this document due to the fact that required
actions beyond the scope of the proposed project. However, nothing in the proposed project would prevent
other entities from pursuing innovative approaches to desalination or other water supply solutions.

Traditional Desalination has many draw backs in that it uses lots of expensive energy to
For more information regarding purpose and need please see Master Response 3.
force water through Reverse Osmosis (RO) tubes, the costal land for desalination and power
plants is costly and obtrusive in many ways, and the brine concentrate upsets the coastal
waters balance. "Natural Desalination" eliminates all these problems and more.
Natural Desalination uses zero man-made energy to desalinate new rivers of water with
little to no environmental issues.
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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*

Ocean water needs 800 to 1,000 psi to desalinate using Reverse Osmosis (RO).

*

Off shore at 700 yards under the water you get 947 psi for the outside of a RO tubes.

* A small flexible pipe from the surface down to the RO system would bring 0 psi pressure
down to the inner part of RO tubes and help water flow downhill.
* The difference between the RO outside pressure and inside pressure gives a constant
947 psi, naturally at zero cost.
*

Constant free trickle of salt-free water into the inner part of the RO tubes.

* Check valves would be strategically places to automatically close the flow of water if
there was a break in the system.
* Water from the tubes would flow downhill to a collection chamber using gravity
conveyance.
* Gravity would continue to carry the water downhill to the pipe or tunnel and back to the
shore.
* Once at shore the water would be lifted for use or put in aqueduct or other
transportation systems.
Natural Desalination advantages are:
* Supply all of California with drought resistant water supply for crops and people.
much water as needed or desired.

As

* No brine because only water is taken from the ocean, located far off shore and near the
ocean floor helps too.
* Extended life of RO tubes, which would be cleaned by the ocean currents and not need
pre filters.
* RO trains (Collection of Tubes) would cost a fraction because only the tubes are needed
not the containers that the tubes go into.
* Located off shore offers large areas (miles) for RO system for expansion with no impact
to coastal residents.
* Little to no impact to ocean, plants or sea creatures; and no shipping hazard, due to
location and design.
* Side benefit of increased water would be more farming, increased economic, more
oxygen, cleaner air, etc.
* No Droughts, Healthy Delta, great water quality, reduce sea level rising and many other
water problems can be decreased or eliminated.
Just think of it, new rivers like Sacramento or Colorado rivers of water for the San Joaquin
and for Southern California. Peripheral cannel or tunnels to divert the Sacramento River
would not be needed. There would be more fresh water to give better health to delta.
More water for crops which feed people, increase our economy, improve our air, and help
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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fish with more run off.
All proven concepts, but it takes our water folks and our elected officials to see and
understand there are better alternatives to what they are looking at now.
This process was sent to be patented and let go, so that no one would profit from it.
Rizzi’s gift to California and the world.

J.

John F. Kennedy believed desalination would change the world. In April of 1961, the
president told the Washington press corps that "if we could ever competitively, at a cheap
rate, get freshwater from saltwater, that ... would really dwarf any other scientific
accomplishments."
393

2

[ATT 1: Diagram of Desalination Process, Joseph Rizzi]

The comment describes an attachment to the comment letter. The attachment does not raise any additional
issues related to the environmental analysis in the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS that are not
already addressed in the Final EIR/EIS.

394

1

As a resident immediately across the river from pumping station number 2, I am a little
concerned about the levee on the west side of the river. The levee is primarily constructed
of sand built up over many years and on primarily a sand and clay base. What will the
impact of the pile driving be?

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity the proposed project is designed to improve
native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.
The State of California and the federal government are using the NEPA/CEQA processes to collect the best
available information and conduct thorough impact assessments to support decisionmaking regarding the
BDCP and its dual goals (water reliability and habitat improvement). The best available science and adaptive
management will be relied upon to ensure the conservation measures are providing ecosystem benefits.

394

1

There is not enough proof that we can restore the Sacramento-San Joaquin Bay-Delta
ecosystem and secure California water supplies at the same time. In fact, we must restore
fresh water flows into the Delta, particularly from the San Joaquin River system, to meet the
needs of Delta fish and wildlife and the habitat that sustains them. Most importantly, it is
not worth possibly destroying habitats and ecosystems of the fish, animals and the people
who live here in the process.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
As discussed in the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS Chapter 9, Geology and Seismicity, Impact GEO-5, pile
driving and other heavy equipment operations would cause vibrations that could initiate liquefaction and
associated ground movements in places where soil and groundwater conditions are present to allow such
movements to occur. The movements could result in compaction, settlement, loss of bearing capacity, and
lateral spreading of the levee material, thereby causing levee failure. Also described are the codes and
standards that would be adhered to with respect to pile driving and the measures that would be
implemented to minimize the potential for construction-induced liquefaction and other ground movements.
Additionally, if the proposed project makes any modification to a levee that is part of the federal flood
control system, the proposed project proponents must secure approval from USACE through the Section 408
permitting process. See BDCP Appendix 6A the BDCP and flood control in the Delta.
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Construction of the proposed California WaterFix water conveyance facilities would be sequenced over
approximately 10 years. Construction of individual components (e.g. intakes, tunnels) would range from one
to six years. Temporary construction-related impacts include noise, visual, and transportation, among
others. The construction-related impacts are disclosed in individual resource area chapters in the EIR/EIS and
RDEIR/SDEIS.
As part of the planning and environmental assessment process, the project proponents will incorporate
environmental commitments and best management practices (BMPs) into the action alternatives to avoid or
minimize potential adverse effects (a NEPA term) and potential significant impacts (a CEQA term). The
project proponents will implement these environmental commitments as part of the project construction
activities. In other words, these commitments will be satisfied even if not separately imposed by the
permitting agencies. If permitting agencies impose additional measures or modifications, those will also be
adhered to as part of the permit(s). The project proponents will coordinate planning, engineering, design
and construction, operation, and maintenance phases of the alternative with the appropriate agencies. For
more information regarding Environmental Commitments please see Appendix 3B of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
394
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Thus far, the courts have only heard the voices of a few informed advocates, U.S. Fish and
Please refer to Chapter 32 in the EIR/EIS and Master Responses 40 and 65for information related to
Wildlife, and the 150 land owners among the tens of thousands of acres, 240 parcels, and
outreach, transparency of the planning process, and stakeholder engagement and Master Response 3 for
five counties you will victimize. These voices may not include all of the Delta farmers,
the Purpose and Need for the project.
fisherman, and people of the communities who love the rivers preserved and protected
from encroachment by greedy capitalist. Most importantly, I ask that you consider those
who will have no voice including but not limited to the salmon, smelt, and any mammal that
call the rivers home who will not be compensated after the beautiful rivers are destroyed
forever.

394
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It is completely unethical to expect tax payers (myself and the other victims) to flip the bill
for Southern California residents and I am sure that most of the other residence here would
agree. It is unfair for future generations never to see the beautiful rivers that their parents
once enjoyed, pay for its destruction, and suffer from any damage that it will do to the
environment and the creatures that inhabit it. It is too costly (up to $54 billion with interest
and other hidden costs) and the general public should not have to cover habitat restoration
costs. Consequently, these cost should be paid by those who receive the water as the Delta
diversions degraded the habitat in the first place.

Two-thirds of the cost of BDCP – those aspects associated with new conveyance infrastructure and
mitigation for the impacts of such conveyance -- would be paid for by water users of the participating state
and federal water contractor agencies. Some of these beneficiaries are in the Bay Area (e.g., the Santa Clara
Valley Water District and the Alameda County Zone 7 Water Agency), and contribute to the Bay Area
Economy. The remaining third of the cost of BDCP – mainly associated with ecosystem restoration -- would
be paid for by a combination of state taxpayers (mostly in the form of two state water bonds) and taxpayers
throughout the United States (in the form of annual federal appropriations).
The Delta is an ecosystem of national significance. The proposed project is costly, but proponents have
assessed the benefits as described in the BDCP funding sources. Notably, the water contractors benefitting
from the proposed project and their constituents will bear all costs associated with constructing new
conveyance facilities and mitigating for the impacts of those facilities. Expenditures of public money from
other sources would be limited to restoration activities beyond those needed to mitigate the impacts of
facility construction. BDCP Chapter 8, which deals with cost issues, and cost-benefit analysis information are
available on the project website. Please see Master Response 5 for more information on project costs and
funding.
As described in the BDCP Statewide Economic Impact Report, moreover, there are a variety of economic
benefits that would affect northern California residents, including increased water supply reliability,
improved water quality (for some users), increased recreation opportunities, local jobs and the indirect
economic benefits those jobs provide, and others.

394
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We live here and moved here because of the endangered beauty that Northern CA. has to
offer. I plead as a U.S. citizen and member of the most beautiful region of our country that
you do not support the death of its existence directly or indirectly by turning it into a
wasteland service to rich and political giants of cooperate America.
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The preferred alternative is now Alternative 4A (i.e., the California WaterFix Project) and no longer includes
an HCP. The Lead Agencies respectfully disagree with the commenter that the project would "support the
death of its [Delta’s] existence" by large corporations turning the region to a "wasteland." In fact, this issue is
beyond the scope of the project as the Lead Agencies do not have local land use/zoning authority. The
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proposed project aims to allow the federal and state water projects to deliver more reliable water supplies,
in a way less harmful to fish. It does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water rights or
for use as allowed under its contracts. See also Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need), Master Response 34
(Beneficial Use of Water), Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports), and Master Response 24 (Delta as
a Place).
394

5

Operation of the diversions and tunnels threaten to dewater major upstream reservoirs in
Northern California and reduce downstream river flows, to the detriment of fish, wildlife,
recreation, and other public trust values. Your decision will impact our environment and
ultimately the wellbeing of future generations.

394

6

Diversion and tunnel facilities would adversely impact too much Delta farmland and habitat, Implementing Alternative 4 (BDCP), especially construction of CM1 and CM2 facilities, and land modification
harm Brannan Island State Park, infringe on the Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge, and
associated with CM4 restoration activities, could create temporary disruptions to the terrestrial biological
degrade other essential conservation lands.
resource management activities in Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge and Brannan Island State Park.
However, the ultimate goals of aquatic and terrestrial habitat enhancement and restoration contained in the
BDCP would be compatible with the long-term management goals of these areas (refer to page 12-2584 of
the Draft EIR/EIS). Since the release of the 2013 Draft EIR/EIS, additional sub-alternatives to the BDCP have
been developed and analyzed. The now preferred alternative (Alternative 4A or the California WaterFix
Project) no longer includes an HCP. Implementing the California WaterFix Project, especially construction
of water conveyance facilities, and land modification associated with Environmental Commitment 4
restoration activities, could create temporary disruptions to the terrestrial biological resource management
activities associated with the Brannan Island State Park and the Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge. The
ultimate goals of aquatic and terrestrial habitat enhancement and restoration contained in the project
would be compatible with the long-term management goals of these areas. Proposed restoration areas in
the Delta would be designed to be compatible with and to complement the current management direction
for these areas and would be required to adapt restoration proposals to meet current policy established for
managing these areas (refer to page4.3.8-361 of the RDEIR/SDEIS). With respect to impacts associated with
farmlands in the Delta, the commenter is referred to the following Master Response 17 (Terrestrial Impacts),
Master Response 18 (Agricultural Impact Mitigation), and Master Response 24 (Delta as a Place).

394

7

The tunnels will need more upstream storage facilities to feed fresh water into them. These
include raising Shasta Dam, building the Sites Reservoir, and possibly reviving the Auburn
Dam on the American River and the Dos Rios Dam on the Eel River. The environmental,
cultural, and financial impacts of these controversial projects are a significant, foreseeable
but ignored impact of the BDCP.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

Establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and establishing new operating criteria to improve
water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, along with other conservation measures, the project would
improve native fish migratory patterns and habitat conditions and allow for greater operational flexibility.
Refer also to Master Response 45 (Purpose and Need), Master Response 4 (Alternatives Development),
Master Response 61 (Tunnel Option), Master Response 40 (Through Delta Option), Master Response 49
(Conservation Measure 1 as a CM), and Master Response 47 (Overview of Restoration and Enhancement
Activities). Appendix 3A of the Draft EIR/EIS and Sections 3 and 4 in the RDEIR/DSEIS discuss in detail the
various alternatives considered. The BDCP and the California WaterFix Project have been developed with the
goals of minimizing and avoiding incidental take of covered species to the maximum extent practicable and
to provide for the conservation of each of the covered species in the Plan Area. Chapter 5, Effects Analysis,
BDCP, describes the anticipated effects of the project on covered fish and wildlife species in consideration of
the covered activities, included changes in outflow. Chapter 11, Fish and Aquatic Resources, and Chapter 12,
Terrestrial Biological Resources, Draft EIR/EIS, describe effects of the BDCP and its alternatives on fish and
wildlife species in the Plan Area (see also Section 4 and Appendix A-Chapters 11 and 12 in the RDEIR/SDEIS).
For recreational impacts, see Chapter 15 of the Draft EIR/EIS and Section 4/Appendix A (Chapter 15) of the
RDEIR/SDEIS. The environmental documentation and project approval will be acted upon by the decision
makers from each lead agency at the conclusion of the CEQA and NEPA processes.

While water storage is a critically important tool for managing California’s water resources, it is not a topic
that must be addressed in the EIR/EIS for the proposed project. This is because the proposed project does
not, and need not, propose storage as a project component. Although the physical facilities contemplated by
the proposed project, once up and running, would be part of an overall statewide water system of which
new storage could someday also be a part, the proposed project is a stand-alone project for purposes of
CEQA and NEPA, just as future storage projects would be. Appendix 1B, Water Storage, of the 2013 Public
Draft BDCP EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage.
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Please see Master Response 4 regarding the development of alternatives. Please see Master Response 6 for
information on Demand Management.
BDCP/Cal WaterFix is unlikely to affect Rainbow Trout. Operations of the new conveyance facilities would
not result in any major changes above Shasta reservoir (BDCP Ch 5 Effects Analysis). CALSIM modeling
predicts that changes in Shasta Reservoir storage capacity due to Alternative 4 scenarios will be minimal
(<10%) relative to the NEPA baseline (BDCP EIR/EIS Chapter 6, Surface Water, Alternative 4, Impact SW-1).
The BDCP does not propose to alter the structure of the Shasta Dam or to flood the McCloud River.
Programs that are included in EcoRestore are aimed to increase habitat availability and suitability within the
Bay-Delta system for various species. Raising Shasta Dam is a viable option that has been considered by
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. More information about the Shasta Lake Water Resources Investigation
can be found at http://www.usbr.gov/mp/slwri/documents.html.
For more information regarding water storage please see Master Response 37.
395

1

I have reviewed all of the many of the recent comments to the proposed Delta Tunnel
Project provided by the Save the California Delta Alliance and heartily agree with their
stand. Also I have looked over some of the lengthy draft of the Environmental Impact
Report and find it incomplete and somewhat misleading. It certainly does not comply with
the "Delta Reform Act".

For information pertaining to project compliance with the Delta Reform Act, please refer to Master
Response 31. For information on the public outreach effort for the project please refer to Master Response
41.

395

2

My wife and I have traveled to San Diego frequently on Highway 5 witnessing the ever
increasing growth of the agriculture transformation of the former desert all provided by the
Delta water. Between that and the requirements of water required by the Los Angeles Basin
cities there does not seem to be any end to their demands. Similar demands are pretty
much drying up the Colorado River.

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve
native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.
The Natural Resources Agency and DWR staff will continue seeking improvements and refinements to the
current proposal in order to enhance species benefits and to avoid, reduce or mitigate for negative impacts
to people, communities, sensitive species and habitats.
The California Water Action Plan recognizes that all Californians have a stake in the future of our state’s
water resources, and that a series of actions are needed to comprehensively address the water issues before
us. The five-year agenda spells out a suite of actions in California to improve the reliability and resiliency of
water resources and to restore habitat and species — all amid the uncertainty of drought and climate
change. For more information regarding future developments of the California Action Water Plan please
follow http://resources.ca.gov/docs/Final_Water_Action_Plan_Press_Release_1-27-14.pdf. Future
committees for the Proposed Project implementation may provide future opportunities for innovative input
as well.
The California Water Plan evaluates different combinations of regional and statewide resources
management strategies to reduce water demand, increase water supply, reduce flood risk, improve water
quality, and enhance environmental and resource stewardship. Follow the California Water Plan here:
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/.
Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1, EIR/EIS, describes
the range of conveyance alternatives considered in the development of the EIR/EIS. Appendix 1B, Water
Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage and Appendix 1C, Demand
Management Measures, EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other sources of water
supply including desalination. While these elements are not proposed as part of the proposed project, the
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Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in managing California’s water resources.
For more information on potential growth effects due to project implementation please see Chapter 30
Growth Inducement and Other Indirect Effects of the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS
Appendix A.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the selection of alternatives analyzed, Master Response 7 regarding
desalination, Master Response 6 regarding demand management and Master Response 37 regarding water
storage.
395

3

It seems that the enormous costs of the Tunnel Project would be better suited to invest in
desalinization projects or even more reservoirs as a holding basin for water. Certainly there
should be more study done to provide a more satisfactory means to provide the south with
more water.

The Natural Resources Agency and DWR staff will continue seeking improvements and refinements to the
current proposal in order to enhance species benefits and to avoid, reduce or mitigate for negative impacts
to people, communities, sensitive species and habitats.
The California Water Action Plan recognizes that all Californians have a stake in the future of our state’s
water resources, and that a series of actions are needed to comprehensively address the water issues before
us. The five-year agenda spells out a suite of actions in California to improve the reliability and resiliency of
water resources and to restore habitat and species — all amid the uncertainty of drought and climate
change. For more information regarding future developments of the California Action Water Plan please
follow http://resources.ca.gov/docs/Final_Water_Action_Plan_Press_Release_1-27-14.pdf. Future
committees for the Proposed Project implementation may provide future opportunities for innovative input
as well.
The California Water Plan evaluates different combinations of regional and statewide resources
management strategies to reduce water demand, increase water supply, reduce flood risk, improve water
quality, and enhance environmental and resource stewardship. Follow the California Water Plan here:
http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/.
Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternatives, Conservation Measure 1, EIR/EIS, describes
the range of conveyance alternatives considered in the development of the EIR/EIS. Appendix 1B, Water
Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage and Appendix 1C, Demand
Management Measures, EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficiency, and other sources of water
supply including desalination. While these elements are not proposed as part of the proposed project, the
Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in managing California’s water resources.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the selection of alternatives analyzed, Master Response 7 regarding
desalination, Master Response 6 regarding demand management and Master Response 37 regarding water
storage.

396

1

Protection of the Delta water, species and environment mentioned so often in the Plan are
not the primary purpose of this so-called conservation plan.
By careful reading and searching the voluminous verbiage of the EIR, it is apparent that the
true purpose of this plan is to supply more water to the Central Valley and mainly to
Southern California users, hereinafter referred to as Southern users.

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Existing water diversions,
including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact
water flows and quality. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve
native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
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The Proposed Project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances in which hydrological conditions result in availability of sufficient water and ecological
objectives are fully satisfied. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects
under the Proposed Project would be roughly 10 percent more or equal to the average annual amount of
water that would be diverted under the No Action Alternative (i.e. 2025 conditions without the Proposed
Project). It is projected that Delta exports from the federal and state water projects would either remain
similar or increase in wetter years and decrease in drier years under Alternative 4A as compared to exports
under No Action Alternative (ELT) depending on the capability to divert water at the north Delta intakes
during winter and spring months. The estimated changes in deliveries for 4A are provided in the
RDEIR/SDEIS 4.3.1 and Appendix A Chapter 5 Water Supply. Although exports under the Proposed Project
would be similar to the amount water exported in recent history, it would make the deliveries more
predictable and reliable, while reducing other stressors on the ecological functions of the Delta.
396

2

Please see Overview, The Delta, page 1, second sentence and the second paragraph, first
sentence i.e. "The Delta is the critical link in the state's water delivery system. "Also, The
Delta, page 1, second paragraph, second to last sentence, "There is an urgent need to
...improve the conveyance system to meet demands and address risks to water supply
reliability." Everywhere the word conveyance is mentioned, delivery of water to southern
users is meant.

Please see Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project and Master Response 5
regarding Conservation Measure 1 and its role in the project.

Further proof that the first consideration of the plan is to deliver water from the Delta to
southern users is that CMl, is in "The 'Environment Review Process" on page 4 the "water
conveyance component" involving construction of new water conveyances facilities is
mentioned and detailed first.
The most telling statement is on page 7, Alternatives, third paragraph, first sentence as
follows: in order to meet the project's purpose and need, all action alternatives include
some type of new water conveyance facilities."
396

3

It is my opinion that the overwhelming need for water in Southern California, especially with The proposed project does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water rights or for use as
their problems obtaining water other sources such as the Colorado River, eclipses any
allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects
environmental concerns for the Delta.
under a fully-implemented project would be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the
last 20 years. Though, as noted by the comment, because salinity-related parameters have the potential to
One place where this would be demonstrated is in times of drought in Northern California. be altered by the project alternatives, these parameters, including bromide, chloride, and electrical
For example, during the drought in 1977-78, the water flowing by Grand Island (near Walnut conductivity were analyzed in detail for all alternatives in Chapter 8, Water Quality. The water quality
Grove) tasted salty. I know because I taste tested it several times. That means that there assessment addresses effects of changes in salinity on agricultural and fish and wildlife resources due to the
was salt water intrusion that far up into the Delta. If more water would have been
project alternatives via the EC assessment (Impact WQ-11) through evaluation of compliance with
ear-marked for southern users, the intrusion would have been even farther upriver. We are agricultural and fish and wildlife objectives in the Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan and degradation
currently suffering another drought which is adversely affecting the Delta. Places in the
relative to existing conditions and the No Action Alternative. In addition, the assessment of bromide
EIR make passing references to salinity problems (See Water Quality starting at page 23),
(Impact WQ-5) and chloride (Impact WQ-7), other salinity-related parameters, address effects to drinking
but not enough attention is paid to the effects of drought on the salinity problem and it
water uses via assessing concentrations relative to relevant thresholds and degradation. The assessment
appears that the water delivery south would take precedence over such environmental
considered effects both over the long-term and during a drought period. Where significant impacts to
issues. When people need water to drink, their needs are put first, even in this so-called
beneficial uses would occur due to the alternative, as opposed to other forces including climate change and
conservation plan.
sea level rise, mitigation to lessen those impacts is provided.

396

4

Another issue is the huge cost to build the new conveyance systems whose main reason for For more information regarding funding of the proposed project please see Master Response 5.
existence will be to deliver water to southern users. We, in this state, simply cannot afford
it.

396

5

In conclusion, no matter how carefully documents are worded, the Bay Delta-Conservation
Plan is not about conservation. It is about delivery of water to southern users, when that
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This process has been initiated and carried forward by two Governors acting on a mandate from the voters
of the State as a whole. The project does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water rights
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water is desperately needed to maintain water quality for northern users including all
or for use as allowed under its contracts. Refer to Master Response 45 (Purpose and Need), Master
resident species. The innate dishonesty in the presentation of this whole project is evident Response 49 (Conservation Measure 1 as a CM), Master Response 43 (Beneficial Use of Water), Master
and should not be supported or implemented.
Response 44 (Changes in Delta Exports), and Master Response 51 (Southern California Water Supply). Since
2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various
agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and
more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings. The documentation
generated by this proposed project has undergone extensive public and scientific input, discussion, and
transparency, including the posting of administrative draft chapters online and providing many more
opportunities for public participation than is normally required by the CEQA/NEPA processes (see Master
Response 65 [Transparency]). Refer to Chapter 32 (Public Involvement, Consultation, and Coordination) in
the Draft EIR/EIS and Master Response 64 (Public Outreach Adequacy). Alternative 4A, also known as
California WaterFix, has been developed in response to public and agency input and is the new CEQA
Preferred Alternative (see Section 4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS).
397

1

How can a plan or process start if you do not have answers? None of the representatives
could say where water would be stored except for San Luis.

While water storage is a critically important tool for managing California’s water resources, it is not a topic
that must be addressed in the EIR/EIS for the proposed project. This is because the proposed project does
not, and need not, propose storage as a project component. Although the physical facilities contemplated by
the proposed project, once up and running, would be part of an overall statewide water system of which
new storage could someday also be a part, the proposed project is a stand-alone project for purposes of
CEQA and NEPA, just as future storage projects would be. Appendix 1B, Water Storage, of the 2013 Public
Draft BDCP EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the development of alternatives. Please see Master Response 6 for
information on Demand Management.
In addition to San Luis Reservoir, SWP water is stored at Quail Lake, Pyramid Lake, Castaic Lake, Castaic
Lagoon, Lake Silverwood, Lake Perris. Some water agencies have their own storage facilities, such as
Metropolitan Water District’s Diamond Valley Lake, Lake Mathews, and Lake Skinner.
For more information regarding water storage please see Master Response 37.

397

2

I got conflicting answers on how fish screens would be or not be used at each end of the
tunnel/pipeline. Conflicting answers is bad information.

The positive-barrier fish screens for the proposed north Delta intakes would be designed to established
protection standards for salmonids and delta smelt, and would comply with CDFW, NMFS, and USFWS fish
screening criteria.
Appendix 3F of the PD EIR/S provides details on the development of intakes and fish
screening technology, as well as the Conceptual Engineering Reports (CERs). It is proposed that monitoring
and research would be conducted to inform the fish screen design, construction, and operation in order to
maximize their effectiveness. Dual operations provides for flexibility that will better protect the fish based
on real time data.
"DWR and Reclamation are required to improve fish collection efficiency at the existing south Delta salvage
facilities, as part of facility improvements required by the National Marine Fisheries Service 2009 biological
opinion on the SWP/CVP. For example, in 2014 Reclamation replaced the secondary louver system with a
traveling screen system. These screens provide protection by guiding fish into the holding tanks while
catching debris on pegs and transporting debris to a collection system at the work surface.
The technology required at the proposed north Delta intakes and the exisiting south Delta export facilities
differ fundamentally. The north Delta intakes would be located on the side of the river channel and so
would be desinged to comply with CDFW, NMFS, and USFWS fish screening criteria (BDCP Appendix 5B
SEction 3.B.3.3). The south Delta export facilities are located on dead-end channels and requires active
collection and salvage of fishes.
Screening the intakes at Clifton Court Forebay was analyzed during the water conveyance alternative
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development process and is described in the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS, Appendix 3A. This alternative
was eliminated from further evaluation because initial results of recent studies, including information
included in the recent NMFS biological opinions, supported a phased approach that would emphasize
improvements to operations of fish handling facilities and reduced predator potential within Clifton Court
Forebay prior to further analysis of installation of fish screens. Nevertheless, DWR and Reclamation will
continue investigating strategies to increase fish salvage efficiency, reduce pre-screen losses, and improve
screening efficiencies, consistent with the 2009 biological opinion of the SWP/CVP."
397

3

Who and how will it be decided what operation scenario will or may be built? Who will
make that decision? I could not get an answer last evening.

The Lead Agencies (DWR for CEQA and Reclamation for NEPA) will make the final decisions regarding the
selection of an alternative (and therefore, an operational scenario) for the purposes of CEQA and NEPA.
USFWS and NMFS have authority under the federal Endangered Species Act to determine whether the
Proposed Project meets the regulatory standard of ESA Section 7, and CDFW, a CEQA responsible agency,
has authority to determine if the Proposed Project meets the regulatory standards of CESA. Please see
Section 4.1.2, Description of Alternative 4A, RDEIR/SDEIS for additional information on Proposed Project
operations.

397

4

When I questioned final cost, the answer I got was $24.7 billion to $75 billion. There must
be more cost-effective ways.

The proposed alternative (referred to in the RDEIR/SDEIS as Alternative 4A) is estimated to cost significantly
less relative to the former preferred alternative (Alternative 4 under the BDCP). The difference in cost is
largely due to the reduced level of restoration specifically funded by the project, as well as other
Conservation Measures that are not included under Alternative 4A. As such, the total estimated cost for
Alternative 4A is $14.9 billion in undiscounted 2014 dollars . The estimated cost to implement the former
preferred alternative under BDCP is $24.7 billion in undiscounted 2012 dollars. For more information
regarding cost of the proposed project please see Master Response 5.

397

5

Many of us feel this project is one of two that Governor Brown plans to be his legacy. As a
Since 2006, the proposed has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various agencies
biology teacher of 33 years at Lincoln High in Stockton, I see little factual science to support and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and more than
BDCP efforts. If questions cannot be answered at your symposium, how can you even think 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
of the expenditure of $25-75 billion?
DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
I am 100% against this project.
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. Existing water diversions, including the existing State Water
Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact water flows and quality. By
establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria with the goal of
improving water volume, timing, turbidity, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master Response 45 for
additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.
Socioeconomic effects of the various alternatives are described and assessed in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics,
of the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS. A Draft BDCP Statewide Economic Impact Report has also been
published, which indicates that the proposed project would result in a substantial economic net benefit to
the State of California. Please see Master Response 38 and 39 for more information on costs and funding.

398

1

The Friends of Vasco Caves would like to request hard copies of the Draft EIR/EIS for a
better review by our organization. We have had a history with CALFED, and the Contra
Costa Water District in obtaining such materials and hope that your organization can do so.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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Those that requested hard copies of the documents were provided the following memo:
Thank you for your interest in the Draft Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) and associated Draft EIR/EIS. We
received your request for a hard copy of the documents. Unfortunately, due to the size of the documents,
approximately 34,000 pages total, the Department of Water Resources and Lead Federal Agencies will not
be printing hard copies for individuals or organizations. However, there are several ways to review the
document:
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Download the files from: www.baydeltaconservationplan.com.
Visit the project website to download individual chapters or the entire Draft BDCP and associated EIR/EIS.
The files are in PDF format and can be printed from home or office for personal review.
Please email us at info@baydeltaconservationplan.com to request a copy of the DVDs of the Draft BDCP and
associated Draft EIR/EIS. You can also request a copy of the Draft BDCP Highlights, Draft EIR/EIS Highlights,
or the Draft BDCP Executive Summary. Be sure to include your name and address and we will mail you the
DVD or documents within 7-10 business days. If for some reason you are unable to load a DVD, let us know
and we will send you the files on CD or another user-friendly format.
Hard copies of the documents are available at the following locations:
Department of Water Resources, 3500 Industrial Blvd., Room 117, West Sacramento, CA 95691 Copies of the
documents referenced in the Draft EIR/EIS will be available at this location.
You can email us at info@baydeltaconservationplan.comto request a print-quality version of the DVD. You
can then take the DVD to any printer of your choice. Costs for the full set of documents, both the Draft BDCP
Plan and associated Draft EIR/EIS are estimated at $6000.
View a DVD copy of the Draft BDCP Plan and associated Draft EIR/EIS at a public repository. For a full list
please visit the website, document repositories are listed in the public review section:
www.baydeltaconservationplan.com/publicreview/documentrepositories.aspx
399

1

Please post all public emails regarding the BDCP that the state is looking at undertaking,
which, like the majority of all government projects, the operation will be inefficient, over
budget and create a continued tax burden for the next generation of Californians.

The standard process for publishing comments submitted on CEQA and NEPA documents is to include them
with the responses to comments in the Final EIR/EIS. Posting comments online is not a requirement of or a
standard policy for CEQA or NEPA processes.

399

2

The proposal does not even take into account the most basic issue that we have: storage.
It is not that California doesn't have enough water; it's that we don't have the means of
keeping it in times of plenty and then pulling from that in times of need. Water, like all
things on the planet, is a finite resource. A proposal that does not address the issue of
storing water does nothing to solve the long-term problem. The current plan is the exact
same operation that the BDCP is, with the difference only being where the water is taken
from and how much is taken. It is still the same issue of a hose, constantly running, and
whatever rate is being pushed through the pipes. Doesn’t it make more sense to have a
bucket with a turn valve underneath the constantly running hose, so that when the flow
slows to a trickle we can still have water that is stored? A proposal that does not include a
system similar to the Kern water bank is very poorly thought out. If we are going to have a
massive tax expenditure, let us at least get it right for the long term.

Please note that the BDCP is no longer the preferred alternative. The preferred alternative is now Alternative
4A and no longer includes an HCP. Alternative 4A has been developed in response to public and agency
input. Please see Master Response 4 for discussion of the scope of the proposed project and alternatives
(such as water storage) that were not carried forward for analysis in this document due to the fact that they
required actions beyond the scope of the proposed project.
Appendix 1B, Water Storage, EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage. Please also see
Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage, either in the Delta
or elsewhere, was not included in the EIR/EIS.
DWR, Reclamation, and local partners are evaluating the feasibility of additional storage to improve water
supply and water supply reliability, increase survival of anadromous fish and other aquatic species, improve
Delta water quality, and provide flexible energy generation benefits. Several new storage projects are in
various stages of evaluation, including increasing the capacity of Shasta Reservoir and Los Vaqueros
Reservoir, constructing Sites Reservoir in the Sacramento Valley, and constructing Temperance Flat
Reservoir on the San Joaquin River. Efforts towards additional storage such as these could complement the
proposed project, and are not alternatives to it.
The construction of the water delivery facilities is estimated to cost $14.9 billion, an amount that would be
paid for by the state and federal water contractors who rely on Delta exports. Please see Master Response
5for more information on costs and funding.
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