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1 Protect our Delta water, Mr. Brown; don't be a green person without looking at
long-term goals. It will rain again!

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.
No response is required.

1201

1 Being a Northern California Bay Area native, it seems that there are times when people
want Southern California to be its own state. In reality, we are all in this drought
together, but diverting such a valued resource from an already fragile ecosystem just
doesn’t seem like the right idea. Please think about the future impacts and how much of
California’s Central Valley farming relies on the Delta. Thanks for listening.

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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamation operate with water rights issued by the State Water
Resources Control Board that are junior in priority to many senior water rights holders in the Delta
watershed. Under the action alternatives, senior water rights holders would continue to receive the same
amount of water as under the No Action Alternative. Conveyance facilities under the action alternatives
could only deliver the amount of water diverted under the existing SWP and CVP water rights and in
accordance with the existing and future related regulatory requirements based upon river water levels and
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fish species, and water
quality standards. Senior water rights holders are not affected by implementation of action alternatives. The
amount of water that DWR and Reclamation would be able to pump from the proposed 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 U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions 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 Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/S.
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 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, Water Demand Management).

1202

1 We need this water -- it shouldn't be diverted for industrial agriculture. As an almond
grower, I know that they can be dry-farmed -- taste better too. Just not as quick.
Everyone has to sacrifice during the drought. Make industry do their share.

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.
State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water and state law requires
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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. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.
1203

1 The drought is no excuse for undermining all the environmental protection in our state!

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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
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. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

1204

1 This is foul and negligent. Farmers need to sustain the land they farm. They cannot rob
every life form around them and do irreparable damage. Permaculture farming is a
solution. The techniques and product must be amenable to the region.

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.
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. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

1205

1 Cut this crap. Save California's water for drinking.

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.
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. Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the
purpose and need behind the proposed project. Regulatory water quality objectives (or guidance values)
exist for these constituents for protection of agricultural water supply, municipal and industrial drinking
water supply, and fish and wildlife beneficial uses.

1206

1 This is not good for the ecosystem or the species that live in 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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
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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. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).
1207

1 Please stop the Delta Tunnels (California WaterFix) project. The Bay-Delta ecosystem
needs to be saved from water-intensive industrial farm practices. The ag companies
profit from exports to China (80% of almonds) while California is damaged. This is a
short-sighted project aimed to benefit only a few.

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 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, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.
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. Please refer to Master Response 4 regarding the potential uses
of water delivered via California WaterFix proposed conveyance facilities.

1208

1 Please don’t make this terrible environmental mistake. The San Francisco Bay is a
delicate balance and the trauma caused by these tunnels may be more than it can
withstand.

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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
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. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

1209

1 This is definitely not a fix that helps regular people in a drought. Agribusiness needs to
find new ways to farm that are more eco-friendly.

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.
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. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

1211

1 Please find ways to invest in projects that can survive rising sea levels and earthquakes.

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

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
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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.
1212

1 I love almonds. The price keeps going up with the drought. But please say no to the
Delta tunnels.

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.
Providing regulatory oversight to agribusinesses is outside the scope of the proposed project and
environmental analysis.

1213

1 I was born in California in 1937. Hasn't there been enough done to obliterate the
wonderful natural environment that we have taken from the indigenous, such as the
Yokuts peoples? Can't we now begin to defend our home against the agribusiness and
urban overpopulation? Stop!

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.

1214

1 I realize that if properly managed this plan could divert excess water to southern
This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
California but it could easily be used to divert water on a political whim to the detriment response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
of the Sacramento River Delta and San Francisco Bay.
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 stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the action
alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water rights
and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternatives
evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued to DWR and
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin laws and
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total water rights
issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the new
north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating agencies, ESA compliance, and project design.
Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water Resources Control
Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the project and the
adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS.

1215

1 Short-sighted plan. Invest in massive rainwater capture, conservation and plant olive
trees instead.

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. Please refer to Master Response 4 for additional details on
the selection of alternatives and Master Response 6 regarding demand management.
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1 Water conservation by farmers is what we need.

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 commenter offers an opinion on the merits of a particular water supply augmentation approach (greater
agricultural conservation) and does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR/EIS.
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 agricultural beneficial water use please see Master Response 34.

1217

1 I think we have done enough damage to the environment so far. We need to realize that
we are all part of this living, breathing planet. The health of our planet and ours is
interrelated. How can we be so stupid as to continue in this reckless direction? It shows
lack of foresight and consciousness. I feel sorry for the generations to come. We are
really trashing the planet and this has to stop!

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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
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. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

1218

1 This is a water grab that will hurt the Delta and the San Francisco Bay. There are many
crops that are just too water-intensive for our climate.

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.
In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in
total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can
divert from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating agencies, ESA compliance,
and project design. Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water
Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the
project and the adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS. Over
the long-term, the proposed project would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as compared to
Existing Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer and early fall months; and increase exports in
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the wet winter months when the river flows are high. The water would be stored at locations south of the
Delta during the high flow periods to allow reductions in deliveries to SWP and CVP water users in drier
periods to improve ecosystem conditions in the Delta.
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.
1219

1 We need water for personal use more than for a rich almond farmer.

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.

1220

1 As we well know, nature provides free services. Please consider letting nature do its
thing for us at a savings instead of spending this money on tunnels. It would be more
practical to change the types of crops we grow in the state and use other common sense
measures. Let's use this money where it's needed more. Let's be smarter. Instead of
trying to bend nature to our will, let's work with it and reap the benefits.

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 commenter offers an opinion on the merits of a particular water supply augmentation approach (greater
agricultural conservation) and does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR/EIS. Please
see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed
project.

1221

1 It's time to figure out alternatives that don't continue to damage our ecosystems that
will only cause more problems in the long run.

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, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. Please refer to Master Response 4 for additional details on the selection of
alternatives. Also, please see Master Response 3 for additional details on the project purpose and need.

1222

1 This is more externalization of costs - take from us and the future, and give immediate
profits to big agribusiness. I say no.

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 Master Response 5 regarding costs of implementation and regarding funding for the proposed
project.
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1 Big city people and organizations don't know what limits there are on water. Try closing
a few golf courses.

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

1224

1 Sustainable and wise and conservation of water is the best practice.

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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. 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. 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 with 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, Water Demand Management).

1225

1 Please do not endanger the fragile ecosystem in the Delta area. There should be a better This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
way to solve the problem than to create a devastated ill effect from the proposal.
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, and salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose
and Need) and Master Response 4 (Alternative).

1226

1 These tunnels will irreparably destroy a complex and long term ecosystem that we can't
pretend to fully understand, as well as one of California's misunderstood natural
treasures. This is not just about commerce, this is about the sacred wholeness of the
Earth. There are alternatives to addressing the water issue. And how many almonds and
pistachios do we really need?

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

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.

Since the late 1800s, the Bay-Delta ecosystem has been substantially altered. Changes in key environmental
attributes of the Bay-Delta have contributed to the current degraded state of the ecosystem and appear to
be proximate causes of declines in desired fishes and increases in non-native species. California WaterFix is
not intended to address all the factors that have contributed to the Delta's decline and briefly summarizes a
few but not all of those factors. Many factors that have contributed to the decline of the Delta's ecosystem
including the conversion of tidal marsh and floodplains to farmland, construction of levees and altering of
tide flows, in-Delta and upstream water diversions, contaminant discharges, ammonia and nutrient
discharges and changes to the food web, increases in water temperatures, and introduction of non-native
and invasive species. The Delta will remain in a highly altered state for the foreseeable future and the
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project is not intended to address all the past harms or restore the Delta to a pre-altered state. 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 establish a more natural
east-west flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow for greater operational flexibility.
The Lead Agencies do not have land use planning authorities (such as changing local land uses and zoning
ordinances or controlling what crops should be planted). Please see Master Response 34 regarding the
potential uses of water delivered via WaterFix’s proposed conveyance facilities. Contractors and their
customers must make economic decisions about planting in light of the amounts of water they are likely to
receive going forward. 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.
Please refer to Master Response 4 (Alternatives) and Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).
1227

1 This plan is devastating in its implications, and will create more problems than it solves.
We should reduce water abuse, promote plant-based eating!

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.

1228

1 Stop wasting water we don’t have.

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.

1229

1 Don’t push a plan that will damage some farms to help others. We need fruit and
veggies as much as nuts, maybe more.

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.
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. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

1230

1 These water export tunnels would benefit industrial-agriculture and undermine the
Bay-Delta ecosystem. I do not support profits for water-intensive almond and
pistachio orchards over protecting endangered salmon and maintaining Sacramento
River natural flows.

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 California WaterFix project is being proposed to address the conflict between the ecological needs of a
range of at-risk Delta species and natural communities, while providing for more reliable water supplies for
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people, communities, agriculture, and industry. The proposed project does not propose any changes to
existing agricultural practices.
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, and
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.
1231

1 When are we going to get smart about agriculture and plant appropriately for the
environment so that the prevailing conditions match the requirements of the crop?

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 California WaterFix project is being proposed to address the conflict between the ecological needs of a
range of at-risk Delta species and natural communities, while providing for more reliable water supplies for
people, communities, agriculture, and industry. The proposed project does not propose any changes to
existing agricultural practices.
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. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via California WaterFix proposed conveyance facilities.

1232

1 Don't take our water away.

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.

1233

1 This is an absurd waste of taxpayer monies and the results will be devastating and
irreversible. Man needs nature to survive. There is purpose in the way things are.
We need to respect that.

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, and salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose
and Need) and Master Response 5(Cost and Funding).

1234

1 You wonder why people are leaving California, this is one more reason. You’re
destroying our environment for the name of big corporate interests! Stop the
destruction of our ecosystem before it’s too late!

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

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
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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. 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 project is
designed to establish a more natural east-west flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow
for greater operational flexibility. It is not the result of “favoring” large corporations (e.g., large
agribusinesses). In fact, this issue is beyond the scope of the project as the Lead Agencies do not have local
land use/zoning authority. The project does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water
rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need), Master
Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water), Master Response 26 (Change in Delta Exports), and Master Response
35 (Southern California Water Supply).
1235

1 I oppose the Delta tunnels. Another giveaway of Northern California water to
Southern California instead of curbing overuse.

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.
It is important to note, as an initial matter, 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. Nor is the proposed
project intended to solve all environmental challenges facing the Delta. Please see Master Response 6
(Demand Management) for further information regarding how many of the suggested components have
merit from a state-wide water policy standpoint, and some are being implemented or considered
independently throughout the state, but are beyond the scope of the proposed project.
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 establish a more natural east-west flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow
for greater operational flexibility.
Please refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports), Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need), and
Master Response 35 (MWD Water Supply).

1236

1 We need to find other ways to manage water in this state. Ruining the ecology and
environment is not a good solution. How about stopping fracking and allowing the oil
and gas companies to sell their polluted fracking wastewater to farmers, who water
their crops with it and poison our food?

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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. Senior water rights holders are not affected by implementation of action
alternatives. The CALSIM II model assumptions provide the same deliveries to senior water rights holders
under the No Action Alternative and all action alternatives. As discussed in Chapter 5, Water Supply, of the
EIR/S, climate change, sea level rise, and population growth in the northern Delta watershed are anticipated

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments
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to effect senior water rights holders (as shown in the comparison between the Existing Conditions and the
No Action Alternative model runs) with or without implementation of the action alternatives.
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). The proposed project would not increase
the amount of water to which SWP and CVP hold water rights for use allowed under their contracts and
permits and approvals for refuge water supplies or other environmental purposes.
State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water, and state laws require
that water pumped from the Delta be put to stipulated beneficial uses. Beneficial uses include agricultural,
municipal, and industrial consumptive uses; power production; and in-stream uses including fish protection
flows. Fracking – or “hydraulic fracturing” -- presumably could be an “industrial” use of water. As of the
present, hydraulic fracturing is a lawful use of water, as state law generally permits oil and gas operators to
engage in “the injection of air, gas, water, or other fluids into the productive strata, the application of
pressure heat or other means for the reduction of viscosity of the hydrocarbons, the supplying of additional
motive force, or the creating of enlarged or new channels for the underground movement of hydrocarbons
into production wells[.]” (Cal. Pub. Resources Code, § 3106[b].) Pursuant to Senate Bill 4 from 2013 (Stats.
2013, Ch.313), moreover, the state Department of Conservation, through its Division of Oil, Gas, and
Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), is currently working on fracking regulations. An interim set of regulations
allowing continued “well stimulation treatments” (including hydraulic fracturing) will remain in effect
through 2014, and a new set of proposed regulations should take effect on January 2015. Senate Bill 4 also
requires DOGGR, by July 1, 2015, to certify an EIR “in order to provide the public with detailed information
regarding any potential environmental impacts of well stimulation in the state.” This EIR “shall address the
issue of activities… that may occur at oil wells in the state existing prior to, and after” January 1, 2014.
Through the rule-making process and the statutorily-mandated EIR, the state will better understand how
much water is actually used for fracking in California and how much is likely to be used in the foreseeable
future. Voluntary reporting indicates that the use of water for fracking is comparatively small, particularly
compared with the water usage that has been reported in other states in connection with natural gas
recovery. The Department of Conservation estimates that statewide, about 270 acre-feet of water per year
is used for hydraulic fracture stimulation activities. For comparison’s sake, roughly 5.2 million acre-feet of
water a year have been diverted from the Delta, on average, over the last 20 years by the federal and state
water projects for farms and cities.
The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) could modify water permits to balance and protect
beneficial uses of water. If the Legislature declared fracking to be unreasonable, it would potentially trigger
the SWRCB to revise water right permits in such a way as to restrict Delta water from being used for
fracking. Please see Master Response 34 for additional information regarding use of water delivered by
project facilities.
1237

1 Sustainable water is water that is available within a given watershed. Moving water out
of one watershed to another mismanaged watershed is not water conservation and
wreaks havoc on the natural wildlife ecology.

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

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
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to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which
were issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights
and Area of Origin laws and requirements. The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the
Proposed Project. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation 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 U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water
Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the
project and the adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/S.
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, Water Demand Management).
1238

1 Instead of the water tunnel boondoggle, California needs to rethink its water rights and
allocations in keeping with realistic water supplies and ecosystem health.

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.
All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which
were issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights
and Area of Origin laws and requirements. 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, Water Demand Management).

1239

1 Do not destroy our land.

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.
Since the late 1800s, the Bay-Delta ecosystem has been substantially altered. Changes in key environmental
attributes of the Bay-Delta have contributed to the current degraded state of the ecosystem and appear to
be proximate causes of declines in desired fishes and increases in non-native species. Though the proposed
project is not intended to address all the factors that have contributed to the Delta's decline and briefly
summarizes a few but not all of those factors. Many factors that have contributed to the decline of the
Delta's ecosystem including the conversion of tidal marsh and floodplains to farmland, construction of levees
and altering of tide flows, in-Delta and upstream water diversions, contaminant discharges, ammonia and
nutrient discharges and changes to the food web, increases in water temperatures, and introduction of
non-native and invasive species. The Delta will remain in a highly altered state for the foreseeable future and
the California Waterfix is not intended to address all the past harms or restore the Delta to a pre-altered
state

1240

1 Is it really worth ruining the entire Delta and costing millions of dollars for a little extra
This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
farming income? I think not. We cannot keep playing the catch-up game: fix one
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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problem, cause a lot larger problem, and then go back and try and fix it later. Quit
damaging our planet!
Almonds are not a necessity. Water and life [are]. Keep the Delta in the Delta!

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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
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. See Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

1241

1 We can be more kind for people and nature, not money. We want to create hope for
future generations. Let all of us connect our inner truth now. Turning point is right
now.

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.

1242

1 These tunnels are not the way to address our water issues. While California supplies
much food for the world, farmers with the State’s encouragement could do more to
encourage less water-thirsty food crops. Please, let’s find another way!

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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
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. See Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

1243

1 California agriculture should have become more efficient with water decades ago.
Now it demands water that may not be available at all, much less without serious
damage.

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.
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. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

1244

1 We’re already on the path to conserving enough water that we do not need these
tunnels anyway!

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

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.
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The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
1245

1 How about farmers adopt best watering practices using drip irrigation and the like?
This would go a long way in saving our precious resources.

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 commenter offers an opinion on the merits of a particular water supply augmentation approach (greater
agricultural conservation) and does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR/EIS.
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 agricultural beneficial water use please see Master Response 34.

1246

1 This is wrong! It is a water grab for one well-connected group over the needs of our
precious environment and needs of the rest of us. Do not support this terrible plan!

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.
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 project is designed to establish a more natural east-west
flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow for greater operational flexibility. The
proposed project 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. Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports). 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. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

1247

1 The Delta and San Francisco Bay are not experimental labs on water diversion to support This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
agriculture in California. They are biological systems the need healing and restoration.
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
This is a terrible project and a waste of taxpayer money.
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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. 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 water delivery system would be operated in a manner to protect water users and environmental
habitat located upstream of and in the Delta 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
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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).
1248

1 Farmers need to learn efficient water saving permaculture rather than depleting
resources for profit. We need our stressed ecosystem intact in order to keep the
balance. Once the balance is off, we have nothing.

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.
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. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

1249

1 My daughter will never know the Delta I grew up on, fishing on the banks at Rio Vista to This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
swimming in the American River. What may seem expeditious to the state as a whole response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
is an end to a way of life. Do not do it.
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, and salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

1250

1 We cannot continue expending precious water on crops that were never meant to
survive in this climate. It’s wasteful. I feel for the farmers impacted by the drought,
but it’s time for them to face facts: we no longer have the natural resources to support
their business model.

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.
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. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

1251

1 We are in the middle of a huge drought and need all the water we have to stay in
California. Don’t sell our state to anyone else, it is bad enough that you did not protect
us from the rich and famous who are stealing our water just because they have money.
Protect all Californians and our crops. Do not do this.

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
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the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. 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 project is
designed to establish a more natural east-west flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow
for greater operational flexibility. The proposed project 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. Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta
Exports). Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need), Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water),
and Master Response 35 (Southern California Water Supply).
1252

1 Too much water going to corporations; profits for agricultural corporations should not
be at the expense of the taxpayer.

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 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
those needed to mitigate the impacts of facility construction. Please see Master Response 5 for more
information on project costs and funding.

1252

2 In this time of extreme drought, I ask why are we spending time in developing a new
The commenter does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR/EIS.
water conveyance system when the existing one is functional. Recent studies have
identified areas where the California Delta levee system can be reinforced, strengthened Please refer to Appendix 6A for discussion about levee improvements and flood management in the Delta,
which are not components of this proposed project.
and made much more seismically sound for a fraction of the cost of the tunnels.

1252

3 Too many Northern California rivers do not have enough water to maintain salmon runs. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

1256

1 Choose a water plan for the people and the planet, not for the agri-business
This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
corporations! Water taken from Californians is being used to grow products for export in response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
dry areas of the state, during severe drought.
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.
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. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

1257

1 The ecosystems are too complex for a simple fix. Please stop and think this through
more carefully for the benefit of the citizens and plants and animals of this state. It is
urgent, but being too speedy can be destructive as well.

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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
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
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salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).
1259

1 No. We need to stop destroying the environment for extremely short term financial
gains on the part of a few. We will literally have nowhere to live in short order if we
continue to abuse and deplete natural resources in the manner and at the rate we have
done in the last 15 years.

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.
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. 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 EIR/EIS indicates that the project would result in a substantial economic net
benefit to the State.

1260

1 Stop killing the fish and the rivers, please!

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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
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. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

1263

1 Industrial-scale agriculture has proven to have huge costs to our state's water resources.
Investment and effort need to be made into how to farm with more consideration of our
precious water resources. This includes questioning whether industrial scale farming of
thirsty almond and pistachio crops make sense when so much of this crop gets exported.
In essence, we are exporting our water.
We need to be supporting local agriculture and local food economies, as in, an
agricultural economy that creates wealth in the community it comes from. Piping water
with an incredible mammoth infrastructure project further veils the true cost of water,
allowing business as usual -- where agribusiness profit margins enlarge at the cost of our
natural resources, and community health.

1263

2 Many agricultural communities surrounding industrial-scale agriculture in large swaths
of the Central Valley and the Salinas Valley struggle with contaminated drinking water,
due in large part to unfettered agricultural discharges. It remains deplorable that some
of the poorest communities in our state border high yield agri-fields, providing more
profit for big agribusiness to the detriment of the communities that sustain them.

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 California WaterFix project is being proposed to address the conflict between the ecological needs of a
range of at-risk Delta species and natural communities, while providing for more reliable water supplies for
people, communities, agriculture, and industry. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via California WaterFix proposed conveyance facilities and Master Response 26 for
additional discussion regarding exports and water rights.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

Let's put effort into improving the health of our local economies and supporting farming
that is beneficial for the communities that they are grounded in rather than continuing
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to subsidize Big Agriculture.
Protect the Bay-Delta ecosystem and stop subsidizing Big Agriculture.
1264

1 You recently stated at the Los Angeles Metropolitan Water District meeting that
California could add another 10 million people to our population. It is past time to
recognize that California is overpopulated and serious measures need to be taken to let
the current population know that we cannot continue to increase our population. We
don’t have the water supply and we are paving over and destroying the lands and
waterways and polluting the air and beaches. It is time to get serious and limit new
construction and establish hard limits to population growth. Adding bigger tunnels to
divert water is not helping the situation.

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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. Future
water demands under the SWP and CVP water contract municipal uses are consistent with water demand
projections in the recent Urban Water Management Plans submitted to DWR which include approaches to
meet the 20 percent per capita urban water use by 2020. 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. It is consistent with other programs to provide continued
investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation as well as other water supplies (as
described in Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management).
All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were
issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and
Area of Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamation operate with water rights issued by the State
Water Resources Control Board that are junior in priority to many senior water rights holders in the Delta
watershed. Under the action alternatives, senior water rights holders would continue to receive the same
amount of water as under the No Action Alternative. Conveyance facilities under the action alternatives
could only deliver the amount of water diverted under the existing SWP and CVP water rights and in
accordance with the existing and future related regulatory requirements based upon river water levels and
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fish species, and water
quality standards.

1265

1 No more exporting water. No more water for beef and dairy [or] alfalfa exports and let
the price of almonds and pistachios increase with demand pressure; the farmers make
more money, without exporting any more water.

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 California WaterFix project is being proposed to address the conflict between the ecological needs of a
range of at-risk Delta species and natural communities, while providing for more reliable water supplies for
people, communities, agriculture, and industry. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via California WaterFix proposed conveyance facilities and Master Response 26 for
additional discussion regarding exports and water rights.

1266

1 While I understand the urgency of our agricultural water needs, I am convinced that we
must find other, more creative ways to satisfy them. Abandoning our hard-earned
ecological lessons (and progress) will only set us back.

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 California WaterFix project is being proposed to address the conflict between the ecological needs of a
range of at-risk Delta species and natural communities, while providing for more reliable water supplies for
people, communities, agriculture, and industry. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
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uses of water delivered via California WaterFix proposed conveyance facilities.
1267

1 Please explore more creative water reclamation proposals such as Manoj Bhargava is
publicizing with his offshore water barges. Also his "Free Electric Bike" can power
homes.

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 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.
Although conservation components 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. The California WaterFix 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.
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, Water Demand
Management, 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.

1268

1 It is outrageous that you would divert massive amounts of water for orchards!
Factory farms must change their ways and stop growing crops that require massive
amounts of water! The state must support sustainable (ecological) agriculture. It is
suicidal to continue operating in the old ways.
For you to favor one industry at the expense of the rest of the state is inexcusable! And
to do it in such a destructive way is disgusting!
Why should households conserve their water for water intensive crops!

1269

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.
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. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

1 The tunnels will destroy much of the natural ecology of the Delta. Fresh water from the This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
mountains is necessary to maintain the health of the Delta and San Francisco Bay. Don't response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
do this!
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 proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the Clean Water Act federal and
state Endangered Species Acts; as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental.
Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented Alternative 4A are
projected to be roughly 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 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.

1270

1 Conservation measures will be more profitable and fruitful.
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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 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.
Although conservation components 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. The California WaterFix 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.
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, Water Demand
Management, 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.
1271

1 This should not happen. We've voted against peripheral canals twice. Why is it coming
up again? We are in climate chaos; who knows if Southern California will get more than
Northern California. The Delta is already in trouble; land is sinking; don't take any more
water.

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.
or information regarding the differences between the proposed project and the peripheral canals please see
Master Response 36

1272

1 In an era of tight finances it is ill-conceived to proceed with the Delta tunnels which are
environmentally dangerous and economically questionable.

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.
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 project is designed to establish a more natural east-west
flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to
Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 5 (Cost).

1273

1 Stop trying to literally undermine our Delta and farmlands in the Delta by digging
tunnels which will destabilize the area and bring in salt water to the farms! Our
farmlands support our population and countries abroad with food. This is one of
California's biggest industries.

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 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.
Please refer to Master Response 14, Water Quality, for more details regarding effects of the alternatives on
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salinity levels.
1273

2 Quit taking the water from here and sending it south. Invest in desalinization for ocean
water in Southern California. They have plenty of salt water.

For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7. Please see Master Response 35
regarding water use and conservation in Southern California.

1274

1 This [is] just a ridiculous idea. A single smaller tube, maybe, but to gamble on this radical
proposal when California officials cannot guarantee that California will have the amount
of water it says it will have when the winter snowpack is declining, possibly due to global
warming, is reckless stupidity.

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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. 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. For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master
Response 3.
All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were
issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and
Area of Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamation operate with water rights issued by the State
Water Resources Control Board that are junior in priority to many senior water rights holders in the Delta
watershed. Under the action alternatives, senior water rights holders would continue to receive the same
amount of water as under the No Action Alternative. Conveyance facilities under the action alternatives
could only deliver the amount of water diverted under the existing SWP and CVP water rights and in
accordance with the existing and future related regulatory requirements based upon river water levels and
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fish species, and water
quality standards.

1274

2 It is important to listen to scientists who study science on a radical proposal like this.
This is too important to leave to politicians.

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

1275

1 Please protect our precious Bay-Delta area. Once gone, forever lost.

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.

1276

1 We need water, but this isn't the way to get it. We don't need to export so many
almonds and pistachios, for example.

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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. 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
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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.
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). The proposed project would not increase
the amount of water to which SWP and CVP hold water rights for use allowed under their contracts and
permits and approvals for refuge water supplies or other environmental purposes.
1277

1 The Delta tunnels project is a terrible idea! It would devastate the Delta [and] the Bay's
ecology. We need more water conservation instead.

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 commenter offers an opinion on the merits of a particular water supply augmentation approach (greater
conservation) and does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR/EIS.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the range of alternatives selected and Master Response 3 for
information on the purpose and need for the proposed project. The project proposes to stabilize water
supplies, and exports could only increase under certain circumstances. 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.

1278

1 The river Delta cannot afford this kind of water grab. This will destroy the native
ecosystems and trash the area for thousands of local residents. As one who lived there
for a decade, I can tell you that none of us want this proposed pipeline.

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, and salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose
and Need) and Master Response 24 (Delta As A Place).

1279

1 It does not make sense to this fourth-generation native Californian to destroy the Delta
by diverting water to the big agriculture growers of water-intensive crops like almonds
and alfalfa. Let them go someplace that isn't a desert and water is plentiful.
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No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
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. See Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).
1280

1 Our first priority should be to protect our environment. Farmers can transition to less
water-intensive crops but wildlife and the habitat it depends upon for survival cannot
adjust and will die. Our planet is more important than agribusiness profits. I, for one,
would be happy to eat fewer almonds and pay more for the ones I do eat. I can live
without almonds. I can't live without a healthy planet.

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

1281

1 This project will destroy the Delta to benefit Southern California. Make them provide
their own water.

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.
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 project is designed to establish a more natural east-west
flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow for greater operational flexibility. The project
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.
Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports) and Master Response 35 (Southern California Water
Supply).

1282

1 Please don't devastate our water supply for the sake of a couple of large corporations.
We must protect our local water.

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.
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 project is designed to establish a more natural east-west
flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow for greater operational flexibility. It is not the
result of “favoring” 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. The project does not increase the amount of water to
which DWR holds water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. See Master Response 3 (Purpose
and Need), Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water), and Master Response 26 (Change in Delta
Exports).

1283

1 We cannot sacrifice one ecosystem that remains in California. For the price of this
tunnel we could build hundreds of desalinization plants run on solar electricity up and
down our coast, freeing up existing water resources to send to areas in need. Los
Angeles could get all of its water from desalinization and the Owens Valley diversion
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could be shared.

to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

The Central Valley needs water but if we stopped exporting so much to Southern
California's big cities along the coast where seawater could be converted to fresh water
using solar and wind, it makes no sense to build a tunnel that adds no water to
California, just diverts it. We need new resources and desalinization would do that.

Appendix 1C of the Final EIR/EIS, Demand Management Measures, describes conservation, water use
efficiency, and other sources of water supply including desalination. Refer to Master Response 6 for more
information on demand management. 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 project.

1 As Californians concerned about the future of water in our state, we have followed the
development of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan with interest, and now increasingly
with concern. Despite the enormous price tag for the project, we see little indication
that it will address the very serious water issues that we face statewide. The BDCP does
nothing to increase the overall water supply throughout the state; it appears to threaten
the already fragile Delta ecosystem, and it diverts attention and funds from other
simpler efforts that might be more beneficial in the long run: things like ground water
recharge, and storm water re-capture.

All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which
were issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights
and Area of Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can pump from
the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State 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 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions
and State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made
pursuant to the project and the adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of
the EIR/S.

As lay people, we need to leave the detailed analysis to experts who can comprehend
the intricacies and complexities of the proposal, but from where we sit, the plan does
not seem like a wise move for the State of California. We urge that it not be pursued.

1285

1286

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, Water Demand Management).

1 I am opposed to the twin tunnel project. It is a massive "boondoggle" that will create
financial hardship for many and do irreparable environmental damage without providing
any real benefit. The fact that it will not produce any new water should be enough
reason to scrap the project and use the 16 billion dollars saved to consider viable and
less expensive alternatives.

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.

1 I am opposed to the Delta tunnels because the project is not cost-effective nor
beneficial. No new water will be created to support the massive price tag on these
tunnels. They will merely move existing water from our beautiful Delta to Southern
California. These tunnels will destroy the Delta's annual agricultural economy. Many
farms will be lost.

Please see 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), which indicates that the BDCP would result in a substantial net
economic benefit to the State of California. An updated cost/benefit analysis is currently being conducted
for the current preferred Alternative, 4A.

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 establish a more natural east-west flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow
for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the
purpose and need behind the proposed project.

For more information regarding agricultural mitigation please see Master Response 18.
1286

2 A cost analysis needs to be presented to the public before Governor Brown continues
trying to push his plan through without input from all those affected.

The EIR/EIS (and RDEIR/SDEIS) is not required to provide a financial or economic analysis of a proposed
action, only the effects on the human environment of that proposed action. DWR is preparing an updated
economic analysis of the proposed project (Alternative 4A), including a comparison of the project’s
economic costs and benefits.

1286

3 Build desalinization plants, save rainwater, stop Southern Californians from wasting
water because they think they have to have beautiful lawns (Hollywood mansions) and

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
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put this plan on the ballot so we can vote on it.

See Master Response 35 (Southern California Water Supply) and Master Response 7 (Desalination).

Stop the tunnels!
1287

1 A cost analysis must be done and presented to all those affected before Governor
Brown tries to push his plan through. It's not right to destroy the agriculture of the
Delta or ruin the farms in this region. The massive cost of this plan far outweighs any
return on water.

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 16, Socioeconomics, which analyzes the agricultural, recreational, and regional
economics of the project, and which meets CEQA and NEPA requirements.

1287

2 Build salinization plants, save rain water, stop So Cal from wasting water on Hollywood
mansion landscapes and put a tunnel measure on a ballot once the cost analysis is
available to let the voters of this state decide if there should be tunnels. I do not want
any of the taxes I pay to go toward the cost of Delta tunnels.

Please refer to Master Response 6 for additional details on demand management. Also, please see Master
Response 3 for additional details on the project purpose and need and Master Response 34 for additional
details on the determination of beneficial use.
Additionally, please refer to Master Response 7 for information on desalination and why it was not included
as a project alternative.
Regarding the cost of the project, 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. For more information regarding funding of the proposed project please see
Master Response 5.

1288

1 A critical comment submission on the California WaterFix twin tunnels:

The lead agencies have developed a comprehensive and aggressive mitigation strategy to reduce onsite toxic
air contaminates and criteria pollutants. Specifically, an average performance standard of model year 2013
Chapter 22 of the BDCP/WaterFix EIR is all about Air Quality and what will be done to
engines is identified for offroad equipment. This performance standard must be achieved at each
mitigate the toxic air that is filled with contaminants that tunnels workers will face if the construction site, although construction contractors may utilize a variety of control strategies to meet an
tunnels are built. As the chapter admits, cancer-causing toxins will be everywhere and
emissions output equivalent to or better than a model year 2013 fleet. Potential control strategies include
some held in by the inversion layer that partially covers the Delta work area.
engine electrification, use of tier 3 or 4 engines, and use of diesel particulate filters. The Health Risk
Assessment (HRA) completed for the project accounts for reductions achieved by these measures. As noted
in the EIR/EIS, construction of Alternative 4A would not result in excess cancer risk at adjacent receptor
locations in excess of air district adopted thresholds. Please refer to Impacts AQ-14 through AQ-17 for
additional information.

1288

2 In addition to what's in the Delta now, there will diesel trucks running 24/7
one-after-another, carrying muck to God knows where. There will be diesel pile-drivers
running every 7 seconds for 24/7. There will be diesel light generators running every
evening. The tunnels construction zone will become fraught with cancer-causing
chemicals and toxins.

1288

3 Chapter 22 designates how the dirty air quality will be mitigated, but this is a misnomer. As discussed in Chapter 22, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases, the mitigation approach for construction
There will be no mitigation of the Delta workplace air quality.
activities is first to reduce onsite emissions, followed by the procurement of regional offsets, as applicable.
Onsite reductions achieved through implementation of environmental commitments, as outlined in
At the end of Chapter 22 there is a long column of how all the toxic air quality problems Appendix 3B, Environmental Commitments, will directly reduce localized pollutant concentrations and
potential health risks from exposure to construction-related equipment and vehicle exhaust. Onsite
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The 2013 Draft EIR/EIS Chapter 22, Appendix A Chapter 22, and RDEIR/SDEIS Section 4.3.18 (Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gasses) evaluate criteria pollutant emissions associated with the construction of each
alternative. The proposed project would be implemented in a manner intended to minimize the potential for
adverse health effects. There are numerous mitigation measures intended to reduce air quality effects to as
low a level as possible (refer to Appendix 3B, Environmental Commitments). With respect to cancer impacts;
the document includes a health risk assessment (HRA) evaluating health impacts to all defined sensitive
receptors, which include residences, schools, hospitals, places of worship, daycare facilities, parks, or any
other facilities where people are susceptible to air pollutants. As indicated in the HRA, construction of the
proposed project (Alternative 4/4A) would not exceed the chronic non-cancer or cancer thresholds and
would not expose receptors to corresponding health threats.
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are to be mitigated. This whole section is completely bogus. Allow me to explain:

environmental commitments include several aggressive performance standards for offroad equipment,
onroad vehicles, marine vessels, and locomotives. Please see response to comment 1787-264 for additional
The mitigation in all cases will be by the use of offsets. Offsets are cases where the "Cap information.
[and] Trade" process is used. The WaterFix will seek to purchase "clean air" from an air
district or even another country which has not yet met its limit of pollution on a
Emissions in excess of local air district thresholds or federal de minimis thresholds will be further mitigated
worldwide basis. This only offsets the pollution in the Delta on paper! The pollution does through implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1, AQ-3, and AQ-4. These offsets would be purchased
not leave the Delta. It is as worse with the offsets as it would be if there were no offsets through local air district offset programs or through a DWR-sponsored program (not the California
at all! Therefore, there is really no mitigation at all for Delta air quality.
Cap-and-Trade Regulation). With respect to the achieved reductions, all offsets must come from projects
located within the same air basin as the generated emissions. Reductions must also be achieved (contracted
I defy anyone to show me how offsets will actually mitigate the toxic air in the Delta!
and delivered) by the applicable year in question (i.e., emissions generated in year 2016 would need to be
reduced offsite in 2016). Please also see response to comment 219-1.
What the WaterFix faces then is a construction site that is highly polluted with no
mitigation. That results in a highly contaminated and toxic workplace.
For this reason alone, the whole WaterFix project should be scrapped and ended
forthwith.
1289

1 Where is the water to fill the pipes to come from? Think, think!

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamation operate with water rights issued by the State Water
Resources Control Board that are junior in priority to many senior water rights holders in the Delta
watershed. Under the action alternatives, senior water rights holders would continue to receive the same
amount of water as under the No Action Alternative. Conveyance facilities under the action alternatives
could only deliver the amount of water diverted under the existing SWP and CVP water rights and in
accordance with the existing and future related regulatory requirements based upon river water levels and
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fish species, and water
quality standards.

1290

1 I am firmly against the twin tunnels. Delta smelt and other freshwater species need
more fresh water. The twin tunnels will rout water around the Delta, reducing fresh
water. Delta smelt and other freshwater species will suffer.

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.

1290

2 West-side farmers rolled the dice by planting permanent crops in ground that should
only be planted to annuals. Their gamble did not pay off but they are asking others to
bail them out. I don’t like gambling and I don’t think we should bail them out.

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.

1290

3 Southern California is a desert. It should remain a desert. There is more to be gained by
better stewardship and conservation than transferring water from a region of higher
rainfall to one of very little rainfall. Southern Californians need to adapt and learn to live
in their environment.

All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which
were issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights
and Area of Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation 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 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State
Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made pursuant
to the project and the adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/S.
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, Water Demand Management).
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1291

1 No tunnels for our homeland.

Please refer to Master Response 4 (Tunnel Option) as to why the tunnel option was the optimized
alternative.

1292

1 The concept of the twin tunnels relies on the belief that the continuing supply of water
is an infinite one. The current drought has shown all of us that this is not true.
Continuing to ship water away from where it is naturally destined will do nothing but
increase the population where it is sent and destroy the environment where it is
removed. In addition the cost will become an overwhelming burden on not only the
current taxpayers but also their children and grandchildren.

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 establish a more natural east-west flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow
for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water), Master Response
3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 5 (Cost and Funding).

1292

2 This situation should be compared to the destruction of the Owens Valley in the early
twentieth century. Southern California sucked all of the water from that verdant valley
and turned it into a wasteland. All it accomplished was to satisfy the thirst of people
trying to make an oasis out of a desert and to make a few individuals rich. Now they
want to do it again.

As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the action
alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water rights
and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternatives
evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued to DWR and
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin laws and
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total water rights
issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the new
north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating agencies, ESA compliance, and project design.
Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water Resources Control
Board, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS. Over the long-term, the proposed project
would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as compared to Existing Conditions and No Action
Alternative in the summer and early fall months; and increase exports in the wet winter months when the
river flows are high. The water would be stored at locations south of the Delta during the high flow periods
to allow reductions in deliveries to SWP and CVP water users in drier periods.

Please do not permit these ill-conceived tunnels to be built.

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.
1293

1 We live in a desert and water is a precious asset. The concept of the twin tunnels was
always a plan for disaster. Draining the water away from a part of California to feed
another will only destroy said area. The Owens Valley is a prime example of destruction
of a large area that had been used for farming and recreation.

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamation operate with water rights issued by the State Water
Resources Control Board that are junior in priority to many senior water rights holders in the Delta
watershed. Under the action alternatives, senior water rights holders would continue to receive the same
amount of water as under the No Action Alternative. Conveyance facilities under the action alternatives
could only deliver the amount of water diverted under the existing SWP and CVP water rights and in
accordance with the existing and future related regulatory requirements based upon river water levels and
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fish species, and water
quality standards.

1293

2 Now the theft of this water comes at a time when Northern California is already
suffering from lack of water. Salt water is creeping into the Delta, farmers have been
forced to limit their usage, our reservoirs are essentially empty, wells are going dry and
landscaping is dying.

It is important to note, as an initial matter, 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. Nor is the proposed
project intended to solve all environmental challenges facing the Delta. Please see Master Response 6 for
further information regarding how many of the suggested components have merit from a state-wide water
policy standpoint, and some are being implemented or considered independently throughout the state, but
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are beyond the scope of the proposed project.
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 establish a more natural east-west flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow
for greater operational flexibility.
Please refer to Master Response 14 (Water Quality), Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports), Master
Response 3 (Purpose and Need), and Master Response 35 (MWD Water Supply).
1293

3 In addition, the cost for this fiasco is astronomical not just for us but for future
generations. Do not allow this ill-conceived idea to come to fruition.

DWR acknowledges your opposition to the project. Please refer to Master Response 5 for additional details
on the costs of project implementation.

1294

1 Please stop the progress of the twin tunnels! It would be so detrimental to the Delta. I
support the Sites Reservoir in Colusa for providing more water storage.

Please see Master Response 37 regarding water storage. 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. Although conservation components 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. For more
information regarding purpose and need please see Master Response 3.

1295

1 Before you move forward with the WaterFix tunnels plan, please realize that these
multibillion-dollar monstrosities fail to increase any water supply and devastate an
already fragile Delta ecosystem. It will hurt the families, farmers, and businesses in the
region through eminent domain. Additionally, it will increase the salinity and the
resulting contamination to crops grown in the Delta region. This will also affect the fish
that live in the rivers. Our fresh water and ground water supply will be depleted.

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.

2 We need to stop this antiquated method of shipping water from the north to the south
without taking into consideration that there is no excess water in the north. We are
destroying Northern California's water supply and farming for the benefit of the south.
This "water fix" plan is not the right solution for managing California's water supply. We
need to find forward-thinking solutions such as: desalination, recycling, storage, and
ways to increase the water table.

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.

1295

This state deserves and needs better and more innovative alternatives to the current
plans and we sincerely hope that you will take the leadership to make this happen.
Please come to your senses!

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

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 establish a more natural east-west flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow
for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the
purpose and need behind the proposed project.

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 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 for additional details on demand management. Also,
please see Master Response 3 for additional details on the project purpose and need and Master Response 4
for additional details on the selection of alternatives.
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1 I guess you want a war on your hands. This will undoubtedly end in major violence,
This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
attempting to take more water from northern California during the worst drought in 100 response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
years. Earth Firsters will be the least of your troubles. There will be armed conflict.
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 stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the action
alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water rights
and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternatives
evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued to DWR and
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin laws and
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total water rights
issued to DWR and Reclamation.
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.

1297

1 A far better solution would be to build a dam across the Carquinez strait. Fish ladders
would enable fish migration upstream, while the dam would prevent salt intrusion into
the Delta. The dam would collect fresh water from the Sierra, and then California would
have enough water. Governor Brown's tunnel proposal, on the other hand, would funnel
precious water to the Valley's fracking industry, wasting water and polluting our
groundwater reserves.

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 Master Response 4 for additional details on the selection of alternatives. Also, please see
Master Response 3 for additional details on the project purpose and need.
Regarding water use, the proposed project does not make determinations regarding how water delivered
through the proposed project conveyance or other water conveyance facility will be put to a beneficial use.
The State Water Resources Control Board is charged with the comprehensive planning and allocation of
water resources in California. One of the State Water Resources Control 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. Please refer to Master Response 34 for additional details on beneficial use.

1298

1 Through conservation and intelligent agricultural policies (stop pouring water on the
desert), and developing technological advances like "purple pipe" and "black water"
treatment, we do not need the tunnels.

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 commenter offers an opinion on the merits of a particular water supply augmentation approach (greater
agricultural conservation, reclamation) and does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the
EIR/EIS.
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 agricultural beneficial water use please see Master Response 34.
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1 The proposed tunneling in a seismically active area is risky, if not futile. The money could This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
be better spent on desalination, or purifying agriculture runoff and recycling.
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.
For more information regarding seismic activity please see Master Response 16.
regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.
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