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1 Instead of serving the interests of large-scale industrial agriculture operations by passing
Alternative 4A, I encourage the State of California to focus its efforts on making our
agricultural systems more efficient (e.g. reducing animal agriculture).
Addressing the underlying problem, rather than patchwork band-aid treatments of the
symptoms, is the only way forward.

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 of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. The comment does not raise
any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

1601

1 The environment is already suffering due to adverse impacts of human activities. This is the
same environment that we depend on to sustain us. People are the underlying problem; the
environment cannot sustain our numbers, growth rates and lifestyles. Engineered solutions
only encourage more people to use increasing amounts of water. Say no to the proposed
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.
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
project is not intended to address all the past harms or restore the Delta to a pre-altered state.
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 to improve water
volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and
allow for greater operational flexibility. 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. 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.
The project would help to address the resilience and adaptability of the Delta to climate change through
water delivery facilities combined with a range of operational flexibility. In addition to the added water
management flexibility created by new water diversions and operational scenarios, the project would
improve habitat, increase food supplies and reduce the effects of other stressors on the Delta ecosystem.
Although many of the proposed alternatives included meritorious water policy principles, the proposals
rejected by the Lead Agencies did not qualify as appropriate alternatives for various reasons. For example,
proposals were rejected because they were inconsistent with the project’s objectives and purpose and need
or included components that are beyond the scope of the project. The text of the Draft EIR/EIS in Chapter 3
(section 3.2) and Appendix 3A to that document thoroughly explain the process used to develop the
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alternatives, and explain why certain potential alternatives were considered but ultimately rejected by the
Lead Agencies.
Please refer to Master Response 4 (Alternatives), Master Response 34 (Delta Reform Act), and Master
Response 3 (Purpose and Need).
1602

1 The tunnels would divert massive amounts of water, greatly reducing Sacramento River
flows, the main source of fresh water for the Delta and San Francisco Bay. Most of this
water would be diverted for industrial-scale agriculture, including extremely water-intensive
almond and pistachio orchards. This is irresponsible water management.

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 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.
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.

1603

1 I am complete against pistachios and almonds simply because they use so much water. They This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
should be grown in states where water is plentiful. Or not at all.
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.

1604

1 Please let us not sacrifice this fragile ecosystem and our wildlife to the needs of water
intensive crops and big agriculture.

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. 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
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Master Response 34 regarding the potential uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.
1605

1 We must vigilantly support endangered species, particularly salmon. The Delta is a key
breeding ground for many endangered species of fish.

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.

1606

1 Despite four years of drought we still do not seem to be clear on the concept of protecting
our water resources. We cannot drain the Delta. We must stop building in Southern
California, especially the Coachella Valley and other arid [regions]. We must protect
Northern California’s resources and stop providing water to water-demanding crops or all of
California will be destroyed.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume II of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The preferred alternative, Alternative 4A, proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only
increase under certain circumstances in which hydrological conditions result in availability of sufficient water
and ecological objectives are fully satisfied. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state
water projects under the preferred alternative would be almost the same as the average annual amount of
water that would be diverted under the No Action Alternative (i.e. 2025 conditions without the preferred
alternative). It is projected that Delta exports from the federal and state water projects would either remain
similar or increase in wetter years and decrease in drier years under Alternative 4A as compared to exports
under No Action Alternative (ELT) depending on the capability to divert water at the north Delta intakes
during winter and spring months. The estimated changes in deliveries for 4A are provided in the Section
4.3.1 and Appendix A Chapter 5 Water Supply. Although exports under the preferred alternative would be
similar to the amount water exported in recent history, it would make the deliveries more predictable and
reliable, while reducing other stressors on the ecological functions of the Delta.

1607

1608

1 Every time I drive through the Central Valley, I see well diggers putting in new wells and new
orchards going in constantly. This is during a drought and I see it as totally irresponsible
behavior on the part of farmers. Taking water from the Delta to support this behavior is
wrong, too. The wells alone will eventually make a dust bowl of California. It is all about
obey and greed. We no longer see modest farmhouses but mansions which clearly
illustrates the abuse.

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.

1 OMG Governor Brown!

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.

You are suffering from a big time case of tunnel vision of the worst kind!

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

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
1608

2 Yes, growers need water, and so do plants and animals and people, and it would be
copmpletely stupid to sacrifice endangered species and critical and unique eco-systems,
because the growers want it!
What do growers care????? Not much, as so many do not understand how the web of life
works---------BUT just because we are in a drought doesn't mean that growers having hissy

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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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
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fits means that there is a real emergency for them!

1608

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.

3 Forget that quote" The business of America is business.." The business of you and the
Califronia legislature is to ensure that the eureka (which is different for every single
Californian) remains in place for the future generations!!!!!!!!!!!
You cannot fix the drought by wrecking the state! You are acting in a very lame and silly
way! Stop it and find some real scientists to work with. You are supposed to heal the
bay------not compromise it!
Sustainability and not knee jerk silliness!

1609

1 This is a water grab for big agribusiness!

Since 2006, the proposed has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various agencies
and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and more than
600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. 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.
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 to improve water
volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and
allow for greater operational flexibility. Providing regulatory oversight to oil companies or large agribusiness
is outside the scope of the proposed project and environmental analysis. 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 (Area of
Origin), and Master Response 35 (MWD Water Supply).

1610

1 Zero water for almond growers and any other crops that are exported for profit! Screw Big
Ag!

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.
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.

1611

1 The case has not been made to the public about the tunnels. I would think a PBS
presentation or news TV could present the evidence for or against.

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 documentation generated by this proposed project has undergone extensive public and scientific input,
discussion, and transparency, including the posting of administrative draft chapters online and providing
many more opportunities for public participation than is normally required by the CEQA/NEPA processes
(see Master Response 41 [Transparency]. Please also refer to Master Responses 4 (Alternative Development
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and Tunnel Option) as to how the alternatives were developed and the tunnel option is the optimized
alternative.
1612

1 I support the Delta Independent Science Board's final comments on the recirculated draft
at:

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

http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/docs/final-delta-isb-comments-partially-recirculated-draft-enviro
nmental-impact-reportsupplemental.
1612

2 Clearly, WaterFix is an attempt to push through the project without sufficient understanding All of the analysis relevant to meeting the letter and spirit of CEQA and NEPA is included in the Draft EIR/EIS
of the possible outcomes. The recirculated draft leaves much of the analysis until the final
and RDEIR/SDEIS. Revisions included in the Final EIR/EIS are mainly related to addressing comments on these
draft, which is too late for public comment and demonstrates a lack of integrity.
documents, clarifying analyses and minor revisions and additions to the EIR/EIS. In addition, more than
sufficient public review time was provided for the Draft EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS.

1612

3 WaterFix does not meet the requirements in the Water Code
The Proposed Project was developed to improve Delta habitat and SWP/CVP water supply reliability.
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?lawCode=WAT&division=35 Through the development of specific operational criteria, some of the actions in the 2008 U.S. Fish and
.&title=&part=4.&chapter=2.&article.
Wildlife and 2009 National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinion reasonable and prudent alternatives
would be superseded with the proposed project operational criteria, as described in Chapter 3, Description
of Alternatives, in the EIR/S. Although the Proposed Project does not involve an HCP component, the lead
agencies maintain that the Proposed Project would continue to meet the co-equal goals of a reliable water
* See specific requirements in Sections 85320-85321.
supply and a restored Delta ecosystem to benefit all water users.
Under the range of alternatives considered in the EIR/S full contract amounts are not delivered in the
majority of times to the SWP and CVP water contractors, as presented in Appendix 5A, Section C, CALSIM II
and DSM2 Model Results, of the EIR/EIS. Long-term water deliveries to SWP and CVP water contractors
located south of the Delta are lower under Alternatives 6, 7, and 8 as compared to the Existing Conditions
and the No Action Alternative. The EIR/S and the Draft BDCP were prepared in a manner to comply with the
* WaterFix does not support regional solutions to California's water problems, as required in 2009 Delta Reform Act, as described in Appendix 3I, BDCP Compliance with the 2009 Delta Reform Act, of
the Final EIR/EIS.
Section 85021: "The policy of the State of California is to reduce reliance on the Delta in
meeting California’s future water supply needs through a statewide strategy of investing in
The project is just one element of the state’s long-range strategy to meet anticipated future water needs of
improved regional supplies, conservation, and water use efficiency. Each region that
Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. It is important
depends on water from the Delta watershed shall improve its regional self-reliance for
to note that the project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to all of California’s water
water through investment in water use efficiency, water recycling, advanced water
technologies, local and regional water supply projects, and improved regional coordination 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,
of local and regional water supply efforts."
or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Water
Demand Management).
* WaterFix no longer requires an NCCP/HCP, which the Water Code assumes.

1612

4 One important benefit of regional water projects is that regional jobs would be created.

Changes in socioeconomics, including employment, are presented in Chapter 16 of the EIR/EIS.

1612

5 The mayor of Los Angeles announced that the city is weaning itself off of imported water,
which decreases the need for this project. See his announcement here:

The efforts completed by the City of Los Angeles are supportive of the action alternatives and included in the
Existing Conditions, No Action Alternative, and Cumulative Impact analysis assumptions. 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.

http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/la-mayor-says-drought-shaming-civic-duty/

WaterFix is an outdated solution to regional water shortages. It would continue to support
water policy as it is now, so water would continue to be underpriced and wasted.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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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
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Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).
1613

1 Saleki Atsa,

For additional information about Native American outreach efforts, including identification and analysis of
impacts on archaeological sites, Traditional Cultural Properties, and cultural significance of biological
Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation is an historically documented previously recognized tribe. resources, please see Master Responses 20 and21. Additionally, Chapter 18, Cultural Resources, describes
OCEN is the legal tribal government representative for over 600 enrolled members of
the coordination efforts made through the release of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
Esselen, Carmeleno, Monterey Band, Rumsen, Chalon, Soledad Mission, San Carlos Mission
and/or Costanoan Mission Indian descent. Though other indigenous people may have lived
in the area, the area is the indigenous homeland of our people. Included with this letter
please find a territorial map by Taylor 1856; Levy 1973; and Milliken 1990, identifying Tribal
areas. At this time are unable to provide you with cultural resource information but ask that
OCEN be contacted upon any findings on this project.
Ohione/Costanoan-Esselen Nation objects to all excavation in known cultural lands, even
when they are described as previously disturbed, and of no significant archaeological value.
Please be advised that it is our first priority that our ancestor's remains be protected and
undisturbed. We desire that all cultural and sacred items be left with our ancestors on site
or where they are discovered. We ask for the respect that is afforded all of our current day
deceased, by no other word these burial sites are cemeteries, respect for our ancestors as
you would expect respect for your deceased family members in today's cemeteries. Our
definition of respect is no disturbance.

1613

2 Aware that despite our objection, disturbance continues, therefore: We request that
For additional information about Native American outreach efforts, including identification and analysis of
Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation be consulted as to any planned projects that might
impacts on archaeological sites, Traditional Cultural Properties, and cultural significance of biological
adversely impact known or predicted cultural resources and sacred sites within our
resources, please see Master Responses 20 and 21. Additionally, Chapter 18, Cultural Resources, describes
aboriginal territory. Furthermore, the Tribal leadership desires to be contacted with: I)
the coordination efforts made through the release of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
surveys, 2) subsurface testing, 3) presence/absence testing, 4) mitigation and recovery
programs, 5) reburial of any of our ancestral remains, 6) placement of all cultural items, and
7) that a Native American Monitor of Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation, approved by the
OCEN Tribal Council be used within our aboriginal territory.
We look forward to hearing more information about this project; please feel free to contact
me at (408) 629-5189. Nimasianexelpasaleki. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

1613

3 [ATT1: Distribution of Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation Tribal Rancherias, Districts,
Landgrants, and Historic Landmarks]

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

1614

1 I am writing to express my strong opposition to the Delta tunnels plan.

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. 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.

In The Delta Reform Act of 2009, the California State Legislature committed to "coequal
goals" of providing a more reliable water supply for California, as well as protecting and
restoring the cultural, recreational, natural resource, and agricultural values of the Delta.
Unfortunately, the intent of this legislation cannot be achieved if the Delta tunnels come to
pass.
Not only does the California WaterFix fail to meet the restoration goals of the Delta Reform
Act, it will not be able to provide more reliable water, because the Delta watershed is
already oversubscribed by five times its capacity in normal water years.

The California WaterFix (referred to in the FEIR/FEIS as Alternative 4A) is DWR’s preferred alternative under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Reclamation’s preferred alternative under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Alternative 4A addresses the reverse flow problem by focusing on the
The plan also fails to address potential environmental, public health or economic impacts of construction and operation of new north Delta intakes and on habitat restoration commensurate with the
the proposed Delta tunnels project, and has ignored proposed alternatives that would save footprint of these new facilities. The construction and operation of new conveyance facilities, would help
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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California tax and ratepayers billions of dollars, while investing in the jobs and local water
sources that would build sustainability.

resolve many of the concerns with the current south Delta conveyance system while otherwise helping to
reduce threats to endangered and threatened species in the Delta through habitat restoration, as necessary
to mitigate significant environmental effects and satisfy applicable ESA and CESA standards. Implementing a
dual conveyance system, in which water could be diverted from either the north or the south or both,
depending on the needs of aquatic organisms, would align water operations to better reflect natural
seasonal flow patterns by creating new water diversions in the north Delta equipped with state-of-the-art
fish screens. The new system would reduce the ongoing physical impacts associated with sole reliance on
the southern diversion facilities and allow for greater operational flexibility to better protect fish. Minimizing
south Delta pumping would provide more natural east–west flow patterns. The new diversions would also
help protect critical water supplies against the threats of sea level rise and earthquakes. Please see Master
Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 4 (alternatives development). For more information
regarding the proposed project's compliance with the Delta Reform Act please see Master Response 31.
Alternative 4A, also known as California WaterFix, has been developed in response to public and agency
input and is the new CEQA Preferred Alternative. Alternative 4A is also the NEPA Preferred Alternative, a
designation that was not attached to any of the alternatives presented in the 2013 Public Draft EIR/EIS.
Alternative 4 remains a potentially viable alternative and is being carried forward in this RDEIR/SDEIS
because it represents the original habitat conservation plan/natural community conservation plan
(HCP/NCCP) alternative approach, and because it provides an important reference point from which the
Alternative 4A, 2D, and 5A descriptions and analyses were developed. If the Lead Agencies ultimately choose
the alternative implementation strategy and select an alternative presented in the RDEIR/SDEIS after
completing the CEQA and NEPA processes, elements of the conservation plan contained in the alternatives
in the 2013 Public Draft EIR/EIS may be utilized by other programs for implementation of the long term
conservation efforts.
The primary parallel habitat restoration program is called California EcoRestore (EcoRestore), which will be
overseen by the California Resources Agency and implemented under the California Water Action Plan.
Environmental impacts are addressed throughout the EIR/EIS in relevant resource chapters; public health
impacts are addressed in Chapter 25 and economic impacts are addressed in Chapter 16.

1614

2 For large metropolitan cities such as Los Angeles and San Jose that depend on export water, In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the
water rates and/or property taxes will go up, but they will get no additional water.
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. However, 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, including in Southern California and San Francisco Bay
Area, during the high flow periods to allow reductions in deliveries to SWP and CVP water users in drier
periods. As shown in Appendix 5A, Section C, SWP and CVP water deliveries in Southern California and San
Francisco Bay Area region would be similar or increased as compared to Existing Conditions and the No
Action Alternative.
The construction of the water delivery facilities is estimated to cost $14.9 billion, an amount that would be
paid for by the State and federal water contractors who rely on Delta exports. The range of costs for water
vary widely among contractors south of the Delta. Costs depend on the source of water, transport facilities,
energy requirements, among other factors. For the agricultural customers of the CVP, prices range from
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$100 per acre-foot to more than $400 per acre-foot. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California,
which buys water from the SWP, estimates that the cost of the proposed project would translate into about
$5.00 extra per household, per month in its service area. The final cost of water from the new conveyance
facilities would be determined by numerous factors. A number of these significant factors, such as the
project yield and allocation of costs, have yet to be determined. Please see Master Response 5 for
information regarding funding of the proposed project. Please see Master Response 4 regarding the
development of alternatives and Master Response 6 for information on Demand Management.
1614

3 No analysis has been done on how the lack of fresh water flows will impact San Francisco
Bay tourism and recreation. These industries depend on Delta fresh water flows for their
crab and salmon fisheries, wildlife sighting, boating, and their restaurant economy. This
industry is worth billions annually.

As described in Chapter 6, Surface Water, Section 6.3, in San Francisco Bay, Central Coast, South Coast,
Tulare Lake, South Lahontan, and Colorado River hydrologic basins, SWP/CVP water supplies are conveyed in
pipelines and canals and do not directly affect surface waters. Construction of facilities under the
alternatives all would occur in the Delta of the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River basins. Therefore,
the environmental consequences are focused on changes in surface water resources in the Sacramento River
and San Joaquin River basins and the Delta.
As described in Impact ECON-5 under Alternative 4A in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics, construction of water
conveyance structures would be anticipated to result in a lower-quality recreational experience in a number
of localized areas throughout the Delta, despite the implementation of environmental commitments. With a
decrease in recreational quality, particularly for boating and fishing (two of the most popular activities in the
Delta), the number of visits would be anticipated to decline, at least in areas close to construction activities.
Under this alternative, recreational uses in the Delta at Clifton Court Forebay and in small areas of the
Cosumnes River Preserve on Staten Island would be directly affected by construction activities. Six other
recreational sites or areas would experience periods of construction-related effects, including noise, access,
visual disturbances, or a combination of these effects. As described under Impact REC-2 in Chapter 15,
Recreation, these include Clarksburg Boat Launch (fishing access), Stone Lakes NWR, Wimpy’s Marina, Delta
Meadows River Park, Bullfrog Landing Marina, and Lazy M Marina. Overall, the multi-year schedule and
geographic scale of construction activities and the anticipated decline in recreational spending would be
considered an adverse effect. Environmental commitments and mitigation measures would contribute to
the reduction of this effect.
An assessment of water quality effects resulting from changing Delta water quality and outflows on San
Francisco Bay water quality is provided in Impact WQ-34 in Chapter 8, Water Quality, for all alternatives. The
water quality assessment considered potential changes in constituent levels for all constituents of concern
assessed in detail in Impacts WQ-1 through WQ-30, including changes in salinity, mercury, nutrients, and
selenium. The assessment concluded that Alternative 4A would have a less than significant impact to San
Francisco Bay water quality.

1614

4 Salinity intrusion is already impacting the western Delta farms removing Sacramento River
freshwater from the system will only make matters worse. Delta farmers cannot irrigate
crops with salt water and they will not be able to plant crops in contaminated soils. The
Delta agriculture economy, which consists of generations of family farms and farm workers,
generates $5.2 billion for the California economy, annually.

The potential for water conveyance operations to affect salinity conditions in the Delta (including Suisun
Marsh) under existing conditions and future no action conditions, and with implementation of each project
alternative (including conservation measures), is assessed in detail in Chapter 8, Water Quality, of the
EIR/EIS for the salinity-related parameters chloride (Impact WQ-7) and electrical conductivity (Impact
WQ-11). Where significant impacts to water quality would occur due to the alternative, mitigation to lessen
those impacts is provided.
Impacts to agriculture and mitigation measures are discussed in Chapter 14 of the EIR/EIS and Master
Response 18.

1614

5 Far less expensive and less environmentally destructive alternatives to the Delta tunnels
have been largely ignored. Our tax and ratepayer dollars would be much better spent on:

While water storage is a critically important tool for managing California’s water resources, it is not a topic
that must be addressed in the EIR/EIS for the proposed project. This is because the proposed project does
not, and need not, propose storage as a project component. Although the physical facilities contemplated by
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allow communities to develop more sustainable and independent water sources.

the proposed project, once up and running, would be part of an overall statewide water system of which
new storage could someday also be a part, the proposed project is a stand-alone project for purposes of
CEQA and NEPA, just as future storage projects would be. Appendix 1B, Water Storage, of the 2013 Public
Draft EIR/EIS, describes the potential for additional water storage.
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the development of alternatives. Please see Master Response 6 for
information on Demand Management.

1614

6 Far less expensive and less environmentally destructive alternatives to the Delta tunnels
have been largely ignored. Our tax and ratepayer dollars would be much better spent on:
-Streamlining environmental review for water storage, desalination, water recycling, and
other projects that will increase our water supply.

1614

7 Far less expensive and less environmentally destructive alternatives to the Delta tunnels
have been largely ignored. Our tax and ratepayer dollars would be much better spent on:

See response to comment 1614-2 regarding cost and purpose and need of the proposed project and 1614-5
regarding storage.
Please see Master Response 7 regarding desalination, Master Response 6 regarding demand management,
and Master Response 37 regarding water storage.
See response to comment 1614-2 regarding cost and purpose and need of the proposed project.
The Lead Agencies have no authority to designate what water is used for. One of the State Water Resources
Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s water is put to the best possible
use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This charge is reflected in part by the
designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s planning process. These
beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued by the State Water
Board.

-Developing more aggressive water efficiency programs statewide.

The proposed project Lead Agencies have no power to impose penalties on individual water users. DWR and
Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who have
individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayers to conserve water. Different districts have the right
to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.
For additional information regarding beneficial use of water, please see master response 34.
1614

8 Far less expensive and less environmentally destructive alternatives to the Delta tunnels
have been largely ignored. Our tax and ratepayer dollars would be much better spent on:
-Improving Delta levees in order to address potential earthquake, flooding, and future sea
level rise at a cost of $2 to $4 billion.

See response to comment 1614-2 regarding cost and purpose and need of the proposed project.
Please see Appendix 6A of the FEIR/EIS, for the BDCP/CWF purpose and need, and for discussion on existing
levee improvement programs and funding mechanisms, which would not be affected by the BDCP/CWF.
For more information regarding floods and levees please see Appendix 6A.
For more information on levee stability and seismic risk please see Master Response 16.

1614

9 Far less expensive and less environmentally destructive alternatives to the Delta tunnels
have been largely ignored. Our tax and ratepayer dollars would be much better spent on:
-Installing fish screens at the south Delta pumps in order to reduce the current salvage of
marine life.

See response to comment 1614-2 regarding cost and purpose and need of the proposed project.
DWR and Reclamation are required to improve fish collection efficiency at the existing south Delta salvage
facilities, as part of facility improvements required by the National Marine Fisheries Service 2009 biological
opinion on the SWP/CVP. For example, in 2014 Reclamation replaced the secondary louver system with a
traveling screen system. These screens provide protection by guiding fish into the holding tanks while
catching debris on pegs and transporting debris to a collection system at the work surface.
The technology required at the proposed north Delta intakes and the existing south Delta export facilities
differ fundamentally. The north Delta intakes would be located on the side of the river channel and so would
be designed to comply with CDFW, NMFS, and USFWS fish screening criteria (BDCP Appendix 5B Section
3.B.3.3). The south Delta export facilities are located on dead-end channels and requires active collection
and salvage of fishes.
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Screening the intakes at Clifton Court Forebay was analyzed during the water conveyance alternative
development process and is described in the 2013 Public Draft BDCP EIR/EIS, Appendix 3A. This alternative
was eliminated from further evaluation because initial results of recent studies, including information
included in the recent NMFS biological opinions, supported a phased approach that would emphasize
improvements to operations of fish handling facilities and reduced predator potential within Clifton Court
Forebay prior to further analysis of installation of fish screens. Nevertheless, DWR and Reclamation will
continue investigating strategies to increase fish salvage efficiency, reduce pre-screen losses, and improve
screening efficiencies, consistent with the 2009 biological opinion of the SWP/CVP.
1614

10 The Delta has problems that need to be addressed, but the California WaterFix tunnels will
not produce more water, more reliable supplies, or improve environmental conditions in
the Delta.

See response to comment 1614-1 regarding the alternatives and the Delta Reform Act.

The Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of Water Resources should prepare and
circulate a new Draft EIR/EIS that will include some of these alternatives. Such alternatives
have a far better chance of complying with the Delta Reform Act and will do much more to
increase water supply in regions throughout California.
1615

1 This isn't the way to fix the drought. Think again; consult the experts in many of our
Environmental groups.

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.

1616

1 Start putting temporary pipelines for 13,000,000,000 gallons of rain 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.
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficiency,
and other sources of water supply including storm water drainage. While these elements are not proposed
as part of the BDCP or the California WaterFix, the Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in
managing California’s water resources. For more information regarding alternatives development and
demand management please see Master Response 4 and 6, respectively.

1617

1 Please do not drain the Delta. It is a very important ecosystem to Northern California and to This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
millions of people.
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). Under the stringent environmental statutes in place today, including the Endangered Species Act,
operation of the proposed water delivery system could not drain the Delta rivers and channels dry, including
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the Sacramento River. The proposed project’s facilities, including water intakes and pumping plants, would
be operated in accordance with permits issued by, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries
Service, State Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the State Water Resources Control Board, among other
agencies. The proposed project would be permitted to operate with regulatory protections, including river
water levels and flow, which would be determined based upon how much water is actually available in the
system, the presence of threatened fish species, and water quality standards.
1618

1 Do not take our Delta and San Francisco Bay fresh 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.

1619

1 Terrible idea to steal our Bay Area water and pipe it to the driveway-washing water-wasters This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
in the south!
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).

1620

1 Save some for the fish!

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.

1621

1 Please stop doing this. Think before you delve in. We need to take care of Mother Earth.

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.

1622

1 The proposed twin export water tunnels have been branded by the US [Fish and] Wildlife
This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
Agency to be harmful for the entire Bay-Delta system. They would be an ecological disaster. 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.
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).
1623

1 Please think about our children's children's future!

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.

1624

1 As a resident of the beautiful state of California, please keep my home beautiful.

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.

1625

1 Governor Brown is usually very considered but this one stumps and saddens me.

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.

1626

1 Jerry, this is an ugly legacy and will be remembered among the disasters like KXL and
NAFTA.

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.

1627

1 Governor Brown, let's think like William McDonough. Consider consulting him for his
wisdom and experience.

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.

1628

1 I am genuinely concerned with Governor Brown's choices and decisions of late. Exceedingly 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
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toxic on various levels and evident of disconnection.

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.

1629

1 We live right on the edge of the Delta. We can watch the tides coming up and down the
Calaveras River. There is very little downstream net flow except in midwinter.

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.

1630

1 Thank you for prioritizing the beauty of our state over the needs of commercial interests.

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.

1631

1 Please consider this very carefully, not just the agriculture side.

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).

1632

1 I believe we need to hold off on the "California WaterFix"for Delta tunnels to see if the
This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
upcoming weather forecast for rain may help us all out in California. The ecology of the area response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
is so fragile we must take precaution not to make things worse.
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
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and Need).
1633

1 Please stop this project and protect the Delta and our northern waters.

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.

1634

1 As a Southern California resident not far from the Central Valley, I understand our great
need for water. But the environmental costs for this particular approach are simply too
great.

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.

1635

1 Please do not ruin this valuable [and] fragile ecosystem.

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.

1636

1 Jerry Brown, please do not siphon the water out of the Bay-Delta. It will have consequences This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
not seen since the Gold Rush for our area.
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.

1637

1 I'm not a scientist, but this makes no environmental sense to me.
Please save the ecosystem.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
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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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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.
1638

1 I would rather have a shower than a handful of almonds! And the Delta is a unique
ecosystem.

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 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

1639

1 Please, Jerry.

I live in the Delta, and it's already broken, almost beyond repair.

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.

Don't make it worse, up here, just so it's better for L.A.

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

Don't do it.

1640

1 Stop protecting other interests than the ones from the people who appointed you as
representative.

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.

1641

1 This is water that is important to us, the American people. Next time I won’t vote for a loser. 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.

1642

1 We love our water the way it is. We don't need you to fix [anything]. I oppose the Delta
tunnels/"California WaterFix".

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
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statutory and contractual obligations.
Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the
proposed project.
1643

1 I am a real person who votes and I approve this message. The Delta is already in bad shape
and this will just make things worse. What a bunch of crap, The California WaterFix is a lie.
You know it and I know it, so cut the crap and end it 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.

1643

1 To even think this is viable shows how woefully little they know about the hydrology of San
Francisco Bay. Constant vigilance is required to keep out the carpetbaggers!

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. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

1644

1 I've opposed this so-called water fix for the past 40 years and continue to oppose it. Please
make sure these tunnels are never built and that the Delta is protected.

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 36 (Peripheral Canal).

1645

1 The Delta Bay area is very special and unique. Let's not turn it into Mad Max: Fury Road,
shall we?

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.

1646

1 Keep California's water clean. We need to be vigilant. It is vital for now and in the future.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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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.
1647

1 Please save our Delta ecosystem for the future generations to come!

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.

1648

1 Stop destroying nature and our natural equilibrium with your engineering prowess that has
clearly made things worse. Learn from past mistakes.

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.

1649

1 Just stop being another ignorant politician that doesn't care about future generations.
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.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

1650

1 Protect Bay Area ecology! No 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 comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

1651

1 The Delta tunnels will devastate the wildlife and environment around the Bay- Delta. It is
time to put ecology before profits.

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).

1652

1 After so much dryness and dirty and polluted water, we need to take action now and save
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California’s ecosystem and all water!

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.

1653

1 We cannot continually wreak havoc on our environment and ruin species that are
endangered or otherwise. We need to rethink how we manage our state water and not
simply blithely ship it away from its natural locations.

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 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).

1654

1 This water grab of the Bay Area's fresh water supply would be catastrophic to the Bay Area. 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
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quality standards.
1655

1 What in the world are they thinking? California has enough water issues and this is icing on
the dry cake we have all been forced to eat. Government mismanagement in California 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.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

1656

1 Absolutely no way! Please stop this massive water grab 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 proposed project aims to allow the federal and state water projects to deliver more reliable water
supplies, in a way less harmful to fish. The plan does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds
water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal
and state water projects under a fully-implemented project would be almost the same as the average annual
amount diverted in the last 20 years. Please also refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta
Exports/Area of Orgin/Water Rights).

1657

1 Same water grab as the old peripheral canal idea and just as bad.

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.
Master Response 36 explains how the California WaterFix Project is different from the previously proposed
Peripheral Canal. The Natural Resources Agency and DWR staff will continue seeking improvements and
refinements to the current proposal in order to enhance species benefits and to avoid, reduce or mitigate
for negative impacts to people, communities, sensitive species and habitats.
The proposed project aims to allow the federal and state water projects to deliver more reliable water
supplies, in a way less harmful to fish. The plan does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds
water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal
and state water projects under a fully-implemented project would be almost the same as the average annual
amount diverted in the last 20 years. Please also refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta
Exports/Area of Orgin/Water Rights).

1659

1 This is a good example of humans meddling with ecosystems and making a disaster. You
cannot fool Mother Nature and you cannot improve on her either. Those tunnels are a bad
mistake!

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
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fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose
and Need).
1660

1 Please, please, please stop depleting our resources and Mother Earth. What is wrong with
you people?

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.

1661

1 Please do not do this. The future of the Bay and Delta need to be preserved.

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. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north
Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master
Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

1662

1 I think that sucking water out of the Delta will have a huge negative impact on the Bay’s
ecosystems in the long range and possibly cause irreversible effects on Delta life!

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

1663

1 This is not well thought out. Water is a basic need and priceless.

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 note that the project has been initiated and carried forward by two Governors acting on a mandate
from the voters of the State as a whole. Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on
sound science, data gathered from various agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies,
stakeholders and independent scientists, and more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and
stakeholder briefings. The Proposed Project is intended to provide a more reliable water supply, with
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diversions that are more protective for fish, in accordance with the Delta Reform Act co-equal goals of
improving water supply reliability and Delta ecosystem health.
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 refer to Master Response 4 (Alternatives), Master Response 31 (Delta Reform Act) and Master
Response 3 (Purpose and Need) for further information on the development of the proposed project.
1664

1665

1 No Delta tunnels project. The tunnels would divert massive amounts of water, greatly
reducing Sacramento River flows, the main source of fresh water for the Delta and San
Francisco Bay. Most of this water would be diverted for industrial-scaled agriculture,
including extremely water-intensive almond and pistachio orchards. This is another blatant,
obvious push by corporate lobbying/bribery power meant to favor the agricultural industry
as they write the laws for their greedy, selfish interests with the politicians allowing it to
happen.

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.

1 Does anyone actually know the impact?

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.

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.
All of the documents, studies, administrative drafts, and meeting materials have been posted online since
2010 in an unprecedented commitment to public access and government transparency. Please see Master
Response 41 [Transparency] and Master Response 5 for the proposed governance structure and
implementation for the project. Socioeconomic effects of the alternatives are assessed in Chapter 16 of the
Draft EIR/EIS.
1666

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

1667

1 Another Owens Valley?
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Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various
agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and
more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings. All of the documents,
studies, administrative drafts, and meeting materials have been posted online since 2010 in an
unprecedented commitment to public access and government transparency (see Master Response 41
[Transparency]). Please also refer to Master Response 5, which details the proposed governance structure
and implementation for the project. Socioeconomic effects of the alternatives are assessed in Chapter 16 of
the Draft EIR/EIS.
1668

1 What the heck are you thinking? Apparently there is no honest awareness regarding all the
negative consequences that will be created with this ignorant plan. Wake up and think.

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 documentation generated by this proposed project has undergone extensive public and scientific input,
discussion, and transparency, including the posting of administrative draft chapters online and providing
many more opportunities for public participation than is normally required by the CEQA/NEPA processes
(see Master Response 41 [Transparency].
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.

1669

1 Fixing a problem by creating another problem is not a solution.

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.

1670

1 Please strenghten the things that remain. So much is gone and for what reason?

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
California Waterfix is not intended to address all the past harms or restore the Delta to a pre-altered state.

1671

1 This is a quick fix solution that will end up creating other destruction and at this point we
cannot afford to make hasty, unwise decisions.

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
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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.
1672

1 Quick fixes to appease powerful interests and support unsustainable industries that can and This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
will backfire on the whole community should be stopped.
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.

1673

1 I do not support Governor Brown’s water export tunnels. I am a Bay Area voter. Please
represent me and do not support Alternative 4A.

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.

1674

1 Please find other solutions to California’s water crisis, Governor Brown. Do not destroy our
ecosystems, thus destroying more of our dying planet. This is a selfish move that is not a
best choice. It is a momentary fix and we will lose the Delta forever.

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).

1675

1 It sounds so easy, just shuffle things from here to there, problem solved! Unfortunately, it is
not that easy. Displaced harm is still harm. Sometimes we need to take the tough actions
and this is one such time. The Delta tunnels will not solve our water use needs and will
cause harm to the basic operating system of California’s environment. Please reject this pipe
dream.

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.

1676

1 Water redirection projects are costly and often short-sighted. I believe this Alternative 4A
fits this category. Please focus your efforts on healthy, sustainable water resources.

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
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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.
1677

1 Why does government have to always be prodded and forced by the people to do what is
correct and proper? How much longer do you think we will sit by while the government,
whose main job is to protect us, bows to corporations at our expense?

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.

1678

1 We must protect the Bay-Delta ecosystem and find solutions to our water needs in a
sustainable way. These export tunnels are not the answer. Let’s get to work with scientists
and experts who know how to address and solve our pressing issues.

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.

1679

1 Do not approve the tunnel project! We are watching you!

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.

1680

1 Share the habitat. All creatures need 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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

1681

1 What are you politicians thinking? Tunnels are not a fix for anything when they will create
This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
disastrous effects to our ecology. We pay you to think, not to come up with stupid ideas and response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
this is just plain stupid!
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
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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.
1682

1 Don't destroy an ecosystem and don't take away San Francisco water. Stop eating almonds
and other water-intensive crops during a drought.

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 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

1683

1 Why promote farming in a desert? The "fix" applies only to their problem, not the whole.

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.

1684

1 We need new water conservation education and support at a fraction of the cost of this
proposed massive project!

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.
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficiency,
and other sources of water supply including storm water drainage. While these elements are not proposed
as part of the BDCP or the California WaterFix, the Lead Agencies recognize that they are important tools in
managing California’s water resources. For more information regarding cost and funding sources please see
Master Response 5.

1685

1 California's water needs to be protected for all living creatures, not just agri-business!

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.
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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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).

1686

1 Stop killing our earth, including California. We live here, all of us and everything here!

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.

1687

1 Governor Brown, I have no faith in your political morals. Your "California WaterFix" is a
sham!

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.

1688

1 Building tunnels won't create any more water; it just moves the environmental damage
around.

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.

1689

1 I strongly support Earth Justice's position on this matter. The environment cannot continue
to take second place to commerce.

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.
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1 Quit taking Northern California's 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.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. The project
proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain circumstances. Water
deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented Alternative 4A are projected
to be almost 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.

1691

1 Do not kill the Delta. Do not build 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.
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.

1692

1 This will be a disaster. Done before to supply San Francisco with water. Terrible decision!

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.

1693

1 Please protect the wildlife and consider long-term value over short-term gain.

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.
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1 So many years and work to save the Delta would go to waste if this project were approved.

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.

1695

1 Californians need to conserve water no matter how great or how little a supply. We do not
all need pools and 20 minute showers. Ever.

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.

1696

1 Knock it off! The level of graft and corruption permeating every aspect of this proposal is
common knowledge! Stop it! The Bay-Delta is more important in the long-term!

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.

1697

1 Governor, please do not do this. Years from now we will all be glad we did everything we
could to restore and protect our fish species.

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.

1698

1 This is not a good idea. We need to safeguard all our water resources including aquifers
from fracking contamination.

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 laws require
that water pumped from the Delta be put to 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, and is a lawful use of
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water. 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. Please see Master Response 34 for additional information regarding use of water
delivered by proposed water conveyance facilities.
One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This
charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued
by the State Water Board.
The proposed project Lead Agencies have no power to impose penalties on individual water users. DWR and
Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who have
individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayers to conserve water. Different districts have the right
to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.
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1 Please protect the species and the ecosystem of the Delta. We have already done enough
damage. Please say no to the water export tunnels. It is nothing but damaging to the Delta
environment.

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.
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