RECIRC |Cmt# |Comment Response

Ltr#

5000 1 | believe the tunnels will destroy the delta. And | believe there is some sort of spe The proposed project was developed to né®e rigorous standards of the Clean Water Act and federal
interest and money to be made if it is pushed through. It is not for the good of all state Endangered Species Acts; as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishii
people in the state, only a select few. point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve matime, timing, and

salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibility.

5001 1 | was born and raéxl on the Delta and | cannot fathom the destruction that will occ The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
to our beautiful river and its inhabitants.

5002 1 Tunnels are not the solution The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5003 1 We are in a drought and we need Delta's water to stay in Northern California! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related t@@i& RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIF

5004 1 I'm signing this because the delta needs the water to save the fish which is a hug The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
industry in California and to keep the salt water from ruining our farm lands. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r

standards of the federal and state EndangeSBmkcies Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinitiye proposed project is desigd to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpt
and Need).

5005 1 From one fishing community to another. These can impact a life of adventures. W Onwater recreation such as fishing and boating would still be accessible throughout the Delta during
is life! after construction of the proposed project.

5006 1 L 2LJJ24S GKAa LINRP2SOG® /dzi 2FF GKS ¢ Thecommentdognot raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 [
Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need), Master Response 35 (Southern California Water £
and Master Response 6 (Demand Management).

5007 1 Because | want to protect my environment The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5008 1 | believe that water is important to the very livelihood of everyone involved in the The issue raised by the commenter addresses the meritsegbroject and does not raise any issues with
Central Valleyl don't fell like a water should be stolen from the citizens of this coul the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
and sold to the highest bidder. | also feel that the government needs to stay in its
in no severe representatives of the citizens of this county and of this state and the
should do what they are directed to do by the citizens who put them in office. So \
that being said | feel that the Delta tunnels should not be built will not be built anc
should deal with those people who are in charge that want to have these basittitde
our protest they should be dealt with accordingly as well as removed from office |
never voted for again | eat stop being career politicians and be regular citizens ju
the rest of us.

5009 1 | want to stop the tunnels... Its our natural water... and | love the fish in it... save ¢ The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
delta!

5010 1 | am against the tunnels. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

The proposd project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endange
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new opénat criteria to improve water volume, timing, an
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great
operational flexibility.
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5011 1 | am against the tunnels. You cannot grow flowers in the desert. You will kill the d The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
and San Francisco Bay.

5012 1 The removal of largemouth, silrmouth or striped bass has no positive effect on the Please refer to Master Response 17 regarding dripess and Master Response 3 regarding purpose ar
initiative and a significantly negative effect on outdoorsman and the millions of mi need. Additionally, fishing is already considered in Chapter 15, Recreation. With implementation of
needed dollars they infuse into this budget challenged economy. mitigation measures, Impact RECY & w S & detniiredéiciion 6f &gfeational fishing opportunities a

NBadzgd &6 2F O02yaidNHzO0GAYy3 GKS LINRLIZASR gl (SN 02y
REG Y & w S & defmiredéiction 6f &gfeational fishing opportunities as a result of the operation of
proposed water conveyance facilities g2 dz2f R +f 82 0S5 tSaa GKFy aai3y
Please refer to Impacts ECONL11, and 17 in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics, regarding recreatated
socioeconomic impacts.

5013 1 Because too many ecosystems have already been damaged. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed projectté&nded to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patternsalad for greater
operational flexibility.

5014 1 I'm signing because | value the rich farmland and wildlife of the Delta. They are n The issue raised by the commenter addresses thatsef the project and does not raise any issues with
important than the tunnels. Water can be shipped in other ways. The farmland ar the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
wildlife can't simply move elsewhere. standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, as such the proposed progudesl ittt be

environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinitiye proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns andliaw for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Chapter 12 (Terrestrial
Resources) for impacts to terrestrial species and mitigation for these impacts and Master Response :
(Agricultural Impact Mitigation).

5015 1 Save the delta The comment does notise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 D

5016 1 The tunnels make no sense. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5017 1 We need our water for many reasons! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5018 1 | want to save the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5019 1 I moved to the region for freshwater access for skiing and fishing. With climate ck For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7. Please see Master Res|
means that the snow pack won't be consistent ahd Delta region can no longer  regarding water use and conservation in Southern Caléorni
support the central and southern California water requirements.

5019 2 | do believe in a sustainable solution...desalinization. Yes, it's expensive, but will - Please see Master Response 7 for a discussion on desalination.
the population to value and respect water usage. While southern California is gre
and lush, my lawn is dead and I'm tearing it out with a droughtéoielandscape.

5020 1 | strongly apposition the tunnels! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5021 1 I love the delta and fishing and trying to save wildlife. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5022 1 The tunnels will be taking water from Sacramento River to San oRiner and mess Water diverted from the Sacramento River would not be released into the SauidoRiver, but would be
the fish's natural honing system where by they template to the natal streams they diverted to the north cell of the modified Clifton Court Forebay, before entering the SWP/CVP pumpir

plants. Analyses of changes in olfactory cues were presented in the EIR/EIS; see, for example, Impa
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5023

5024

5025

5026

5027

5028

5029

5030

1

1

1

1

were born into. They know where to return to and where to spawn in as adults. AQUAA41 for winterrun Chnook salmon in Chapter 4 of the RDEIR/SEIS.

Our indigenous tribes share vast wisdom that does not agree with these tunnels. ¢ KS 02 YYSYy (i SNR& 2LA YA 2y NBft briadiiRonal igformiakiod abbud Native {
indigenous people have lost so much of the land, watershed and fisheries they American outreach efforts, including identification and analysis of impacts on archaeological sites,
sustained for thousands of years. Folldve iplight and wisdom of the Winnemem  Traditional Cultural Properties, and cultural significance of biological resources, please see Master R
Wintu tribe to learn about the decimation of what's left of their culture and sacred 21.

sites as a direct result of these tunnels and the Shasta Dam raise...

Voted no on the peripheral canal and this is just another version of it. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SBE B3 DEIR/EI:
Please refer to Master Response 36 for information on how the proposed project differs from the peri
canal.

A unique area of California. | travel halfway around the world to visit the Delta ant No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
experience this great padf northern California.

I am very concerned with the loss of natural habitat that would occur not only for The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues

aquatic life but for birds as well. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
standards of the federal and state EndangeS8kcies Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinitiye proposed project is desigd to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Chapter 12 (Terrestrial
Resources) for impacts to terrestrial species and mitigation as well as Master Response 17 (Terrestri
Mitigation).

Most politics are bullshit, especially the ones dealing with the Delta tunnels! You The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
people must not fish or hunt, god help you!

| oppose the current plan for the underground water export tunnels! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

Water needs to be managed more equitably and responsibly. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were iss
DWR and Reclamation by the State Wa&eard with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamation operate with water rights issued by the State V
Resources Control Board that are junior in priority to many senior water rights holdérs Detta
watershed. Under the action alternatives, senior water rights holders would continue to receive the st
amount of water as under the No Action Alternative. Conveyance facilities under the action alternativ:
could only deliver the amount of wateliverted under the existing SWP and CVP water rights and in
accordance with the existing and future related regulatory requirements based upon river water level:
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fisespauil water
quality standards.

The project is not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many c
and longstanding issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliabil
exporteR & dzLJLX AS&ad ¢KS LINR2S Ol A-sangesimEtayy t@myest arfidipstadsS »
future water needs of Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of clir
change with continued investment by the State antter public agencies in conservation, storage, recyc
desalination, treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (g
described in Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management).

| am opposed to even gallon of our precious Delta water being sent south. We ne For more information regarding desalinat please see Master Response 7. Please see Master Respor
have water for our farms and recreation and wildlife. Spend the money and effort regarding water use and conservation in Southern California.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 50066999 201¢
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desalinate ocean water. Leave our Delta alone.

5031 1 The tunnels won't create any more water, but they will cause terrible environmeni The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
destruction. | want a healthy Delta and healthy native species, including salmon ¢ the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS.
the tunnels will cause significant deterioration of the Delta including loss of sahmd
other species and significant deterioration in water quality.

5031 2 They are also unjust that they will destroy the livelihood of Delta farmers by leavil The proposed project would not leave farmers without water or take all farmland in the Delta. When
them without water or taking their land through eminent domain. | want a sustaine required, DWR would provide compensation tmperty owners for economic losses due to implementat
water policy for California. | do not want a water grab by Big Ag and the tunnels g of the alternative. Please refer to Master Response 26 regarding changes in Delta exports and Maste
nothing but a wategrab. Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project.

5032 1 Northern California's waters lva been taken again and again to support unattainat The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or BHel R(HIZ
growth in Southern California and Central California. Isn't it clear that we don't we Refer to Master Response 36 (Peripheral Canal).
peripheral canal?

5033 1 To save the delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5034 1 I'm signing beause the monetary cost, environmental cost, and opportunity cost o The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the tunnels are all too great. the environmental analysis provided in the EIRI® proposed project was developed to meet the rigorc

standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Deltassmdperating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinitiye proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Chapter 12 (Terrestrial
Resources) for impacts to testial species and mitigation. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and
and Master Response 5(Cost and Funding).

5035 1 Stop messing with Mother Nature! No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5036 1 This will ruin the Delta towns and poison the farmland, kill the freshwater fish. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues

the environmental anabyis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the rig
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diiggr in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinitiye proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Chapter 12 (Terrestrial

Resurces) for impacts to terrestrial species and mitigation. Refer to Master Response 24 (Delta as A
Master Response 18 (Agricultural Impact Mitigation) and Chapter 11 of the EIR/EIS (Aquatic Resourc

5037 1 I live on the Delta and understand tiveeparable damage these tunnels will do. Not The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

willing to pay that price. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of tleedfeand state Endangered
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greate
operational flexibility.

5038 1 Governor Brown is an idiot and destroyer of the Great State of California. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5039 1 These tunnels will be a waste of California taxpayer money, and the drought won Please refer to Master Response 5 regarding implementation of costs. For more information regardin
solved by throwing money at it. funding sources please see Master Response 5. For more information regarding purpose and need f

see Master Response 3
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 50066999 201¢
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5040 1 This is a disaster fohe Delta, fish, wildlife and people living there too The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to mégriesr
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volumejming, and salinitythe proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Chapter 12 (Terrestrial
Resources) for impacts to terrestrial species and mitigation.

5041 1 The California Delta ecosystem has been steadily declining for years because of No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS were raised.
pumping and salinity incursion. Taking fresh water from the upper Sacramento Ri
will further decrease the flows of fresh water flushing out the south Delta and
potentially increasing salinity.

5042 1 The water already is nonexistent so why would try to take more? The comment does not raise any environmental issue reltigtle 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIF

5043 1 This project will ruin the environment in so many ways. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2DESRRSDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of wate diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing,
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great
operational flexibility.

5044 1 Opposed to taking wtar from the Delta due to environmental issues. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is desigdeo improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

5045 1 | fish the delta every year when | visit my brother in law. This would affect me alst Please refer to Master Response 17 regarding striped bass and Master Response 3 regarding purpo
need. Additionally, fishing is already considered in Chapter 15, Recreation. With implementation of
mitigation measures, Impact RECY & w S & detniiredéiciion 6f &gfeational fishing opportunities as
NBadzZ G 2F O2yadNHzOGAY3I GKS LINRPLIZASR 61 GSNI O2y
RE@ Y & wS$ a defmirediiciion 6f Bgfeational fishing opportunities as a result of therafion of the

LINELIZASR 61 GSN O2y@SelyOS FLOAtAGAS&EdG 62dz R I
5046 1 Stop ruining our environment! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2BIS

5047 1 I am concerned about the health of the Delta and oppose the tunnels as a waste The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
resources and a further degradation of this valuable watershed. There are sustait Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
alternatives which need to be implemented instead. point of water diversion in the north Delta ame&w operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, ar

salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great:
operational flexibility. See Master Response 4 for a discussion on alternatives asodtatthe proposed
project.

5048 1 | oppose the tunnels. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5049 1 I and all my neighbors would be affected! Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project. For more informa

regarding impacts to socioeconomics and its associated mitigation measures please see Chapter 16
FEIR/EIS.
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5050 1 Governor Brown obviously has an investment in this and doesn't care about what The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEI®18 DEIR/EIS
damage it will do. More big business ruining our country. When will the madness

5051 1 It's not their water to begin with The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5052 1 The Delta is where | was born and raised one of the most beautiful places to live The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SBE )13 DEIR/EL:
very large supplier of food a very meaningful rich heritage for many wonderful pe: Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project.

5053 1 Removing watdr from the San Francisco Delta, whether by a peripheral canal whic The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
voters already rejected, or by underground tunnels, will adversely impact the fishi By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating atiberprovewater
and farming industry of northern California, merely to benefit agribusiness in sout volume, timing, and salinity, the project is designedniprove native fish migratory patterremd allow for
part of the $ate. State government should look to benefit the entire state. INBFGSNI 2LISNI A2y f FtSEAOAfAGED® LG A& y2a G¢F

In fact, tis issue is beyond the scope of the project as the Lead Agencies do not have local land use/
authority. The project does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water rights or for 1
allowed under its contracts. See Master RespdhgBurpose and Need), Master Response 34 (Beneficit
Use of Water), Master Response 26 (Change in Delta Exports), Master Response 35 (Southern Calif
Water Supply), Master Response 36 (Peripheral Canal), and Master Response 18 (Agricultural Impa:
Mitigation).

5054 1 We don't need the tunnels The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5055 1 We need to restore the Delta not destroy it! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed projecténded to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patternsalad for greater
operational flexibility. Although Alternatives 4A, 2D, and 5A include only those habitat restoration mei
needed to provide mitigation for specific regulatory compliance purposes, habitat restoration is still
recognized as acritic&ll2 YL y Sy (i 2 F -teimk Bansifar theiD@l@ 5Sudh Brgel endeavors,
however, will likely be implemented over time under actions separate and apart from these alternative
primary parallel habitat restoration program is called CalifornisRestore (EcoRestore), which will be
overseen by the California Resources Agency and implemented under the California Water Action Pl
Under EcoRestore, the state will pursue restoration of more than 30,000 acres of fish and wildlife hat
2020. Thes habitat restoration actions will be implemented faster and more reliably by separating the
from the water conveyance facility implementation.

5056 1 Stop messing with Mother Nature! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to thé RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR

5057 1 I live in the Delta and this would totally ruin the environment and our life. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed projecténded to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratotiepas and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

5058 1 | want a safety and sane delta and California The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5059 1 I'm signing because | voted against this same idea back in 1982 and it's still a bai No issues related to the adequacy of the environment impacts in the EIR/S were raised. Refer to Mas

This shortsighted plan won't create any new water supplies. It will just drain the w Response 36 (Peripheral Canal).
and will create an environmental disaster and destroy the Delta and Sani§ta Bay
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5060 1 The Delta cannot be sacrificed for selfish and for profit only reasons; it's nature ai Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project.
best andoffers so much. Don't do it!
5061 1 There has to be laws to stop the destruction to our California wetlands. The delta The issue raised by the commentaidresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues wi
heart, sole and kidneys of the California water system and the tunnel project is dc the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
major bypass surgery by a bunch of buffoons!
5062 1 This will destroy the Delta estuary. The comment does not raise any enviroemtal issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally benBfic@satablishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great:
operational flexibily.
5063 1 Save the Delta The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5064 1 For the amount of money spent and to be spent on the tunnels we duuild and For more information regarding desalination please see Mastepdse 7. Please see Master Response
maintain desalination plants up and down the coast and relieve some of the droui regarding water use and conservation in Southern California.
concerns before we worry about how to ship nonexistent water to wealthy suppor
in the South.
5065 1 This is a totally unsustainable project that will negatively impact all the west coas: The comment does not raise any environmental is®lated to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEII
watershed. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. Bghestpal
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great:
operational flexibility.
5066 1 We need the water here in the Delta to help our farmers and rachers survive No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water undstirex water rights that were issued t
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area
Origin laws and requirements. Senior water rights holders are not affected by implementation of actic
alternatives.The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation would be able to pump from the propos
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and r
water contractors. Operations for the proposed projectulbstill be consistent with the criteria set by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and Stat
Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 16464D), subject to adjustments made pursuaothe
adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/S.
5067 1 Our water ways are already not flowing well. We have invasive weed problems in No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. Th:

water ways. Fishing and boating would be greatly diminished due to laghtef flow. proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered

Species Acts, as such the proposed progaitended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing ¢
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory pattenusallow for greater
operational flexibility.

As staed in Chapter 15, Recreation, Section 15.3.3, CALSIM modeling results indicate that effects to
Sacramento and San Joaquin river flows are less than significant. Additionally, the project would rest
reduction of reverse flow conditions in theddnd Middle rivers, creating a positive change, in the majo
of months on a longerm average basis compared to Existing Conditions and the No Action Alternative
Therefore, they are not discussed further in Chapter 15.
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Operations of Alternative 4 ahthe new preferred alternative, 4A, are not expected to result in a substa
decrease or increase in Delta surface water levels. Please refer to Appendix 5A, Section C, CALSIM
DSM2 Modeling Results, EIR/EIS, for more information.

As discussednder Impact REG in Alternative 4A, impeding boat passage and navigation and resulting
impacts on recreation would occur during construction of the intakes, temporary barge unloading faci
and siphons. Although Mitigation Measure TRANSvould redge impacts on navigation associated with
barge unloading facilities, the impact of constructing the water conveyance facilities would be conside
significant and unavoidable because of the duration of construction.

5067 2 The Delta where | live wouldtlmore salt water intrude upriver farther than normal. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS were raised.
Our land absorbs the salt. Things don't grow.

5067 3 The tunnels would destroy our precious ecosystem. Tunnels would not help anya Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project. Other than in the
but big business. Not anyone who lives near or on river. Lives would drastically cl vicinity of the three intakes, barge unloading facilities, or Clifton Court Forebay, the riverbank would r
for millions of Californians! Please do more intense studies before any changes & directly affected by the mposed project. Operations of Alternative 4 and the new preferred alternative
to Delta. are not expected to result in a substantial decrease or increase in Delta surface water levels. Please

Appendix 5A, Section C, CALSIM Il and DSM2 Modeling REERIES, for more information.

5068 1 It's a waste of taxpayers money. Let southern California get their water from the For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7. Please see Master Res|
ocean. regardirg water use and conservation in Southern California.

5069 1 I'm signing because I've seen the damage being caused. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5070 1 I'm signing because | grew up here in the Delta and don't want to see it destroyec The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standairtise federal and state Endangered

Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great:
operational flexibility.

5071 1 There are more ecologically sound solutions to dealing with drought conditions in The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
California. It is unethical to diventater from the Sacramento River and other The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorstamdards of the federal and state Endangered
watersheds that feed the Northern California Delta and the San Francisco Bay E< Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
If these bizarre tunnels were built they would diminish water to the estuary. Takin point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, tiiuity
water from northern California to supply gthern California's water consumption. In salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great
order to mitigate for the significant environmental impacts to the Sacramento Rive operational flexibility. The project does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water r
the Delta, and the San Francisco Bay estuary, we need water and wetlanids we or for use as allowed under its coatts. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state
won't have because we've tunneled the waterO3files to the south! this is poor water projects under a fully implemented project would &lenost the same athe average annual amount
environmental management of our precious natural resources. diverted in the last 20 years. Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta)Ekfaster Response 3

(Purpose and Need), Master Response 35 (Southern California Water Supply), and Master Respons:
(Demand Management). Although Alternatives 4A, 2D, and 5A include only those habitat restoration
measures needed to provide mitigatioorfspecific regulatory compliance purposes, habitat restoration |
AGAft NBO23IYAT SR a | ONamipladd fdr thelDeha SR Brgell endedvors
however, will likely be implemented over time under actions separate and &oantthese alternatives. Tt
primary parallel habitat restoration program is called California EcoRestore, which will be overseen b
California Resources Agency and implemented under the California Water Action Plan.

5071 2 Southern California is a seaiid and arid/desert environment, and it can no longer The comment raises import policy issues concerning sustainable growth and available water supplies
sustain uncontrolled urban growth in its cities and towns. It's poor land use planni southern California. Howevehé comment does not question the growth inducement analysis or
build and develop homes and businesses in arid environment areas that don'aha conclusions of Chapter 30.
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adequate water supply. Therefore, | vigorously oppose a-twimel "solution” to
Southern California's water problems.

5071 3 We have to develop desalinization plants instead and continue our good water  For more informatia regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.
conservation efforts. Thank you!

5072 1 The waste of resources for dubious outcome. The destruction of land and waters The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5073 1 I'm signing because of the failure to fully consider the interests of the people in th Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project. For more informs
Delta region. regarding public outreach efforts please see Maftesponse 40.

5074 1 The Delta means a lot to me and the rest of Northern California. Please don't take Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project.
away.

5075 1 I like fishing. | think fisherman should have open access to the waters because th Please refer to Master Response 17 regarding stripeddras$/aster Response 3 regarding purpose ant
the taxes for its upkeep and tax dollars should go toward fish culture and biologic need. Additionally, fishing is already considered in Chapter 15, Recreation. With implementation of
solutions to the issue. mitigation measures, Impact RECY & w S & detmiiredéiciion 6f gfeational fishing opportunities as

readz G 2F O2yaidiNHz2OGAYy3 (GKS LINRBLRASR 46 GSNI O2y ¢
REG Y & wS a detmirediction &f &gfeational fishing opportunities as a result of the operation of
LINR LI2ASR 4 (SN O2 ydaete |£€3 hansigniidart with hoSitigation &aizired.

5076 1 It's bad for the state, and the cost is ridiculous. DWR acknowledges your opposition to the project. Please refer to Master Response 5 for additional

on the costs of project impfaentation.

5077 1 Taking water out of the delta will not save the delta The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5078 1 Need fresh water in the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5079 1 The tunnels are only good for a small number of people who live far from the The proposed miject was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endange
ecological disaster their construction will cause. Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing

of water diversion in the north Delta and new operatingegia to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great
operational flexibility.

Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for tleetproj

5080 1 We need to keep our resources here in Northern California. Let's break up this st Thecomment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
and make it two individual states... right above that city called Bakersfield. We ca
elect our own Governor... Mr. Brown.

5081 1 Because it is wrong to take our water and send it to southern California The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 20ESRREDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/

5082 1 They will be taking my life long home. Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project. The preferred

alternative, 4A, would displace 17 residential structures. When requiredyritject proponents would
provide compensation to property owners for losses due to implementation of the alternative.

5083 1 We send enough water to southern California. They have green lawns, wash thei No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
etc., while northern California goes dry. darms in northern California need water
from the Delta. We need to stop Governor Brown's greedy madness! 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 dnfydlgmented
Alternative 4A are projected to keimost the same athe awerage annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported,
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would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep declir
Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports) and Master Response 35 (Southern California Wate

5084 1 | grew up in Rio Vista. From age 10 | had my own boat and over the years cruise The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or th¢R2B1S.
miles through the Delta. It is a special estuary that must be preserved. Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project.

5085 1 | want to protect the California delta for my kids to enjoy. The tunnels have too m. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
lasting negative effects in terms of the habitat and wildlife. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r

standards of the federal and state EndangeS8kcies Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinitige proposed project is desigd to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3
(Purpose and Need).

5086 1 We boat and fish in the Delta and need to stop causing environmental damage, It The comment dog not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 C

government. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to \ieoementally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow foegreat
operational flexibility.

5087 1 I'm signing because the Delta is a precious resource that belongs to all Califermoa Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project and 44 regarding
just a handful of wealthy agribusiness owners in the south valley farming for profi in Delta exports. For more information regarding beneficial use please see Master Response 34.
impaired lands.

5088 1 The Delta is one of the most precious resourae®ur planet, not just in Bay Area. If It is important to note, as an initial matter, that the proposed project is not intended to serve as anst:
we really want to address the drought and water issues, we need to impose abuida 2 f dzi A2y G2 Fff 2F /|t AF2NYALIQa 461 GSNI LINRot S
ban on entire state. continued investment by the State amther public agencies in conservation, recycling, desalination,

treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage. Nor is the prof
project intended to solve all environmental challenges facing the Delta. Please s Rasponse 6 for
further information regarding how many of the suggested components have merit from astdéewater
policy standpoint, and some are being implemented or considered independently throughout the stat:
are beyond the scope of the grosed project.

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

5089 1 The delta is too important to lose! The tunnels will destroy it. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to @& RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing,
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great
operational flexibility.

5090 1 | want the Delta to stay the way it is, not be ruined by politicians that could care le The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
about our environment here around the Delta. the environmentdanalysis provided in the EIR/S.

5091 1 | still cannot believe that we have enough water to be carried-by$@ diameter The comment does not raise any environmérsaue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
tunnels and that it would ever be so valuable to destroy this amazing Delta lands:
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5092 1 I'm against the tunnels because it is a waste of money and because | believe it w The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
harm the Delta irreparably. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
standards of the federal and state Endange8bcies Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinitige proposed project is desigd to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

5093 1 I am a fisherman and | think that the Delta tunnels are a bad idea for wildlife in th The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
Delta. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed projecténided to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patternsaiod for greater
operational flexibility.

5094 1 You cannot continue to pump water south to water a desert. Stop building single 'As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/8g afitafrt

family homes in that desert. alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water
and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife £
National Marine Fisheries Semjand 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 DW
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior wagktsrand Area of Origin laws a
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total wate
issued to DWR and Reclamation.

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as a stade solutionto allof GaA F2 Ny A | Qa ¢
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other |
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen
contaminatedaquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C.
Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management). These actions are being considered to meet future wate
demands for planned municipal uses consistent with water demand gtfojes in the recent Urban Water
Management Plans submitted to DWR which include approaches to meet the 20 percent reduction pt
capita urban water use by 2020.

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

5095 1 | don't want the Delta degraded and destroyed. The comment does not raise any environmergalie related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficshlitigleng a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great
operational flexibility.

5096 1 This "project” is being rammed down or up us. It is politically motivated and paybi The comment pertains to the decision making process, who would benefit from the project, and adve
for political contributions. It will benefit a few with the majority losing on this deal. ecosystem, social, and economic effects.

environment will sffer. Recreational opportunities and the fishing industry will suff

From what | understand, we can't even vote. Untrustworthy politicians are making The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the Clean WaserdAederal and

decision for us? This is not right. | am against this project. Shame on the few whc state Endangered Species Acts; as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishii

to beneft promoting this project. point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposedoject is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greate
operational flexibility.

The overall recreation experience for boaters or fishermen in the vicinity of intake construction areas
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5097

5098

1

1

I'm signing because the fiscal costs far exceed the benefit. | also think the
environmental impacts &rtoo large.

be reduced during construction actiigs because of the elevated noise levels as well as visual setting
disruptions. These temporary constructioelated effects would last for up to 5 years in the vicinity of
intake and barge unloading facilities and could alter fish populations such traateonal fishing
opportunities in the study area would be affected. Weekday construction would reduce the amount of
and other wildlife in recreation areas in the vicinity of the intakes, resulting in decreased recreation
opportunities related to wdlife and fish, causing recreationists to experience a changed recreation sel
Chapter 15 describes potential impacts onwater recreation and fishing. Mitigation Measures would
reduce impacts on marine navigation by developing and implementingéeific construction traffic
management plans; installing visual barriers between construction work areas and sensitive receptor
applying aesthetic design treatments to all structures; and employing #iethécing construction practices
The potentiaimpact on covered and necovered sport fish species from construction activities would b
considered less than significant because the proposed project would include environmental commitm
(Appendix 3B). Mitigation Measures would also be availabledace constructionelated underwater
noise and pile driving effects, to initiate a complaint/response program, and to provide alternative bar
fishing access sites. Please see Chapter 16 Socioeconomics of the Public Draft BDCP for additioni
informationregarding economic impacts to marinas.

For more information on the project evaluation and decision making process, please see Master Res
72.

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

We need more reservoirs to store additional water not steal Delta water and desti No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All

the estuary and bay.

alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS woorhdly divert water under existing water rights that were issued
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area
Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamation operate with water rights issuedSiatth&Vater
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 s¢
amount of water as under the No AcatidAlternative. 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 rater levels and
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fish species, and wa
quality standards.

Future reservoir projects are still undergoing evaluation or review, including potential surface water
reservoir progcts and groundwater storage projects. Therefore, potential storage projects are only
considered in the EIR/S as cumulative impact projects (please see Master Response 37). It is importi
note that the project is not intended to serve as astatele 2 f dziA 2y G2 [t 2F /|
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other |
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalinatiom)éreanf
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures). Appendix 1B, Water Storage, EIR/EIS, describes th
potential for additional water storage and Appendi€, Demand Management Measures, EIR/EIS, desc
conservation, water use efficiency, and other sources of water supply including desalination. While th
elements are not proposed as part of the proposed project, the Lead Agencies recognize thaethey a

AYLERNIFYyG d22t&8 Ay YEYyFr3aAay3a /[ FEAFT2NYALFQE g G¢

The project is not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many c
ang longstanding issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Deltdingckliability of
SELIR2NISR adzllL) ASad ¢ KS LINE 2 S-éadge dtrateg@tdzaait atigiphtedS f
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5099

5100

5101

1

1

1

future water needs of Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of clir
change with continueéhvestment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, storage, rec
desalination, treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (g
described in Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Demand Management Mggasure

| am against taking more water and sending it to Southern California to fill their pc The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SBE )13 DEIR/EL:

and water their golf courses.

We need more storage, not depletion of existing waterways.

Taking more water from the Delta does not fix the Delta, it will destroy it!

Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports), Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of W
Master Response 35 (Southern California Water Supply).

It isimportant to note, as an initial matter, that the proposed project is not intended to serve as avstade
d2fdziazy G2 Lttt 2F /FPEAF2NYAI QA o+ (SN LINRPoOf S)
continued investment by the State and othaublic agencies in conservation, recycling, desalination,
treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage. Nor is the prof
project intended to solve all environmental challenges facing the Delta. Please see Magten$te6 for
further information regarding how many of the suggested components have merit from awstdéewater
policy standpoint, and some are being implemented or considered independently throughout the stat:
are beyond the scope of the proposptbject. Rather, the scope and purpose of the proposed project is
much more limited. As explained in Chapter 2 Project Objectives and Purpose and Need of the Fin.
EIR/EIS, the fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and opérationa
improvements to the State Water Project (SWP) system in the Delta necessary to restore and protec
ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP and Central Valley Project (CVR)fdoeitia, and water
quality within a stable regulatory framework withestitory and contractual obligations. Please see Mastt
Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

Additionalwater storage was eliminated from consideration in the Draft EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS tr
the alternatives development and screening process (discussed in Appendix 3A, Identification of Wat
Conveyance Alternatives).  As such, the proposed project doepropose storage as a project
component. Although the proposed project would be part of an overall statewide water system of whi
new storage could someday also be a part, Alternative 4A is a-sfané project which demonstrates
independent utilityjust as future storage projects would demonstrate. Please refer to Master Respons
(Alternatives) and Master Response 37 (Storage) for additional information.

The plan does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water rights or foralkaesl
under its contracts. Although the project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exporte
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep declir
projected that water deliverie from the federal and state water projects under a fiiyplemented
California WaterFix project would be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the le
years.

Please see Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports) for furthmiaiiida on water exporting undel
the proposed project.

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposd project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endange
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally ber@fi@atablishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new opénat criteria to improve water volume, timing, an
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility The project does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds wglds
or for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and stat
water projects under a fully implemented project would be about the same as the average annual am
diverted in the last 20 years. Refer Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports).
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5102 1 | oppose the Delta Tunnels! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5103 1 | object to the tunnels because this so calleid™fgnores alternatives and does not The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SBE 8 DEIR/EI!
meet the restoration goals in the Delta Reform Act. We must protect our environn The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
natural resources and agriculture in the Delta. Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally berigficatablishing a
point of water diversion ithe north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, ¢
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibility.

Please see Master Response 4 (Alternativegelopment) and Master Response 10 (Delta Reform Act)
additional information.

5104 1 This is bull! Taking water from northern California and spending tons of money dc The comment does not raise any environmental issue relatgtie¢ 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIF
so0. Do not do this.

5105 1 We need to save our Delta waters The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5106 1 The tunnels are only to be used tat LA can steal our water. All politicians consid¢ As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the Clean Water Act and federal and statgefed
Southern California the most important part of this state, because that is where tt Species Acts, the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Exis
monied support is. water diversions, including the existing State Water Project/Central Valley Project diversions in the sc

Delta, can impact water flonand quality By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta ar
new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed
improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operatldlexibility. The project proposes to
stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain circumstances. Water deliveri
the federal and state water projects under a feiligplemented Alternative 4A are projected to be about t
same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. Although the proposed project wot
increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it would make the deliveries more predictable ar
reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in stetgeline.

5107 1 The Delta Tunnels will further destroy the already fragile Delta ecosystem The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigoroasdards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beri8ji@atablishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, tintidg
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea:
operational flexibility.

5108 1 Tunneling will totally disrupt the Delta for big Ag. No way should they be moving \ No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

to the area southwest @8, it is not meant to be irrigated.
The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain

circumstances. Water dedvies from the federal and state water projects under a firitplemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volumeltd ater exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep declir
Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports) and Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water)

5109 1 These tunnels are giveaway to southern California, and a disaster for our water. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5110 1 Brown is an idiot and hates the environment. The comment des not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 [
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5111 1 I'm signing because | care about other createith®se that can't vote or speak The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
out--whose existence depends on Delta water flowing naturally as it hasiftennia. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposeaigrt is intended to be environmentally beneficiBy establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratattems and allow for greater
operational flexibility.
5112 1 We must stop this insane proposal to steal water from the north and give it to the The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does natraissues with
south--at a discount. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need),
Response 35 (Southern California Water Supply), and Master Response 6 (Demand Management).
5113 1 | am signing because | want to protehe Delta and fisheries and the Delta way of li The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5114 1 I'm opposed to the tunnels. Save our Delta. The comment does not raise aepvironmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
5115 1 We need to focus on water consumption, not diverting more water for trivial use ¢ The comment does not raise any environmental issue edléd the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEI}
detriment of the environment. Appendix 1C of the Final EIR/EIS, Demand Management Measures, describes conservation, water u
efficiency, and other sources of water supply including desalination. Refer to Master Response 6 for |
information on demand management. Although components such as demand management measure
merit from a statewide water policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independer
through the State, they are beyond the scope of the project.
5116 1 My water tastes horrible and is making our family sick. We want to go back to our The issue raised by the commenter addessthe merits of the project and does not raise any issues wit
river water source and not the algaefested lake we are forced to drink from due tc the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS.
drought and sending our water south!
5117 1 Greedy politicians keep selling northern California water to line their pockets. The The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
aren't solving the drought, they're creatimgore problems.
5118 1 The Delta should be left alone otherwise it will be detrimentally affected and the The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
people of California along with it. Thisaidong standing issue, since the 1960s, |
believe. | was against it then and am still against it. This is a very bad idea.
5119 1 This is just another bad idea. It will ruin our delta. Focus on making water storage It is important to note, as an initial matter, that the proposed project is not intended to serve as anst:
alternate water holding sites. solutiontoallofCaA F2NY Al Q& 46 GSNJ LINRPOof SYa FyR AlG A& vy
continued investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, recycling, desalination,
treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand sugptystorage. Nor is the proposec
project intended to solve all environmental challenges facing the Delta. Please see Master Response
(Demand Management) for further information regarding how many of the suggested components ha
merit from a statewide water policy standpoint, and some are being implemented or considered
independently throughout the state, but are beyond the scope of the proposed project.
Master Response 37 (Storage) addresses why additional water storage was eliminated from coosige
the Draft EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS through the alternatives development and screening process (d
Master Response 4 [Alternatives] and in Appendix 3A, Identification of Water Conveyance Alternative
such, the proposed project does nptopose storage as a project component. Although the proposed
project would be part of an overall statewide water system of which new storage could someday also
part, Alternative 4A is a staralone project which demonstrates independent utility jastfuture storage
projects would demonstrate.
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 50066999 201¢
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Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Alternative 4A addresses the reverse flow problem by focusing on
construction and operation of new north Delta intakes and on habitat restoration commensurate with
footprint of these new facilities. The mstruction and operation of new conveyance facilities would help
resolve many of the concerns with the current south Delta conveyance system while otherwise helpir
reduce threats to endangered and threatened species in the Delta through habitat résigras necessary
to mitigate significant environmental effects and satisfy applicable ESA and CESA standards. Implen
dual conveyance system, in which water could be diverted from either the north or the south or both,
depending on the needs of agtic organisms, would align water operations to better reflect natural
seasonal flow patterns by creating new water diversions in the north Delta equipped withotdte-art
fish screens. The new system would reduce the ongoing physical impacts &sbadif sole reliance on
the southern diversion facilities and allow for greater operational flexibility to better protect fish. Minin
south Delta pumping would provide more natural easest flow patterns. The new diversions would alsc
help protectcritical water supplies against the threats of sea level rise and earthquakes. Please refer
Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) for additional information.

5120 1 No tunnels, they will never work. The comment does not raise any environmental isglated to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEII

5121 1 There are alternative solutions that are less expensive and far less environmenta No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S weteTlaése
destructive. 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 berBji@atablishing a
point of water diversion in the north Deltand new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, a
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibility Please refer to Master Response 4 for additional detailtherselection of
alternatives. Also, please see Master Response 3 for additional details on the project purpose and ne

5122 1 It is a boondoggle. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5123 1 | am signing because | am recreational fisherman and | do not want the Bay and The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2B
waterways negatively impacted by the Tunnels or other projects. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally bergji@atablishing a
point of water diversion in the north Mt and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, a
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea:
operational flexibility.

5124 1 Save the Delta waterway. The comment does not ise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 D

5125 1 Because | live on the Delta. You have nothing better to do but ruin quote.. The D¢ No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the CEQA and NEPA doct
Put your time andnoney into crime and homeless. Really, what will you gain from were raised.
this? Not your job for long anyways.

5126 1 A waste of money and detrimenttd the health of the Delta. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
standards of thdederal and state Endangered Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intendec
environmentally beneficiaBy establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operat
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinitietproposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

5127 1 You will destroy our Delta, rivers, streams and estuaries. This is just plain wrong. The commehdoes not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 [
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
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Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intendéeé environmentally beneficiaBy establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allgne&der
operational flexibility.

5128 1 Our water feeds the world. You cannot water with salt water. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS were raised.

5129 1 | am signing because | do not think the turmate a good solution to California's wa The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
problems.

5130 1 We cannot let Jerry Brown and friends destroy the Delta. If Jerry wants to lay pipt The comment does not raise any environmental issue relatedeé®@15 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIF
can start with boat part of-6 downtown Sacramento. They rebuilt the cement walls
and road surface but the pipes are rotting more each day. By the way, how is tha
Bay Bridge working out?

5131 1 The state needs to build more water capture areas in Southern California for Sou Additional water storage was eliminated from catesiation in the Draft EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS throt
California. the alternatives development and screening process (discussed in Appendix 3A, Identification of Wat

Conveyance Alternatives).  As such, the proposed project does not propose storage as a project
compament. Although the proposed project would be part of an overall statewide water system of whic
new storage could someday also be a part, Alternative 4A is a-slané project which demonstrates
independent utility just as future storage projects woulehdonstrate. Please refer to Master Response £
(Alternatives) and Master Response 37 (Storage) for additional information.

5132 1 The Delta is important for so many reasons. It needs to be protected. The Califori The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

Delta brings life to humans and wildlifdike! The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed pitaemtended to be environmentally benefici8y establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory pettend allow for greater
operational flexibility.

5133 1 | am signing this petition so that the already strained California Delta has a chanc No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. Th:
recovery and sustainability. We really should concentrate more on the water hyac proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
problem before it chokeall life out. Species Acts, as such the proposed prageitended to be environmentally benefici®y establishing a

point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory pat@nd allow for greater
operational flexibility.

5134 1 I live in the San Joaquin Valley and this action will destroy our farmlands forever. The California WaterFix project is being proposed to address the conflict betiveecological needs of a
cannot be allowed to happen. range of atrisk Delta species and natural communities, while providing for more reliable water supplie

people, communities, agriculture, and industry.

5135 1 We need to save this natural system of clean water. We nesdye it to show how it Operation of the project water delivery system could not drain the Delta rivers and channels dry, inclu
works naturally making it an example to recreate, duplicate then restore. The wat the Sacramento RiveFhe project facilities, including water intakes and pumping plants would be operi
tunnels will drain the watershed that usually flows through the Sacramento/San in accordance with permits issued by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildli
Joaquin Valley. We should be bringing to forward the drainage ofitigebt lake wesi Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and State Departmeishairfel Wildlife. In accordance with t
of the Mississippi, Tule Lake. What happened to it? It was totally trained because Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the action alternatives
mismanagement of water. continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water rights. Deliveries t

in-Deta senior water rights users are the same under the Existing Conditions, No Action Alternative, ¢
action alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS in accordance with existing water rights which were issu¢
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Bedtt consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reductio
Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 5005999 201¢
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total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The project only would be permitted to opétate w
regulatory protections, including river water levels and flow, which would be determined based upon |
much water is actually available in the system, the presence of threatened fish species, and water qu
standards. More information on the rangegproject water diversions, based on water year types and
specific flow criteria, can be found in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.4.2, North Delta and South Delta Water
Conveyance Operational Criteria, EIR/S. Current limitations and operational criteria forebestilities can
0S F2dzyR AY 52wQa {GlFdS 2FGSNI wSaz2dzNOSa /2yt
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/bay_delta/decision_1641/index.shtml) a
additional limitations described in the Federal Endangered Sp8eietion 7 Biological Opinions and take
permits (see http://www.usbr.gov/mp/cvo/ocap_page.html).

5136 1 This action will devastate the Delta forever. Stop it now! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related t@@i® RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIF
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally bergjiaatablishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing,
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibility.

5137 1 | want the Deh protected. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5138 1 | believe this is a huge mistake, both from an environmental and fiscal point of vie The issue raised by the commenter addessthe merits of the project and does not raise any issues wit
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, as such the proposeidiaijended to be
environmentally beneficiaBy establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operat
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratory pattens and allow for greater operational flexibilifgefer to Master Response 5 (Cost and
Funding).

5139 1 Do not screw with Mother Nature. Hands off the Delta. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raiseiagyith
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

5140 1 Having grown up and lived in the Sacramento Valley, | know the ecological impor Theissue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
of the Delta. | fished in these watergjrited waterfowl on them, and ate food grown the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
from its soil. It is unethical to destroy one environment in order to allow another standards of the federal and state EndangeredcgmeActs, as such the proposed project is intended to
unsustainable environment to continue sucking resources from the rest of the sta environmentally beneficiaBy establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operat
(Los Angeles and its surrounding areas). criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designigprove native

fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibilRgfer to Master Response 3 (Purpose
and Need), Master Response 35 (Southern California Water Supply), and Master Response 6 (Deme
Management).

5141 1 | am signing écause | think it is wrong to take water from the Northern California The California WaterFix project is being proposed to address the conflict between the ecological nee:
farmers to send south so they can grow produce to export. We are in a drought a range of atrisk Delta species and natural communitiesijle providing for more reliable water supplies fo
the farmers here in Northern California needs this water! Jerry (moonbeam) Brow people, communities, agriculture, and industry.
thinks he can ram thidown our throats! Follow the money people! Who financially
wins and who ecologically loses.

5142 1 It is more critical to stop ovebuilding and ovepopulation, and create sustainable The canment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 |
models for both residential and business communities.

5143 1 Because it is destorying the public commons and nature for private gain. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the projecaeginot raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIRB$ establishing a point of water diversion in the north
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5144

5145

5146

5147

1

I live in the Delta and do not want the nature destroyed.

Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project i¢
designed to impove native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibigfer to
Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

The comment does nahise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 D
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be emearaally beneficialBy establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility.

Unrestricted growth in Southern California is no reason to rape the ecosystems o The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does naimaissues with

Northern California. Owens Valley || must not happen.

| oppose the Delta tunnels for environmental, ficthealth and economic reasons.
Governor Brown is wrong about the need for these tunnels and what they would
theoretically achieve.

We need our water in Northern California to stay here.

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally beneficiaBy establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operat
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexipilit

Regulatory laws and conditions are much different today, and they make it impossible for one region
advantage of another to such a degree. Under the stringent environmental statutes in place today, in:
the Endangered Species Act, opevatdf the proposed water delivery system could not drain the Delta
NAGSNE YR OKFyySta RNBXI AyOfdRAY3I GKS { I ONI )
intakes and pumping plants, would be operated in accordance with permits iss&€d®. Fish and Wildlife
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, State Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the State Wai
Resources Control Board, among other agencies. The proposed project would be permitted to opera
regulatory protectionsincluding river water levels and flow, which would be determined based upon hi
much water is actually available in the system, the presence of threatened fish species, and water qu
standards.

The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the environmentaknalysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the ri¢
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally beneficiaBy establishing a point of wateiversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibil@ge Chapter 25 (Public Healdfixhe
Final EIR/EIS for information on public health impacts and mitigation for these impacts and Chapter 1
information on economic impacts on the Delta and mitigation for these impacts.

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. A
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were iss
DWR and Reclamation by the State ¥a&oard with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamation operate with water rights issued by the State V
Resources Control Board that are junior in priority to many senior water rights holdies Delta
watershed. Under the action alternatives, senior water rights holders would continue to receive the s¢
amount of water as under the No Action Alternative. Conveyance facilities under the action alternativ:
could only deliver the amount of wat diverted under the existing SWP and CVP water rights and in
accordance with the existing and future related regulatory requirements based upon river water level:
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered ficiespend water
quality standards.
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5148

5149

5150

5151

5152

5153

5154

5155

5156

1

Our planet is our home and the Delta is our immediate home. The destruction the The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues

tunnels will cause in an effort to make money will be irrepairable. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
standards of the federal and state Endange8bcies Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to
environmentally beneficiaBy establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operat
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is dedigmimprove native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibilRgfer to Master Response 3 (Purpose
and Need) and Master Response 24 (Delta As A Place).

The tunnels would not benefit the citizens of California and wéialin the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the propdroject is intended to be environmentally beneficBy. establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migygiatterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

| believe the tunnels are just wrong and do not fix our water. We need more stora The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEED®BHEIR/EI:
facilities, now.

This would destroy the Delta fishery. The commenter does not offer any evidence on how the project would result in aquatic impacts relate
the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

Stop the tunnels and save tiizelta. The Delta infrastructure is too sensative to hav The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

its water shipped away. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standardsediederal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beriji@atablishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity,the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great:
operational flexibility.

These tunnels will destroy the Delta in so many ways that far outweigh the small The comment doerot raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 C

benefits they will provide. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to heamentally beneficialBy establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow forrgrea
operational flexibility.

The tunnels are a horrendous idea. We opposed them in 1986 and should oppos The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
forever! Some things know the name of progress should never happen. This is or the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
them! There are other ways to combat the droughts Califotms every so often.

These extreme proposals are not the solution to southern Califorwisr needs. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

I like to fish in the Delta for freshwater fish. Not saltwater. Please refer tdMaster Response 17 regarding striped bass and Master Response 3 regarding purpost
need. Additionally, fishing is already considered in Chapter 15, Recreation. With implementation of
mitigation measures, Impact RECY & w S & defmirediiciion dfrécyéational fishing opportunities as
NBadzZ G 2F O2yadNHzOGAYy3I GKS LINRPLIZASR g1 GSNJ O2y
RE@ Y & wS a defmirediciion 6f &gfeational fishing opportunities as a result of the operation of
LINELI2ASR 61 GSNJ O2y@Sel yOS FTrOAtAGASEE 62dA R |
refer to Master Response 14 regarding salinity. The preferred alternative, 4A, would be anticipated tc
in less than significant effects dish and water quality related to salinity, which would result in less thar
significant effects on fishing from a recreation perspective.
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5157 1 We must stop these tunnels. Preserve the Delta. Let the dummies who choose tc For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.
in the deset, build desalination plants and pay for their water! Leave ours alone.

5158 1 We love our Delta waterways and so do the wildlife that live there. | want these w The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
to remain formy grandchildren and their children, etc.

5159 1 Because we do not need another way to siphon water ofé need a way to restore As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the ac
the groundwater.The Central Valley is sinking 2 inches per month for lack of wate alternatives would continue theperation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water ri
which means it will be unable to refill. Just stop! and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife £

National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of FisWidide. All of the alternatives
evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued to DW
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin le
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total wate!
issued to DWR and Reclamation. The proposed project would not include conveyance of groundwate
would not result in reductions in SWP and CVP waterefadiy under the proposed project as compared
the No Action Alternative; and therefore, would not affect groundwater elevations north of the Delta.

5160 1 | am an organic farmer, fisherman, and conservationist; the tunnels are a bad ide The issue raed by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues \

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

5161 1 This is just wrong and greedy! | am so disappointed in Governor Brown for doing The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
He has been great tihthis action.

5162 1 Stop the tunnels! No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5163 1 | am signing because the Delta and San Francisco estuaries are an incredibly im| The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or th¢RIB1S.
part of our state and ecosystem. Save the estuaries! No to the tunnels. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang

Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beri8ji@atablishing a
point of water diversion in the nortBelta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, &
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility.

5164 1 The twin tunnel Water Fix project is not the only option. It is the worst option. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5165 1 I am tired of the southern part of the state stealing wafiesm us while they refuse to Please see Master Response 35 regarding water use and conservation in Southern California.
build dams to store rain water to use for watering their grass while our lawns havi
died in our efforts to conserve water. They think they are entitled to the water fror
our rivers enough. Stop the theft before we in northermlifornia live in a desert also

5166 1 Salt water is already intruding. It is killing trees, bushes. The water is not safe to ( No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS were raised.
the livestock. Taking more water from the environment will be completely destroy
ecologically and financially.

5167 1 | oppose the Delta Tunnels. No issues ralted to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5168 1 The California Delta is crucial for both our environment and people as well as the The comment does not raise aapvironmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
farmland. Please do not ruin it! The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang

Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentadiidisrBy establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational fexibility.
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5169 1 | want the tunnels stopped now. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5170 1 This will devastate the natural and cultural resources that will negatively be impac¢ KS 02 YYSy i SNDR & OERISAsacknom&ldetl. THisRomingnt régkrding Section 106
by this prgect. The area of this proposed project is sensitive to many Native Amel consultation was addressed in the Recirculated DEIR/S through the addition of Section 18.2.1.3, whit
Tribes within the area. | say no the Tunnels! Save our water, save our salmon!  provides information on Section 106 consultation and development of a Programmatic Agreasneent of

a phased approach to identifying cultural resources.

For additional information about Native American outreach efforts, including identification and analys
impacts on archaeological sites, Traditional Cultural Properties, and culturdicsigee of biological
resources, please see Master Response 21.

5171 1 | am signing to preserve the last deltas we have in the United States. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The poposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endange
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beriji@atablishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and newerating criteria to improve water volume, timing, ar
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibility.

5172 1 Not a good idea, it will ruin the Delta. The comment does nahise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 D
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be emardally beneficialBy establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibility.

5173 1 We need to protect the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5174 1 We should not bow to the corporate agribusinesses that are sucking our aquifers In accordance with the Project Objectivaasd Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the
and poisoning our sacred waterways and communities with petrochemicals. We I action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existinc
more sustainable ways of dealing with the water crisis that strengthen community rights. Deliveries to #Delta senior water rights users are the same under the Egi€onditions, No Actior
resilience and guarantee the human right to water. Alternative, and all action alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS in accordance with existing water rigk

which were issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior \
rights and Area of Oriig laws and requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water ri
nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. In accordance with the Project
Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), operatitvesFooposed Project would
still be consistent with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fishe
Service biological opinions and State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decisior1634), (D
subject to adjistments made pursuant to the project and the adaptive management process, as descr
Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS.

5175 1 I have cousins living in California, who have told me about their dfmoso these The issue raiseldy the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues v
tunnels. One of them is an engineer knowledgeable about water conservation. Ar the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
| understand it, water will be diverted from fresh water drinking sources in order tc
irrigate crops growing on arid and inappropriate soil.

5176 1 I am a fisherman and | care about our diminishing fish population. Please refer to Master Response 17 regagdstriped bass and Master Response 3 regarding purpose a
need. Additionally, fishing is already considered in Chapter 15, Recreation. With implementation of
mitigation measures, Impact RECY & w S & detniiredéiciion 6f Egfeational fishing opponities as a
NBEadzAZ G 2F O2yadNHzOGAYy3I GKS LINRPLIZASR g1 GSNJ O2y
RE@ Y & wS a defmirediiciion 6f &gfeational fishing opportunities as a result of the operation of

proposed water conveyancel OAf A iASaé g2dA R ftaz 68 fSaa (K

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 50066999 201¢
Final EIR/EtSComments and Responses to Comments 22 ICF 00139.1



RECIRC |Cmt# |Comment Response
Ltr#

5177 1 Does not California have enough probkemithout the corporate bigwigs exploiting The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
them to death? Seriously, the people who live on the Delta are perfectly fine the the environmentaknalysis provided in the EIRE establishing a point of water diversion in the north
tunnels. Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is

designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allongi@ater operational flexibilityRefer to
Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

5178 1 The Delta is home to many wildlife and sailors. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5179 1 | watched the peripheral canals cause salt intrusion. This would be even worse. € The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
trying to live on and farm the desert. the environmental analysigrovided in the EIR/EIS.

5180 1 Destroying one economy to benefit another is unacceptable. Science shows conc All of the alernatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights whi
evidence that the environmental damage done to the Delta by the over diversion were issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water r
flows impacts the Pacific Ocean as well. and Area of Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamajierate with water rights issued by the

State Water Resources Control Board that are junior in priority to many senior water rights holders in
Delta watershed. Under the action alternatives, senior water rights holders would continue to receive
same amount of water as under the No Action Alternative. The proposed project does not seek any n
water rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come
expense of other water rights holders. Conveyafamdlities under the action alternatives could only deliv
the amount of water diverted under the existing SWP and CVP water rights and in accordance with tt
existing and future related regulatory requirements based upon river water levels and flow, avaiable
in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fish species, water quality standards, and
outflows from the Delta to San Francisco Bay and the Pacific Ocean (see Appendix 5A, Section C, of
EIR/EIS).

5181 1 The tunnels will ruin the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Actssasuch the proposed project is intended to be environmentally benefgyagstablishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improvéivefish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

5182 1 Governor Brown, you are upsetting the natural river life that has been here for  The comment does nahise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 D
thousands of years, maybe millions. Please do not upset the ecosystem. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be envirtaliyebeneficial By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility.

5183 1 Save the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5184 1 I am signing because of the negative impact this will have to the Delta ecosysterr The issue raised by the commenter aglskes the merits of the project and does not raise any issues wi
all the different fisheries; | also feel that this is being pushed by special interest gi the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
for their won selfish personal gains. standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, as such the propjsedpintended to be

environmentally beneficiaBy establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operat
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratory ptterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

5185 1 | am signing because this is a terrible idea with no scientific backing and will only The issue raised by the commenter addresses the mefritseoproject and does not raise any issues with
destroy the Delta and all those that live near it. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. Since 2006, the proposed has been developed bas
sound science, data gathered from various agencies and experts over many years, input from agenc
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5186

5187

5188

5189

5190

5191

1

stakeholders and independent scientists, and more than 600 public meetings, working group meeting
stakeholder briefings.

52 wQa TFdzyRFYSy Gl f LlzN1J2&a$S Physical Knf opeidtBnalariprEviemenitE
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligation8y establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and n«
operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterns and allow foegter operational flexibility.

| am signing because doing damage to an ecosystem to help another damaged No issues related to the adequacy of the enviremtal impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
ecosystem does not solve anything! Please do not build these tunnels. | (we) do |

want them.

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrinignedtablishing 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 grea
operational flexibility See Master Rgponse 3 (Purpose and Need).

| fish and boat on the Delta and | want my grandchildren and their children to be ¢ Impacts to boating are discussed in Impacts-RB6d 7. Please refer to Impacts 4, 5, and 9 rdigar

to do the same.

impacts to fishing.

| am signing because | strongly oppose diverting water for unsustainable causes! The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
locale needs to learn to live with the resources directly available to them. Also, th the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed projectevabfed to meet the rigorous
ecology of the Delta needs to be protected for theod of the people and wildlife tha standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende

are in direct contact with the area.

environmentally beneficiaBy establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operat
criteria toimprove water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nat
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibilkppendix 1C of the Final EIR/EIS,

Demand Management Measures, describes conservatiorenese efficiency, and other sources of wate
supply including desalination. Refer to Master Response 6 for more information on demand manager

The only real California Water Fix is the restoration of California's degraded ecos No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. Th
and invesment in resilient, watessmart agriculture. Industrial or great infrastructure proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered

"fixes: just push the problem down the line at massive taxpayer expenses.

Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally ber8ji@atablishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and newerating criteria to improve water volume, timing, ar
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibility Please refer to Master Response 6 for additional details on demamndgement.
Also, please see Master Response 3 for additional details on the project purpose and need.

Taking more freshwater out of this system will continue to erode the ecosystem ir A primary goal of the BDCP would be to restore wetlands and protect Delta habitats. However, pleas
Delta. The latest budgets have slashed the restoration fimdsder to bring the price that the preferred alternative is now Alternative 4Adano longer includes an HCP. The preferred altern:

down. It is a lose/lose for everyone except the downstate utilities.

Water is not a political tool.

includes AMMs for reducing impacts and mitigation measures compensating for significant impacts o
wetlands and habitats, but wetland restoration would take place under a separate program, Californie
EcoRestore. Chapter 11 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses measures to protect aquatic ecosystem, anc
12 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses measures to protect terrestrial ecosystems. Refer to Master Respc
(Purpose and Need) and Master Response 26r@sin Delta Exports).

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
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5192

519

5194

5195

5196

A tunnel is not much different from a can@rowing alfalfa and rice in the desert is State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water and state law requ
wasteful and stupid, even if you have been doing it since your grandpa was a bat that water supplied fom the Delta be put to beneficial uses. The Lead Agencies do not have the authc

designate what water deliveries are used for. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the pote
uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

| am signing because it will reduce the water in the Delta, which already threaten As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the ac

survival of fishes like salmon and Delta smelt.

Because we need to save the Delta!

alternativeswould continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water |
and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife £
National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Beynt 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 DW
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area ofl@wigianc
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total wate
issued to DWR and Reclamation. Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with t|
criteria set by the U.S. Fish andiifiife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinior
State Water Resources Control Board, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS. The
project would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as compdtaestimg Conditions and No
Action Alternative in the summer and early fall months; and increase exports in the wet winter month:
the river flows are high to improve conditions for aquatic resources in the Delta. As shown in Append
Section C, D& outflow would be similar under the proposed project as compared to the No Action
Alternative.

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

I am an avid California fisherman, and am signing this petition to stop the further The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
destruction of the San Francisco Bay Delta environment by veasbing agricultural The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
and South California interests, who do not care or realize of the irreversible of sut Species Acts, as such theposed project is intended to be environmentally benefidigl.establishing a

large-scale plan.

point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fistratogy patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need), Master Response 35 (Southe
California Water Supply), and Master Response 6 (Demand Management).

To all of you that care, | live on tielta and | assure you can not afford to divert ar No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. As

more water, if we do it is cutting our own throats.

prepared to meet the rigorous standards oktfederal and state Endangered Species Acts, the propose
project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimeniBal.establishing a point of water
diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, aimdtg, the
proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operatior
flexibility. For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Mast:
Response 3.

All of the alternative evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that
issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights
Area of Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamation opeititevater rights issued by the State
Water Resources Control Board that are junior in priority to many senior water rights holders in the D
watershed. Under the action alternatives, senior water rights holders would continue to receive the s¢
amourt of water as under the No Action Alternative. Conveyance facilities under the action alternative
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 regulat@guirements based upon river water levels an
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fish species, and wa
quality standards.
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5197

5198

5199

5200

5201

1

1

1

1

1

Tunnels ruin the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issleted to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEII
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally berigficatablising a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility.

Erough is enough! The tunnels are not the answer to our water issues and cost w The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
too much! the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. Refer tstdfd&response 3 (Purpose and Need) and
Master Response 5 (Cost).

| am not tired of the water grab, that will destroy the Delta ecosystem. No issues related to the adequacy of the environtaéimpact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. As a pl
prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the prop:
project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimeniByl.establishing a point efater
diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, t
proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operatior
flexibility. For more information regrding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Mastel
Response 3.

All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights tha
issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with epasah for senior water rights and
Area of Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamation operate with water rights issued by the
Water Resources Control Board that are junior in priority to many senior water rights holders in the D
watershed Under the action alternatives, senior water rights holders would continue to receive the sa
amount of water as under the No Action Alternative. Conveyance facilities under the action alternativ:
could only deliver the amount of water diverted undeethxisting SWP and CVP water rights and in
accordance with the existing and future related regulatory requirements based upon river water level:
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fish species, and wa
qualty standards.

| am opposed because of the absurdity of the plan. Southern California is classifit The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
desert climate; no residential lawns, heavily restricted golf course usage, resideni the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. Referastét Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and
water restricted by number of persons in a householthuneters that will stop the  Master Response 35 (Southern California Water Supply). The issue of crops and water use is beyon
flow when the limit is reached regardless of resident's ability to pay high costs,  scope of the Proposed Project. For more information please refer to the updated draft 2013 Californie
restricting the amount of water to agribusinesses in the San Joaquin Valley on lart f | sffad®egy for agricultural water use efficiency, which describes the use and application of scienti
was classifies as marginal years ago by UC Davioalilonly be farmed by using  processes to control agricultural water delivery and use. Also, refer to Master Response 6 and Apper
large amounts of water. Will money win out over common sense. for further information on demand managementaasures, including increasing agricultural water use
efficiency and conservation.

This project does not create one gallon of water, costs are out of line let alone the Since 2006, the proposed has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various
overrun cost factor, environmentally th@roject is unsound. The San Francisco/ and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and indepegdsitisss, and more than
Delta/Bay region will never recover if the project goes forward. The monies projec 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.

for the project are better spent on alternative water development and creation, su

as reservoirs and desalination. Californizde to create and store water notmove ii5 2 WQ4a Fdzy R YSy Gt f LldzN12as 2F GKS LINBLRAaSR LINE
from one location to another. the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore anceprecosystem health, water supplies of the SW

and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. Existing water diversions, including the existing State Water
ProjectCentral Valley Project diversions in the southern Delta, can impact water flows and quality. By
establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria with the goal of
improving water volume, timing, and salinity, the propdsproject is designed to establish a more naturg
eastwest flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allow for greater operational flexibilit
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Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and needtbehind
proposed project.

Socioeconomic effects of the various alternatives are described and assessed in Chapter 16, Socioe:
of the 2013 Public Draft EIR/EIS. A Draft BDCP Statewide Economic Impact Report has also been pt
which indicates thathe project would result in a substantial economic net benefit to the State of Califo
Please see Master Response 5 for more information on costs and funding.

For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7. Please sedesmiase 7
for information on Demand Management.

5202 1 This is not in the best interests of California. There are more practical ways of dei No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. A
with water shortages. And sending more water south for the agricultural business alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were iss

not one of them.

DWR and Reclamation by the State Wdeard with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclamation operate with water rights issued by the State V
Resources Control Board that are junior in priority to many senior water rights holdes Delta
watershed. Under the action alternatives, senior water rights holders would continue to receive the st
amount of water as under the No Action Alternative. Conveyance facilities under the action alternativ:
could only deliver the amount of wateliverted under the existing SWP and CVP water rights and in
accordance with the existing and future related regulatory requirements based upon river water level:
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fishspaud water
quality standards.

5203 1 This is a total waste of our tax dollars! We need the Delta to keep San Francisco No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis inRi® &ere raised.

healthy. Fix the levees to protect our homes.

5204 1 | am signing this petition because the Delta needs more fresh water, not less, to

preserve fisheries and Delta farming.

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. A
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were iss
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area

The unintended consequences of the project will be huge. Think of Louisiana’s et Origin laws and requirements. DWR and Reclasnatperate with water rights issued by the State Water

wetlands after the Mississippi River project in the 1930's.

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 receisarie
amount of water as under the No Action Alternative. Conveyance facilities under the action alternativ:
could only deliver the amount of water diverted under the existing SWP and CVP water rights and in
accordance with the existing and future relatedjulatory requirements based upon river water levels ar
flow, water available in the system, the presence of threatened and endangered fish species, and wa
quality standards.

The range of alternatives in the EIR/EIS includes alternatives whichiresductions in SWP and CVP
water deliveries south of the Delta as compared to the Existing Conditions and the No Action Alterna
The No Action Alternative and Alternatives 4H1, 4H2, 4H3, 4H4; 5; 6A, 6B, 6C; 7; 8; and 9 would res
SWP andCVP water deliveries south of the Delta than under Existing Conditions (shown in Falded 5
5-8). Similarly, Alternatives 6A, 6B, 6C; 7; 8; and 9 would result in less SWP and CVP water deliverie
the Delta than under the No Action Alternatif®hown in Tables-6 and 59). However, SWP and CVP wa
deliveries would continue under all alternatives.

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts
proposed project is intended to be enviroemtally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point of
water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and sa
the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and &dlogreater operationa
flexibility.
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5205

5206

5207

5208

5209

1

1

1

1

1

| believe in saving the Delta.

| am opposed to the construction of the Delta tunnels.

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

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

| am signing because draining the largest estuary on the west coast and sending Operation of the project water delivery system could not drain the Delta rivers and channels dry, inclu
water south does not fix California's water woes. This pidl destroy fisheries, farms the Sacramento River. The project facilities, including water intakes and pumping wanid be operated

and recreation in the Delta.

in accordance with permits issued by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildli
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and State Department of Fish and Wildlife. In accordance
Project Objectives and Fose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the action alternatives wc
continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water rights. Deliveries t
in-Delta senior water rights users are the same under the Existing i@orsliNo Action Alternative, and al
action alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS in accordance with existing water rights which were issue
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area
Origin lawsand requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reductior
total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The project only would be permitted to operate wi
regulatory protections, including river water levels and flawtajch would be determined based upon how
much water is actually available in the system, the presence of threatened fish species, and water qu
standards. More information on the ranges of project water diversions, based on water year types an
specifc flow criteria, can be found in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.4.2, North Delta and South Delta Water
Conveyance Operational Criteria, EIR/S. Current limitations and operational criteria for existing facilit
0S F2dzyR AY 52wQa { (IBboadPermitiCAML (se8 d 2 dzZNDOSa / 2y it
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/bay_delta/decision_1641/index.shtml) a
additional limitations described in the Federal Endangered Species Section 7 Biological Opinions anc
permits (see http://www.usr.gov/imp/cvo/ocap_page.html).

Considerations of adverse impacts to agricultural water users due to implementation of the action
alternatives (notlimate change, sea level rise, or projected population growth that would have occurr
with or without the proposed project) are discussed in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources. Changes i
water quality that could affect agricultural water userg aliscussed in Chapter 8, Water Quality, includir
changes in bromide, chloride, and electrical conductivity. As discussed in Chapter 15, Recreation, the
alternatives are not expected to result in a substantial decrease or increase in Delta suafacéevels.

| am signing because the canal does nothing to heal and restore the Delta enviro The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
and instead provides a water transport infrastructure to deliver water to known we The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards détleral and state Endangered

wasters in the southern and central parts of the state. Gheewater back to nature
and restore the largest estuary on the Pacific Coast.

Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity theproposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greate
operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

With not enough water for the North state as it is, these tunnels would deplete o Operation of the project water delivery system could not drain the Delta rivers and channels dry, inclu
Sacramento River and Delta water system of the much needed water to maintain the Sacramento RiveFhe project facilities, including water intakes and pumping plants would be operi

already struggling environment. No tunnels.

in accordance with permits issued by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildli
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and State Departmeshairie Wildlife. In accordance with t
Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the action alternatives
continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water rights. Deliveries t
in-Dela senior water rights users are the same under the Existing Conditions, No Action Alternative, ¢
action alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS in accordance with existing water rights which were issut
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Bedtt consideration for senior water rights and Area of

Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reductio
total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The project only would be permitted to opdate w
regulatory protections, including river water levels and flow, which would be determined based upon |
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much water is actually available in the system, the presence of threatened fish species, and water qu
standards. More information on the rangegproject water diversions, based on water year types and
specific flow criteria, can be found in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.4.2, North Delta and South Delta Water
Conveyance Operational Criteria, EIR/S. Current limitations and operational criteria fmgefestilities can
0S T2dzyR Ay 52wQa {dFdS 2FG§8NI wSaz2d2NODSa /2y il
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/bay_delta/decision_1641/index.shtml) a
additional limitations described in the Federal Endangered Sp8eietion 7 Biological Opinions and take
permits (see http://www.usbr.gov/mp/cvo/ocap_page.html).

5210 1 Do not do it! We have already messed up the environment beyond comprehensic Noissues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
us restore the Delta and salmon runs, not support big agriculture.

5211 1 The negative consequences of this plan would be profound and far reaching. Ple Sirce 2006, the proposed has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various i
take time to fully understand the complexity of the Delta estuary. and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and mo
600 public meetings, working group meetings arakeholder briefings.

52 wQa& FdzyRFYSydlf LzN1J2&S 2F (GKS LINRLRASR LINZ
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
and CVP south of the De] 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
operating criteria with the goal of improving water volume, timing, aatinity, the proposed project is
designed to establish a more natural eagst flow for migratory fish, improve habitat conditions, and al
for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regardin:
purpose and need behind the proposed project.

5212 1 | strongly oppose the tunnels. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5213 1 I love the Delta and do not want to see it destroyed sovadan profit. Leave our The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
beautiful waterways alone.

5214 1 The tunnels will destroy the Delta. Please do not mess with mother nature on the The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
It will be irreversible. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts; as such the posed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish rrogygatterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

5215 1 | oppose the California Water Fix, it is a waste of money and it would destroy our The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raisei@ayits
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally beneficial. By edilishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operati
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity the proposed project is designed to improve nati
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

5216 1 The tunnels are a horrible idea, an environmental nightmare put forward by greec For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7. Please see Master Res|
shortsighted individuals who choose to live in a desert, then complain about the li regarding water use and conservation in Southern California.
water there. Build some desalination plants in Southern California and leartieekh
California alone.

5217 1 As a long time Northern Californian | feel this will bdisaster for our Delta. We are As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the ac
sinking , we need our water table filled, not sent south. alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and @\#cordance with the existing water right:

and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife £
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5218

5219

5220

1

1

1

| am opposed to Governor Brown's effort to push for ecatled fix to California's
water problems.

Not surprisingly when the California legislature passed the Peripheral Canal bill ir
it was the Governor Brown who signed the Peripheral Canal bill into law.

Despite this, several weeks later the legislature put Proposition 8, ( proposed
amendment b the California State Constitution that would protect the Delta and ri
of the North Coast) on the ballot. In November 1980voters approved this measur:

In 1982 canal supporters were successful in Proposition 9 on this ballot; this mea
would haveallowed the construction of a canal and other water diversion facilities.
Fortunately for the people of California the voters soundly defeated this measure.

Jerry Brown in a June 2010 campaign speech to technology executives acknowle
that he would prdoably make some new mistakes but affirmed that he would not
repeat the old ones. (Sacramento Bee, 9/12/10)

Unfortunately the governor is not keeping this promise. He is unfortunately proba
making the worst mistake of his political career.

This will destroy our Deltaothing more than a water grab for Southern California.

We have already destroyed the majority of the natural surrounding in the/ea.
We need to save what precious little we have left.

National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the akernati
evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued to DW
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin le
requirements. The proposed project doaot seek any new water rights or any changes in total water ri
issued to DWR and Reclamation. The proposed project would not include conveyance of groundwate
would not result in reductions in SWP and CVP water deliveries under the proposett pompared to
the No Action Alternative; and therefore, would not affect groundwater elevations north of the Delta.

A number of inportant improvements have been made to set the current proposal apart from the
Peripheral Canal. For instance, tunnels are proposed to reduce surface impacts associated with canz
capacity of the Proposed Project is more than 10,000 cfs smallettieaeripheral Canal. The project as
proposed allows for dual conveyance allowing throl@gita operations to continue in order to maintain
in-Delta water quality. The Proposed Project would require operation of the proposed rBeltia portions
of the C\WP and SWP pursuant to environmentally stringent rules under the Federal Endangered Spec
and California Endangered Species Act. Refer to Master Response 35 (Peripheral Canal).

In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with time exiger
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EI8uld only divert water under existing water rights which were issu:
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project and the action alternativestd®ek any new water
rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that C
and Reclamation can divert from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating
agencies, ESA compliancedanoject design. Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consis
with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biolo
opinions and State Water Resources Control Board Water Rightdpet&i1 (B1641), subject to
adjustments made pursuant to the project and the adaptive management process, as described in Ct
5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS. Over the #@mm, the proposed project would decrease total exports of
SWP and CVP water@smpared to Existing Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer and ¢
fall months; and increase exports in the wet winter months when the river flows are high.

Chapter 12 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses the potential for project alternatives to affect natural
communities. The chapter describes the impacts, both negative and positive, and discussesyétomiti
measures and avoidance and minimization measures proposed to avoid, minimize, and compensate
significant impacts.
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5221 1 Do not destroy the Delta! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS & DEIRCEIS

5222 1 I live on the Delta, on a boat on the Delta, and | have followed all the info on the Please refer to Master Response 3 regardirgghrpose and need for the project.
tunnels, it is a very shogighted and shortasting fix, and it will destroy this region
that | love.

5223 1 Brown's tunnel will kill the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standardsediederal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinitythe proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greate
operational flexibility.

5224 1 | am signing because salmon, steelhead, trout and all other species dependent o For information about effects of the preferred alternative, Alternative 4A, on salmonids and sturgeon,
clean water need a voice. see Chapter 11, Fish and Aquatic Resources, which indicates that effects would not be adverse. T

5225 1 Tunnels will destroy agriculture, ecosgist and way of life in Northern California.  The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
Tunnels are so unfair for Northern California. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The prappsgiect was developed to meet the rigorot
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and newinger
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity the proposed project is designed to improve nati
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. The project does not increase the
amount of water to which DWR holds watgghts or for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projecte
that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully implemented project woul
about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. A&lstorbfaster Response
(Purpose and Need) and Master Response 18 (Agricultural impact Mitigation).

5226 1 | am sick and tired of people screwing with the natural environment! No issues related to the adequacy of the eamimental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5227 1 Stop stealing water and gumming up the works for the locals. In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
action alternatives would coimue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing v
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Departmesh @i Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were i
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws andequirements. The proposed project and the action alternatives do not seek any new v
rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that C
and Reclamation can divert from the new north Delta faciliteseit by Federal and State regulating
agencies, ESA compliance, and project design. Operations for the Proposed Project would still be co
with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biolo
opinions and State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 18841(Dsubject to
adjustments made pursuant to the project and the adaptive management process, as described in Ct
5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS. Over the @mm, the prgposed project would decrease total exports of
SWP and CVP water as compared to Existing Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer ar
fall months; and increase exports in the wet winter months when the river flows are high.

5228 1 | am signing this petition because our population cannot survive on saltwater and The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS18 DEIR/EIS
governor does not care about the people or environment of Northern California.

5229 1 Why cannot we use all hat money to invest in water storage in Southern Californi Please see Master Response 35 regarding water use and conservation in Southern California.
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5230

5231

5232

5233

5234

5235

5236

5237

1

1

1

Save our beautiful wildlife @hagriculture, this is where | was born and choose to lit The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues

my entire life! No tunnels. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposgelgb was developed to meet the rigorot
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity the proposed project is designed to improve nati
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

These tunnels are a horrible idea. The comment does not raise any @nmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
| oppose the tunnels. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

I love the California Delta and tlfish species she holds. If we eradicate the Delta a The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

turn it into water tunnels, it be the most asinine thing that California has ever thou The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang

of. There has got to be another way instead of resorting to something like this. Re Species Acts, as such the proposed pitdemtended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing ¢

and save our beautifuDelta! point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory pattend allow for greater
operational flexibility.

We need to find another way instead of destroying one of California's most belovi The commenter does not offer any evidence on how the project would result in aquatic impacts relate
fisheries. the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

It is a scientific fact that every time water is taken from an area where it is plentift In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of

service the needs of a desert area, where it is not. Two deserts result. The tunne! action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordahdheréxisting water

not the answer to thiproblem humans have created in their stubborn resistance tcrights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi

nature. Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated ithe EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were iss
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project and the actiomaltiees do not seek any new wate
rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that C
and Reclamation can divert from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating
agencies, ESAmpliance, and project design. Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consi
with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biolo
opinions and State Water Resources Control Board WRigtt Decision 1641 {I641), subject to
adjustments made pursuant to the project and the adaptive management process, as described in Ct
5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS. Over the #@mm, the proposed project would decrease total exports of
SWP andCVP water as compared to Existing Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer anc
fall months; and increase exports in the wet winter months when the river flows are high.

It will cause more damage to the ecosystem. And that couldrbeersible. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the mth Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, ¢
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great
operational flexibilityChapter 11 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses the patdor project alternatives to
affect aquatic ecosystems. Chapter 12 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses the potential for project altern:
affect terrestrial ecosystems. Both chapters describe the impacts, both negative and positive, and dis
the mitigation measures and avoidance and minimization measures proposed to avoid and minimize
and to compensate for significant impacts.

Farmers cannot raise crops using salt water, cattle cannot drink salt water. Effects of the alternatives on salinity levels are described in Chapter 8, Water Quality, and Appendix
Electrical Conductivity, EIR/EIS and Appendix A of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Modeling results indicate that
implementation of the water conveyance fadi may positively or adversely affectDrelta water quality,
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depending on a number of factors including location, time of year, and hydrologic conditions. See tah
Appendices 8E through 8N for specific results related to various water qualitytoenssi (including
bromide and chloride).

In addition to potential effects associated with the project and alternatives, modeling results for the N
Action Alternative indicate that, with or without the proposed project, rising sea levels will bring sdhhe
water further into the Delta than occurs at present.

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

5238 1 Oppose the tunnel The comment does not raise any environmersaue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
5239 1 | do not want the tunnels to happen! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5240 1 | care about the Bay Area and DRelt The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5241 1 | oppose the tunnels and want to protect the Delta! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIRISBEE)13 DEIR/EI:

5242 1 Bad idea, not right that Southern California should take Northern California water In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
enough is enough. action alternativesvould continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing '

rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and Californiartbepd of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were i
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Orign laws and requirements. The proposed project and the action alternatives do not seek any new
rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that C
and Reclamation can divert from the new north De#ailities is set by Federal and State regulating
agencies, ESA compliance, and project design. Operations for the Proposed Project would still be co
with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Selogieab
opinions and State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 16841)Dsubject to
adjustments made pursuant to the project and the adaptive management process, as described in Clt
5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS. Over the {@mm, the proposed project would decrease total exports of
SWP and CVP water as compared to Existing Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer ar
fall months; and increase exports in the wet winter months when the river flows are high.

5243 1 I love the Delta and all the wildlife there that has evolved with area over the years 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 standartteedederal and state Endangered

Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and

salinitythe proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greate
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

5244 1 | am signing because | believe redirecting water would harm the environment, wa No issues related to the adequaafithe environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of 1
supply for drinking and local population's economy. Please do not take water to g alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were iss
over-thirsty crops, like almond trees, that inappropriate to plant in the region. DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration farseater rights and Area of

Origin laws and requirements. The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Propose(
C2NJ Y2NB AYTF2NNXIGAZ2Y LX SF&S NBTFSNI G2 (KS dzLJR}
water useefficiency, which describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agriculf
water delivery and use. Also, refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on
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demand management measures, including increasing agralivater use efficiency and conservation.
¢KS LINR2SOG Aa 2dzal =aange sthatedy ¥ Sgelantkifated fitGe watéringeds(
Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. €beipro|
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 o
exported supplies. It is important to note thdte project is not intended to serve as a stat&e solution to
Ftt 2F /FEAFT2NYAIFIQE 6+ GSNI LINRPOofSYazZ FyR Al Az
investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, storage, recyebagindtion,
treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described ii
Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures). The proposed project would not inc
the amount of water to which SWP and CVRlheéter rights for use allowed under their contracts and
permits and approvals for refuge water supplies or other environmental purposes.

5245 1 | am signing because | am totally opposed to the twin tunnels. They definitely shc The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
not be built, period.

5246 1 Last time we had an EI Nino during a drought they shipped excess rain water fror The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
lakes right into the ocean. Northern California did not senyl excess water down  the environmental anlysis provided in the EIR/S. By establishing a point of water diversion in the nort|
unless there was a financial gain involved with a sale. How is this expensive proj¢ Delta and new operating criteria with the goal of improving water volume, timing, and salinity, the pro.
affordable to the government? Politicians make water big business. It has nothinc designed to establish a more natural eastst flow for migatory fish, improve habitat conditions, and allc
do the helping the California drought. They simply want to aantrore of the entire for greater operational flexibility. It is not the result of "favoring" large corporations (e.g., large
state's water. They control our water and our fuel. Less water for famers = more | agribusinesses). In fact, this issue is beyond the scope of the project as the Lead Agencies @®lnotha
the government has on our food supply. The more control they have = the more [ land use/zoning authority. The project does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds w
they have. California population is growing. We have to reduceuse of daily water. rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need), Mastet
Ironically, now they are trying to raise the cost of water in cities that use id down! Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water), MaR&sponse 26 (Change in Delta Exports), and Master Res
Wake up California. 35 (Southern California Water Supply).

5247 1 I live in Northern California and this plan is criminal. Why is it that Southern Califc The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
is always making plans for Northern California. Wherea#irthe environmental DEIRJ/EIS..
pushers when it comes to the destruction of the Delta?

5248 1 We cannot afford to kill the remaining environment.  Investdnools not The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r

tunnels!!! standards of the fedexl and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity the pospd project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

5249 1 Tunnels are a horrible idea meant to obfuscateat more conventional storage In accordance with the Project @sfives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of th

action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing

needs to be created. rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Contral Bb&. 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 i
to DWR and Reclamanh by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project and the action alternatives do not seek any new
rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reatiam The amount of water that DWR
and Reclamation can divert from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating
agencies, ESA compliance, and project design. Operations for the Proposed Project would still be co
with the aiteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biolog
opinions and State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 18841)Dsubject to
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5250

5251

5252

5253

1

1

1

1

Bad policy, bad science.

adjustments made pursuant to the project and the adaptive agement process, as described in Chaptt
5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS.

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as agiakeRS a2t dziA2y G2 it 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continue@stment by the State and other publi
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendx 1C, Demand Management Measures). Please see Master Response 37 that discusses app
to increase storage in California.

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or tidREIS

| do not agree the tunnels are not a solution but as bigger problem down the road The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

So. Cal. already gets a huge amount of water from Nor. Cal. They need to look

into more ways to conserve.

| want the Delta to be repaired, not suffer further devastation. | want salmon to

The proposed project was developed to meet theraus standards of the federal and state Endangerec
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volumed, and
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibility.

In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existinc
rights and reguladry criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wilc
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert wateeussisting water rights which were issue:
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project and the action alternatives do not seek any new
rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that C
and Reclamation can divert from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating
agencies, ESA compliance, and project design. Operdtioitse Proposed Project would still be consiste!
with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biolo
opinions and State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 18841)Dsubject to
adjustments made pursuant to the project and the adaptive management process, as described in Ct
5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS.

The Proposed Project is notintended to serve as asiateR S a2t dziA2y G2 Fff 2
and it isnot an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other p
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to erdasupply and storage (as described in Section 1.C.3 ¢
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).

Water conservation is one part of the larger California Water Action Plan. Please see:
http://resources.ca.gov/docs/california_water_action_plan/Final_California_Water_Action_Plan.pdf

be able to swim up the rivers with the ability for their fry to raiuo the ocean. | wan
our water to take care of Northern California's farm needs and the needs of our o
populace. You are having our people conserve water and go without while South:

Californians are not conserving water. Someone in Bel Air, Cadif1is8 million

gallons of water in one year and this was just one property with a private home.
are they not being made to conserve and the people in our area are made to do

without? This needs to be repaired. No to the tunnels that will further rdgeeDelta
watershed.

v
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5254

5255

5256

5257

5258

5259

5260

5261

5262

5263

5264

We need to preserve whdittle wildlife we have left!
We don't want the tunnels!

Northern California's rain belongs to Northern California.

| believe in preserving natural habitat and animals lives.

Northern California needs our water, we feed America.

I live in this area and know first hand what irreversible damage this will cause

to our already endangered Delta!

| worry about my children not having the Delta like it was when | was
growing up in Stockton.

Just a stupid idea.

The Delta is crcial to the people and farmland of California.
through the tunnels will destroy the Delta, not preserve it.

Diverting water

| support NorCal and the Delta. Save the fish!

| am a professional as well as recreational boater on the Delta. Impacts to

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS18 DEIR/EIS

In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
action alernatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and @aéf®epartment of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were i
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights amd Are
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project and the action alternatives do not seek any new
rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation.

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

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raigateAll
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were iss
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area
Origin laws and requirements. Seniorterrights holders are not affected by implementation of action
alternatives. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation would be able to pump from the propo:
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and progestatesnot by the
water contractors. Operations for the proposed project would still be consistent with the criteria set
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and Stat
Resources Control BaaWater Right Decision 1641-([B41), subject to adjustments made pursuant to tt
adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/S.

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Actss such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishin
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity the proposed project is designed to improvéiveafish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need fprdjeet. For more information
regarding Delta as a Place please see Master Response 24.

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

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project veadeveloped to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endanger
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating critési@dmprove water volume, timing, anc
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great
operational flexibility.

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

Operations of the new preferred alternative, 4A, are not expected to result in a substantial decrease (
increasein Delta surface water levels. Please refer to Appendix 5A, Section C, CALSIM Il and DSM2

water quality and depths directiyffect my livelihood and my family's recreation. We Results, EIR/EIS, for more information. As described in Impaet RE@A, constructing water intakes,
are training the next generation of stewards of our watefsr all to enjoy and thrive. siphons, operable barrier construction and use afgeaunloading facilities during tunnel/pipeline

construction would result in temporary water quality effects (e.g., turbidity, accidental spills, disturban
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contaminated sediments). DWR has made a commitment to prevent water quality effects through

envronmental training; implement stormwater pollution prevention plans, erosion and sediment contr
plans, hazardous materials management plans, and spill prevention, containment, and countermeast
plans; dispose of spoils, RTM, and dredged material (RGtivioe removed from RTM storage areas anc
reused, as appropriate, as bulking material for levee maintenance, as fill material for habitat restoratit
projects, or other beneficial means of reuse identified for the material); implement a noise abateraant
and implement a barge operations plan (Appendix 3B, Environmental Commitments, AMMs, and CM

5265 1 It is simple, these tunnels will destroy what we now know as a Delta wetlands Operation of the project water delivery system could not drain the Central Valley reservoirs and Delta
and channels dry, including the Sacramento River. The prigjeiities, including water intakes and pumpi
without providing a drop of without draining resevors upstream therforeating plants would be operated in accordance with permits issued by the State Water Resources Control B
annual water shortages for people and farmers alike in northern California. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and State Department of Fishifend
In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existinc
rights. Deliveries to kDelta senior water rights users are the same under the Existing Conditions, No A
Alternative, and all action alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS in accordance with existing water rigt
which were issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board witheraitisid for senior water
rights and Area of Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water
nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The project only would be permitt
operate with regulabry 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 spec
water quality standards. More information on the ranges of projeater diversions, based on water year
types and specific flow criteria, can be found in Chapter 3, Section 3.6.4.2, North Delta and South De
Water Conveyance Operational Criteria, EIR/S. Current limitations and operational criteria for existing
facilith S& OFy 068 FT2dzyR Ay 52wQa {GFdS 21 SN wSaz.
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/bay_delta/decision_1641/index.shtml) a
additional limitations described in the Federal Endangered Species Se@&iofogical Opinions and take
permits (see http://www.usbr.gov/mp/cvo/ocap_page.html).

5266 1 | care about the environment, but most of all | care about my home and the The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standardsediederal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing
place I grew up. of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity e proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greate
operational flexibility.

Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project.
5267 1 | am not in favor of the underground Delfainnels which was originally The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
rejected by the voters as the peripheral canal in 1982.

5268 1 | love the Delta and the thousands oflenof water way and the amount of freedom Please refer to Mast Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project. Fishing would still |
that | feel while out there fishing and there is truly nothing more than | love than n accessible throughout the Delta during construction, although it would be restricted in the direct vicini
freedoms and I'll be damned if some big wigs want to take that from me for a few construction areas. Please refer to Master Response 17 degpstriped bass, and to Impacts RE@, 5,
bucks in their pockets. and 9 for a discussion of impacts to fishing from the proposed project, as well as Alternative 4A in Ch
15, Recreation, Impacts RB@nd 7 regarding boating.

5269 1 | am signing this petition because @onor Brown, you put a whole new meaning to The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
Rule #5! You are an idiot! How dare you cause more harm to our waterways! Ho\ The proposed project was developegrheet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangere
about using some of that supposed money you speak to help out our homeless Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
families, foster homes, etc. The community as a wholefaged that you would point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improagewolume, timing, and
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ignore people in such a way that you are willing to cause more harm and pain to | salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea:
Rule #5! operational flexibility.

5270 1 You will be taking water away from a rich, proven, and productive farming area  In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
action alternatives would contire the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing v
to water asalt ridden desert and then flush the salt runoff back through the Delta i rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
San Francisco Bay and polluting that area. Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Departmertt ahBisVildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were i
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and uirements. The proposed project and the action alternatives do not seek any new w
rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation.

Overall, the average annual Delta exports are less in Alternatives 2, 4 (H2, H3, H4hraog!® ® than
under Existing Conditions, as shown in Figul& ®f Chapter 5, Water Supply, of the EIR/EIS. Therefore
return and drainage flows from agricultural users located south of the Delta would be similar or less tl
under the Existing Conditions

5271 1 We need to restore our waterways not destroy them. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5272 1 Please do not destroy one of California's most beautiful natural resource. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5273 1 We simply don't have the water to spare. Get us extra water from Washington St: In accordance witlthe Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of tl
and we'll pass more to Los Angeles, fair? action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water ResesiControl 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 i
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project and the action alternatives do not seek any new
rights nor reduction in total water rights issuedl DWR and Reclamation.

The Proposed Project is notintended to serve as asiateR S a2t dziA2y G2 Fff 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other |
agencies irmgricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatment
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).

5274 1 Northern and central California needs more water | took a flight across californic In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
action alternativesvould continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing '
the central and northern part are brow and black with little green areas down sou' rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
California they do not save water like we do. Its all green small areas of brown ar service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and Californiartrese of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
have all the water fountains turned with out any cares they need to start water sa\ alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were i
as well and stop taking water from other areas. to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Orign laws and requirements. The proposed project and the action alternatives do not seek any new
rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation.

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as a stade solutiontoallof | £ A F2 Ny Al Qa
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other |
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen
contaminded aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).
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5275 1 | strongly disagree with the idea of the Delta Tunnels. It is about as good an idea The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
bringing in manatees to solve the hyacinth problem. Absurd!
5276 1 This won't help the water situation and I'm tired. The comment does not raise any emvimental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally @nBficéstablishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great
operational flexibity.
5277 1 | live near the Delta and want to protect it. Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project.
5278 1 | want to save the San Francisco Bay Delta estuary. The comment does not raise aagvironmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
5279 1 This is deceit at the highest levels of State governradiotv this kind of an For both environmental and economic reasons, there is an urgent need to improve and modernize t
expenditure in the billions without citizens being able to decide. This will not solve existing SWP/CVP conveyance systehich was designed and built decades ago. The ecological probl:
water issues but continue the outright thievery of water contractors and politicians with the current system could be greatly reduced by the construction and use of new north Delta intal
the most valuable resource in the state. structures with stateofrtherart fish screens. With this future vision in mind, DWR several state and
federal water contractors, in coordination with the Bureau of Reclamation, proposed a strategy for res
ecological functions in the Delta while improving water supply reliability in California.
Since 2006, the BDCP/California WBte has been developed based on sound science, data gathered
various agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent
scientists, and more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholdeigsrigfiinof the
documents, studies, administrative drafts, and meeting materiatore than 3,000 documentshave been
posted online since 2010 in an unprecedented commitment to public access and government transpe
Please see Master Response 3 for maofermation on the purpose and need for this project, and Maste
Response 41 for a discussion on public involvement and government transparency.
5280 1 | oppose the tunnels. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDESRBBE 2013 DEIR/E
5281 1 We must protect our waterways. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5282 1 This will be a hugh disaster for all! It must be stopped. The comment does rigaise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 D
5283 1 The Central Valley has unique soil; prime agricultural land. | have watched much Chapter 16 of the EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS Appendix A (Socioeconomics)titentifase features of
being paved over the years. Subtract the two canalsaaly in use and baghumping the Delta and describes the potential effects on Delta communities. Impacts to agriculture are identifi
water. The Delta is critical to the ecosystem and economic stability. Please reviev discussed in Chapter 14; project proponents have proposed measures that would support and protec
Hildebrand's notes and reconsider devastating our region. agricultural productionni the Delta by securing agricultural easements and/or by seeking opportunities
protect and enhance agriculture with a focus on maintaining economic activity on agricultural lands.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact anafytige IEIR/S were raised.
5284 1 No Tunnel, it will destroy a lot of the nature and fishing habitat and | believe our k Please refer to Master Response 17 regarding striped bass and MasparRe 3 regarding purpose and
have the right to fish on the Delta before it gets destroyed. need. Additionally, fishing is already considered in Chapter 15, Recreation. With implementation of
mitigation measures, Impact RECY & w S & defmiredéiciion éf &gfeational fishing opportunities as
result of constdzOG Ay 3 GKS LINRLIZASR gl GSNJ O2y@Sel yoS ¥FI
RE@ Y & wS a defmirediiciion 6f &gfeational fishing opportunities as a result of the operation of
LINRLI2ASR 41 GSN) O2y @Sel y dnén siiifiCantiwith ind nStiation seguitefd R |
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5285 1 | believe we need to keep our water where it is. In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
action alternatives would continue the operatiofithe SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing w
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildiffthe
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were i
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. Tpeoposed project and the action alternatives do not seek any new we
rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation.

5286 1 Our Delta is an important delicate ecosystem and what has been done with the ¢ The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
already too much. Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta dmew operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, al
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great
operational flexibilityChapter 11 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses the potential figcpadternatives to
affect aquatic ecosystems. Chapter 12 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses the potential for project alterne
affect terrestrial ecosystems. Both chapters describe the impacts, both negative and positive, and dis
the mitigation mesures and avoidance and minimization measures proposed to avoid and minimize i
and to compensate for significant impacts.

5287 1 Delta water shouldn't be used to grow cotton in the desert. State constitutional restrictions require the reasonableldeneficial 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 autl
designate what water deliveries are used for. Please refer to Master Response 4 regarding ttielpotes
of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

5288 1 This is one of the most important deltas in the world and nutures the life of the A primary goal of the BDCP would be to restore wetlands and protta Babitats. However, please note
that the preferred alternative is now Alternative 4A and no longer includes an HCP. The preferred alte
ocean. Restore, don't destroy. includes AMMs for reducing impacts and mitigation measures compensating for significant impacts o
wetlands aml habitats, but wetland restoration would take place under a separate program, California
EcoRestore. Chapter 11 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses measures to protect aquatic ecosystem, anc
12 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses measures to protect teatestosystems.

5289 1 It will be detrimental, environmental, public health, and economic concerns. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

5290 1 We do not have enough water for us here in the bay and you want to export more As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the ac
building in places that cannot support their population. alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water
and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife £
National Marine Fisheries Service, andf@alia 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 DW
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rightsr@acbAOrigin laws an
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total wate
issued to DWR and Reclamation.

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as asiakeR S a2 € dzli A 2 y  \iagr probldms, 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other |
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen
contaminated aquifersor other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C.:
Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management). These actions are being considered to meet future wate
demands for planned municipal uses consistent with water demand projectidhe iecent Urban Water

Management Plans submitted to DWR which include approaches to meet the 20 percent reduction pi
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capita urban water use by 2020.

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

5291 1 | am signing because this project will effect not only our environment, but also me No issues related to the adequacy of the envir@mtal impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. The
peoples lively hoods, not to mention the astronomical cost. 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 establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great
operational flexibility.

5292 1 It's awaste of money! It's going to damage our environment! It's not goingto  The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
fix our water problem!

523 1 | value the contribution the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta makes to th In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
quality of life for all inhabitants of the State of California. If we reduce the flow of { action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existinc
water to this sensitive region we risk destruction of an irreplaceable resource. rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the StMWater Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlif

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 venessued
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor any cha
total water rights issued to DWR anddRamation. 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 Se
biological opinions and State Water Resources Control Board. Over theelomghe proposed project
would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as compared to Existing Conditions and No Act
Alternative in the summer and early fall months; and increase exports in the wet winter months when
river flows are high.

5294 1 The delta tunnels will kill northern California completely and ruin unknown lives ai Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project.
families. Why send millions of dollars worth of water to irrigate almonds that are ) ) ) ) )
shipped to China, then processed, to only buy them back at a higher rate? This is The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scopeegirthposed project. For more information pleas

moral decision that | hope millions of dollars make your children smarter thanyou NB ¥ SNJ G2 G KS dzlJRFGSR RN} Fd wnamo /FEAF2NYAL 2k
make you sleep well at night. describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water defideugea Also,

refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures, for further informatic
demand management measures, including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservat

5295 1 Stop the tunnels leave our [expiive removed] alone. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5296 1 This would be an irreversable destruction of the environment and the place in Thecomment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
which I live..Stop this foolish idea! Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intéridée environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns andfall@reater
operational flexibility.

5297 1 I'm signing because | am born and raised in San Joaquin County, and we need The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
Although Alternatives 4A, 2D, and 5A include only those habitat restoration measedsdto provide
to strengthen our levees and restore and let the Delta recover from the damage mitigation for specific regulatory compliance purposes, habitat restoration is still recognized as a critic
caused by neglect. It needs to rejuvenate, not rero@er water should stay home! §2 Y LIz y Sy i 2 F -téimk Bansifai theiD@l2aSuch Birgel endeavors, however, will likely be
implemented over time undeactions separate and apart from these alternatives. The primary parallel
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5299

5300

5301

5302

5303

1

1

Help us save and protect our Delta!

habitat restoration program is called California EcoRestore (EcoRestore), which will be overseen by t
California Resources Agency and implemented under the California Water REtimriUnder EcoRestore,
the state will pursue restoration of more than 30,000 acres of fish and wildlife habitat by 2020. These
habitat restoration actions will be implemented faster and more reliably by separating them from the \
conveyance facilitimplementation. Refer to Appendix 6A (BDCP/California WaterFix Coordination wit
Flood Management Requirements), Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports), and Master Re
(Purpose and Need).

| want to see thelecline of the California Delta ecosystem (caused by w No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

exports to central california farrns) stop.
| hate the tunnel idea.

I love fishing the Delta and need to protect the habitat.

The comment does notise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 D

Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding purpose and need.

The tunnels are wrong. The state is going to increase flows from the Tuolumne, All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights wh
Stanislaus, and Merced rivers. The excuse is for the fish, but this is nothing more were issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Resources Control Board on the Sacramel
an LA water grab. Leaving the Central Valley without its water. Shame on anyboc with consideration for senior wataights and Area of Origin laws and requirements. The project consid

supports this!

in the EIR/EIS would not affect water operations on the Tuolumne River or water supplies for the Sar
Francisco Public Utilities Commission. The proposed project does not seek amategwights nor
reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense
water rights holders. The State Water Resources Control Board, not DWR and Reclamation, is respo
decisions relating to wat rights. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reducti
total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other wate
holders. The proposed project and its alternatives do not redheeprotections for other water right
holders. For more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26.

| oppose the Delta tunnels. They will harm our Delta ecosystem and will cost too As stated in the Project Objectives and Pepand 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

muchmoney. Fix broken watsystems down south that are wasting the water we - and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fisllidiifel Service,
have. Don't just give them more and more water that we don't really have as they National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternativ

just keep wasting it by not fixing the old outdated broken water systems.

The tunnels are a very bad idea. An environmental nightmare.

evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued to DW
Reclamation by the Sta/ater Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin law:
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total wate
issued to DWR and Reclamation. Operations for the Proposed Pnajadd still be consistent with the
criteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opii
State Water Resources Control Board, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS. The
project would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as compared to Existing Conditions and
Action Alternative in the summer and early fall months; and increase exports in the wet winter month:
the river flows are high to improve conditions faquatic resources in the Delta.

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as agiakeRS a2 € dziA2y G2 it 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other |
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen:
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management).

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related t@#®& RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIF
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing,
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salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibility. Refer to Master Resper® (Purpose and Need).
5304 1 | oppose the tunnels. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5305 1 Colorado River, Delta Canal, California Aqueduct; now Governor Brown wants to As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all ofthe ac
them the Sacramento River, to grow almonds for China? Money grubbing. alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water
and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife £
National Marine Fisheries Service, adlifornia 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 DW
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water righté\eea of Origin laws ar
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total wate
issued to DWR and Reclamation.
The proposed project would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as compareihtp Exis
Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer and early fall months and in drier years; and incr
exports in the wet winter months in wetter years when the river flows are high. The water would be st
at locations south of the Delta duririge high flow periods to allow reductions in deliveries to SWP and
water users in drier periods.
5305 2 Have not we given Southern California enough fish? For crying out loud, teach th Please see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage
fish! We know they have deep canyons that fire trucks camigoess. We know they in the Delta or elsewhere, was himcluded in the EIR/EIS.
got more rain during their last storm than we got all of last year. Build dams in the
domain. Although conservation components, water storage, and demand management measures have merit-
statewide water policy standpoint, andeabeing implemented or considered independently through the
state, they are beyond the scope of the proposed project. The proposed project is just one element o
a0 I S-adge dtratgfyato meet anticipated future water needs of Californians irfiabe of expanding
population and the expected effects of climate change. The California WaterFix is not a comprehensi
statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex andtanging issues related to
the operations of the SWP drCVP in the Delta, including reliability of exported supplies, and the reco:
and conservation of threatened and endangered species that depend on the Delta.
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, wdiieramsy ef
and other sources of water supply. While these elements are not proposed as part of the BDCP or th
I FEAF2NY AL 2FGSNCAEST GKS [SFER 1'3SyOAasSa NBO23y
water resources.
5305 3 My area already &s little water pressure due to the celebrity backed Trinitas. | gue State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficiabéigeater and state law requires
selling almods to China is more lucrative than any other agriculture our own resid that water supplied from the Delta be put to beneficial uses. The Lead Agencies do not have the autt
are making a living on. designate what water deliveries are used for. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the pote
uses of vater delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

In a few years, we will have to import our own food.

My own fruit and nutrees are not going to die because of your greed, matter of fa

my garden will be bigger the year because costs will be going sky high Governor

gets his "good ole boy" way.

5305 4 Way to take care of the people who thought you would watch out for our rights! 52 wQ& Fdzy RIF'YSy Gl f LJzN1J2a4S 2F (KS LINRLR &SR LINZ

the SWP system e Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the

With the Stanislaus River in my back yard, yes, | see all the good money the and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with

bureaucrats have dumpeidto keeping salmon alive, and man you can really screw statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a point okwdiversion in the north Delta and new
operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
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an economic system! We really have no rights, | do not know why | even vote.  improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

Please see Master Respor&éor additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the
proposed project. Please see Master Response 5 for more information on costs and funding.

5306 1 We need to update and capitalize on our existing water gfersystem rather than  In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
destroy the ecesystem that is California's most precious resource with undergrour action alternatives would continue ¢hoperation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing v
tunnels. rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi

Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fihldiifd. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were i
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requireents. The proposed project and the action alternatives do not seek any new w
rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that C
and Reclamation can divert from the new north Delta facilities is gé&tduleral and State regulating
agencies, ESA compliance, and project design.

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as asiateR S a2t dziA2y G2 & 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continireeétstment by the State and other publi
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures). Please see Master Response 37 that discusses apy.
to increase storage in California.

5307 1 Because ! think the only "for sure" solution to California's water problems is throu For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.
"Desalination plants" which eebe turned on and off when needed.

5308 1 | believe this is a really bad decision for our environment. | use the Delta and do 15 2 vg fandamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvemer
want to pay taxes for this! the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality withistable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and
operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed t
improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the
proposed project. Please see Master Response 5 for more informatiansis and funding.

5309 1 This is an irresponsible project that is promoting continued unsustainable use of | State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable aedédficial use of water and state law requires
to keep California producing products that are ipegpriate for climate. Put this that water supplied from the Delta be put to beneficial uses. The Lead Agencies do not have the autl
money into permaculture, really be a leader in the world.  Or if you choose to st: designate what water deliveries are used for. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding thelpote
with conventional farming at least choose more appropriate crops, like hemp. uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

5310 1 | do not believe this is the way to fix California's water issue. Leave the Delta alor In acordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
Jerry Brown and his father Pat Brown have done so much to ruin this state's wate action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
supply. rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the St&tater Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlifi

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 whectssweed
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project and the action alternatives do not seek any new
rights nor reduction in total water ghts issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that DV!
and Reclamation can divert from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating
agencies, ESA compliance, and project design.
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5310 2 Allow for sustainable and sensible farming in the central valley. Stop padding you The California WaterFix project is being proposed to address the conflict between the ecological nee:
pockets with our delta water. range of atrisk Delta species anmhtural communities, while providing for more reliable water supplies 1

people, communities, agriculture, and industry.

5311 1 I'm signing because | live in the Delta and want it to remain the fresh water haver The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
for people, fish and fowl. Pleaslo not divert water from the Sacramento River to the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS.
desert in the middle of the state!!

5312 1 As a Bay Area native, I'm outraged that our governor is allowing this to occur. Tel As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the ac
Ag to find a more viable source for their water. Only when the Delta ecology is alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water
irreversibly damaged will he realize that you can't eat or drink money. This prdpo: and regulatory criteria adoptéby the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Se
ridiculous. National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternati

evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing watletsrwhich were issued to DWR an
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin le
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total wate
issuedto DWR and Reclamation. Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with th
criteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opil
State Water Resources Control Board, as desdrib Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS. The propc
project would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as compared to Existing Conditions anc
Action Alternative in the summer and early fall months; and increase exports in the wet wintghsnohen
the river flows are high to improve conditions for aquatic resources in the Delta.

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as agiakeRS &2t dziAz2y G2 tf 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly theatkfor continued investment by the State and other pub
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as describetion £€:3 of
Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management).

5313 1 The Delta and the San Francisco Bay estuary needs to be protected for future  Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project. For more informs
generations. regarding Delta as a Place please see Master Response 24.

5314 1 | enjoy the Delta, and would like future generations to have the same opportunity Pleae refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project. For more informal

regarding Delta as a Place please see Master Response 24.

5315 1 The tunnels are not well thought out. The comment does not raise any environmental isslgted to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEII

5316 1 This is a critical area to be preserved. Come up with solutions that make sense, The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
considering our environment first.

5317 1 I'm signing because there is not enough good evidence to proceed with this actio The comment does not raise any environmental issue reltdgtle 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIF

5318 1 | strongly feel that the twin tunnels are a big mistake. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5319 1 The Delta needs our help, not more harm. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5320 1 Changing point of diversion does nothing. This will decimate our salmon populatil In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of

action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by tiState Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlif
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 riglats wanie issued
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reductio
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total water rights issued to DWR éiRReclamation. 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 Se
biological opinions and State Water Resources Control Board, as described tier Ghpater Supply of th
EIR/EIS. The proposed project would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as compared to
Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer and early fall months; and increase exports in th
winter months wherthe river flows are high to improve conditions for aquatic resources in the Delta.
Effects on salmon under the proposed project and action alternatives as compared to the Existing Cc
and the No Action Alternative are presented in Chapter 11 oBf/EIS. None of the effects of Alternativ
4A on salmonids were deemed significant, including mitigation. Also see responses to commer8,25¢
259857, and 3013%5.
5321 1 | hate having local interests meddled with by career politicians who haveteredin  The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
the betterment of the community. | support a healthy Delta ecosystem. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project eniteed to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patternsliandfar greater
operational flexibility.
5322 1 I'm signing because | want to help save the Delta! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5323 1 The ground subsidence in the Centrall®als already alarming. We do not The commenter is apparently referring to subsidence largely caused by overdraft of groundwater. Ho
this mechanism of subsidence is different than that which has caused subsidence in the Delta, which
need another boondoggle like the canal that siphons water to Southern Californis oxidation of organic matter and other processes.
Any subsidence caused by the conveyance facilities would tend to occur as a result of construction a
and tend to be more localized. Please refer to @@ Chapter 9 for a discussion of potential settlement
caused by tunneling activities andetimeasures that would be implemented to avoid or minimize
settlement.
5324 1 I'm against it. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
5325 1 | want to keep the Delta safe, and | want clean water in Northern California. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5326 1 I'm signing because out of all the things that people coulddiegito help California, The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
they decide to destroy it. We are already in a horrible drought, there are still wildfi The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal andEstdangered
that can start and still do. We don't have a lot of water left but with the water that Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
do have is home to many species of fish, crabsahdr life. We can't let them do thi: point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
to our home or theirs. salinity, the proposed proj is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greate
operational flexibility.
5327 1 I'm signing this because my children live in Rio Vista and the tunnels are disruptir Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project.
their hometown stop the tunnels
5328 1 I am from Northern California and will be back and want it to be like it was when | No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
there! Great fishing and hunting,leave the water were it is! They built iesd oh
well!
5329 1 This isn't the way to deal with California's water shortage. Conservation is the wa The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5330 1 | was raised in the Delta and do not want to see it destroyed! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIB/& the 2013 DEIR/E
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5331

5332

5333

5334

5335

5336

5337

Save our Delta!
I love the Delta and it has been a part of my life growing up.

This is a dumb idea, we can't give away water we do not have!

This will devastate communities and divert wildlife from the area.

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
Please refer to Mster Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project.

In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
action altenatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and Caéf@epartment of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were i
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights andl Are
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project and the action alternatives do not seek any new
rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that C
and Reclamation can divert from the new noBelta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating
agencies, ESA compliance, and project design.

The lead agencies disagree that the project will result in the effects hypatiteby the commenter.
Chapter 12 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses the potential for project alternatives to affect natural comr
and plant and wildlife species. The chapter describes the impacts, both negative and positive, and di
measures thatvould be implemented to avoid and minimize impacts and to compensate for significan
impacts.

The tunnels are crazy. They are not the answer. All it will do is ruin the fish. Like 2 KAt S gF GSNJ a0 2NF3S Aa + ONRGAOIf & A WikloNdtdpiy (

that must be addressed in the EIR/EIS for the proposed project. This is because the proposed projec

salmon for the most part. It would take years and way too much tax dollars.The g not, and need not, propose storage as a project component. Although the physical facilities contempl

should be looking more at building reservoirs which would do a lot more good.

the proposed project, ote up and running, would be part of an overall statewide water system of whic
new storage could someday also be a part, the proposed project is a-atane project for purposes of
CEQA and NEPA, just as future storage projects would be. Appendix &B Sidaage, 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 Respc
information on Demand Management.

The commenter des not offer any evidence on how the project would result in significant impacts to
salmon related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS.

Appalled at the thought of our elected officials damaging our lifestyle, environmer No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

and farming.
This ill conceived madness needs to be stopped. This plan produces not one

more drop of water, but destroys habitat and lives.

In accordance with th@roject Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of t
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resouroa@ 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 i
to DWR ad Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are:
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reductio
total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Explartsot come at the expense of other water rigk
holders. The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right
holders. For more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26.

Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish anc
Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water Resource
Board Water Right Decision 16411P41),subject to adjustments made pursuant to the project and the
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5338

5339

5340

1

1

1

adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS. Oveteim,lor
the proposed project would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as comparedrtg Exist

Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer and early fall months; and increase exports in th
winter months when the river flows are high. The water would be stored at locations south of the Delt
during the high flow periods to allow rediimns in deliveries to SWP and CVP water users in drier perio

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as agiakeRS a2t dziA2y G2 it 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investmgrthé State and other public
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, Deand Management Measures).

I've worked on a Delta floating laboratory testing water samples. Every time the w The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues

gets diverted from natural flow the water quality in the Delta region declines

measurably. | am against sending any more water ounfits natural course.

We need the water right here at home?

This does nothing to relievéa¢ water crisis but will destroy the Delta.

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS.

In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by tiState Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlif
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 riglts warie issued

to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project and the action alternatives do not seek any new
rights nor reduction in total war rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that DV
and Reclamation can divert from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating

agencies, ESA compliance, and project design.

In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would alivert water under existing water rights which were issue
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert froeawthe
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and r
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamati&xports do not come at the expense of other water rights holder:
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.
more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Respfnse 2

Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish anc
Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water Resource
Board Water Right Decision 16411B41), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the project and the
adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS.

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as asiateR S & 2 £ dzii A 2 y s \Waer probléms,2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other |
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen
contaminated aquifersor other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C..
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).
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5341

5342

5343

5344

5345

5346

5347

5348

1

1

| don't want to see the Delta and our natural resources destroyed.

We continue to lose our fishing rights and the Delta fish are disappearing.

The comment does not raise any environmental issueed|#o the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIF

Please refer to Master Respse 17 regarding striped bass and Master Response 3 regarding purpose
need. Additionally, fishing is already considered in Chapter 15, Recreation. With implementation of

mitigation measures, Impact RECY & w S & defmiredéiciion 6f &efeationdishing opportunities as a
NBadzg &6 2F O02yaidNHzOGAYy3 GKS LINRLIZASR gl (SN 02y
REG Y & w S & defmirediiciion 6f gfeational fishing opportunities as a result of the operation of
proposedwag NJ O2y @Sel yOS TIOAtAGASaaq s2dA R faz2 68

These tunnels will destroy our Delta environment, harm our economy and wreck 1 The issue raised by the commenter addredbesmerits of the project and does not raise any issues witt

ecology system we all depend on.

It would be a travesty to destroy the Delta in this manner.

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposedsimectied to be
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratory patters and allow for greater operational flexibility.

The comment does not raise any environmental is®lated to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEII
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. Bstastpali
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibility.

I'm opposed to the twin tunnel concept to much money to benefit a few The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

and we need more storage

I have been enjoying the Delta for 41 years. The wildlife and farming benefits shc The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

enough reason to save the Delta.

I'm singing becausdiVe in the Central Valley as well as work in agriculture, why is In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR{S), all of
that we have to give up our water while LA isn't on any water restriction programs action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existinc

rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine Fisheries Segyand 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 i
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior vgisrand Area of
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project and the action alternatives do not seek any new
rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that C
and Reclamation can divert frothe new north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating
agencies, ESA compliance, and project design.

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as agiakeRS a2 € dziA2y G2 it 2
and it is not an attemptd address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other pt
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply andigéo(as described in Section 1.C.3 of
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).

Mega projects such as the tunnels are not the solution to California's water woes The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues

likely to create worse environmental problems than it appears to solve.

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
standards of the federal and state Endange8bcies Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is dedigmimprove native
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fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purp:
and Need).
5349 1 | don't want the Delta damaged by the intrusion of more salt water from the bay. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS.
It is a naturally made eesystem that should be protected and not raped!
5350 1 I live in the Delta and this "plan” will cause significant salt water intrusion into my No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis EIRIEIS were raised.
immediate area and will ruin the water supply for my home, and for thousands jus
me.
5351 1 It ridiculous to do the underwater tunnel! LA can build a desalination plant already For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.
5352 1 The tunnels will destry the delta. Spend the money on restoring levees and fixing Please see Chapter 2, FEIR/EIS, for the BDCP/CWF purpose and need, and Appendix 6A Sections ¢
what we already have. 6A.3 for discussion on existing levee improvement programs and fundéefanisms, which would not be
affected by the BDCP/CWF. Levees are an important public safety resource and the proposed projec
not change levee policy or replace ongoing programs and grant projects aimed at facilitating and sup
levee improvenents in or outside the Delta. It recognized that levee maintenance and safety in the De
an important issue for the residents of the Delta and for statewide interests.
5353 1 Because | don't want Jerry's tunnels to dry or turn the Delta into a slaekéter shed The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
with less water flow affecting the farmers and wildlife. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS.
5354 1 The people and wildlife need to preserve what little part of the Delta that remains The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
rather than costly and short sighted water transfers.
5355 1 Stopthe tunnels. This is not good for the San FranciscelB#ia. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5356 1 The unintended and unforseen consequences of such a massive project may not No issues reled to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
realized until generations have passed and then it will be too late. Consider Monc
or the Florida Everglades. In the long run, humans cannot outsmart nature. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally bengfiotadietrimental. By establishing a poir
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 grea
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).
5357 1 We are tired of being robbed of our natural delta. Leave it alone to thrive on it's o0 The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
Stupid people.
5358 1 This is a stupid plan that ignores the underlying causes of the drought. Namely th No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS were raised.
industrial growth society killing the planet through clima&hange.
5359 1 I love the Delta and this would change it in a way that we will regret. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5360 1 Please do not go through with these tunnels. When it is so obvious as to the dam The comment does not ra@sany environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 D

these tunnels would create, why? The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environigergakficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greas
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5361

5362

5363

5364

5365

5366

5367

1

operational flexibility.

The old peripheral canakearing its ugly head! Stop! (Isn't the Central Valley The comment does not raise any environmental éseelated to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEI
sinking due to water greed?) Refer to Master Response 36 (Peripheral Canal).

| want to keep the balance in the central California ecosystem. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis inRA® &kre raised.

We need better sustainable ways to provide water to farmers without devastating The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
ecology of the Delta. We need to stop wasting water and stop polluting water witt the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS.
animal waste and chemicals. No tunnels please.

| want the Delta to be the way it was, and use the waterways! The comment does not raismy environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DI

California is my home. And my family's home. And home to all of the flora and fat Pleasaefer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project. For more informat
grew up wih and care deeply about. | don't want to be the last generation to ki regarding costs please see Master Response 5.

California as a beautiful home. | have worked in  agriculture, communities, al

sustainability for 10+ years, and | cannot support the costs, logic, or risks of this

Tunnels are not the way to fix California's drought and sustainable water problem In accodance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of

Don't do it! action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existinc
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the StatetéreResources 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 whicissued
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project and the action alternatives do not seek any new
rights nor reduction in total water rigktissued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that D\
and Reclamation can divert from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating
agencies, ESA compliance, and project design.

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as asiateR S a2t dziA2y G2 Fff 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other |
agencies in agricultural and municifsiadustrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatment of
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).

You can't ship water down a tael when the lake that holds it is dry. We need mc Please see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage
reservoirs not tunnels. in the Delta or elsewhere, was not included in the EIR/EIS.

Although cmservation components, water storage, and demand management measures have merit fi
statewide water policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independently through t
state, they are beyond the scope of the proposed project. The pegbpsoject is just one element of the
a0 I  S-andge dtr@tefyato meet anticipated future water needs of Californians in the face of expan
population and the expected effects of climate change. The California WaterFix is not a comprehensi
statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex anestanding issues related to
the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of exported supplies, and the rec
and conservation of threatened and endangere@aps that depend on the Delta.

Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use ef
and other sources of water supply. While these elements are not proposed as part of the BDCP or th
CaliforniawaterFx G KS [ SIR ! 3SyOASa NBO23IyAT S GKIG (K
water resources. For more information regarding purpose and need please see Master Response 3.
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5368 1 This is not going to help the environment. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5368 2 We also need to stop fracking! No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS were raised.
5369 1 I'm signing because we need to protect the natural environments that we depend State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water and state law requ
Farming in California needs to adapt or move! Farmers can not drain the rivers di that water supplied from the Delta be put to beneficial uses. The Lead Agencies do edhbauthority to
come from a farming community in Nicolaus. | realize that climate change is goin designate what water deliveries are used for. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the pote
have major effects on agriculture and we need to plan for 7 generations into the uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.
future. Our shortsightedness is what has gotten us into this mess! (along with gre
money and power) As the climate changes we need to prepare for extreme weatt
events aml fund research into better alternatives to soil farming.
5370 1 Please invest in water conservation efforts over destroying susgautiful well Although conservation compents, water storage, and demand management measures have merit frc
statewide water policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independently through t
loved place. state, they are beyond the scope of the proposed project. The proposed projest @@ element of the
a0 I 0 S-adge dtr@tgfyAto meet anticipated future water needs of Californians in the face of expan
population and the expected effects of climate change. The California WaterFix is not a comprehensi
statewide water plan, bt is instead aimed at addressing many complex and-&tagding issues related to
the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of exported supplies, and the rec
and conservation of threatened and endangered species that déperthe Delta.
Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficie
other sources of water supply. While these elements are not proposed as part of the BDCP or the Ca
WaterFix, the Lead Agenciis5 02 Iy AT S GKI G GKS& FINB AYLRNIIFyQ
resources.
5371 1 | oppose the Delta tunnels. Not a good idea, hurts the Delta! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2083
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Deltand new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, a
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility.
5372 1 We "need" fish just as we "need" water to drink. Don't destroy one species to pro The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
another!
5373 1 | think the twin tunnel plan will be a huge exp to our environment and our budge For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7. For more information re
We don't need to destroy the Delta ecosystem to send water to southern CA. L demand management please see Master Response 6.
conserve what we have and let innovators develop new ways to desalinize our
abundant sea water that will be rising with climate change
5374 1 It makes no sense to just move water aroukdde should be planning for water Please see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage
storage. So. Cal has gotten a lot of water lately but there are no storage areas. B in the Delta orelsewhere, was not included in the EIR/EIS.
dams instead.
Although conservation components, water storage, and demand management measures have merit -
statewide water policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independently through t
state, theyare beyond the scope of the proposed project. The proposed project is just one element of
a0 I S-andge dtr@tgfyato meet anticipated future water needs of Californians in the face of expan
population and the expected effects of climate chantiee California WaterFix is not a comprehensive,
statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex angtanding issues related to
the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of exported supplies, agwbthesyr
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5375

5376

5377

5378

5379

5380

5381

5382

| do not support the tunnels.

The tunnels will kill the Delta.

and conservation of threatened and endangered species that depend on the Delta.

Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use ef
and other sources of water supply. While these elements argraposed as part of the BDCP or the

I FEAF2NYAL 21 GSNCAEET GKS [SIFR !'3SyOAasSa NBOz2 3y
water resources. For more information regarding purpose and need please see Master Response 3.

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

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis inRiA® ®ere raised.

The Delta is the greatest bass fishery in the U.S. and the tunnels will ruin it. Please refer to Master Response &garding striped bass and Master Response 3 regarding purpose &

The river and our Delta will be ruined by these tunnels.

need. Additionally, fishing is already considered in Chapter 15, Recreation. With implementation of

mitigation measures, Impact RECY & w S & detniiredéicion 6f &gfeational fishingpportunities as a
NBadzA G 2F O2yadNHz2OGAYy3 GKS LINRLIZASR 61 GSNI O2y
RE@ Y & wS$ a detmirediiciion 6f Bgfeational fishing opportunities as a result of the operation of
proposed water convdyy OS Tl OAf AGASaa 62dAd R faz2 68 tSaa

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

| believe what the Governor is doing is wrong for so many already stated obvious The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues

reasons and is refusing to try any alternative possibilities.

the envronmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

| do not want tunnels to be built around/under the Delta! It will destroy the entire The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits giritject and does not raise any issues with
ecosystem. It is a terrible idea and a waste of money! No! the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r

52y QG GF1S8S GKS

standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratory patterns and allow for ggiter operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpos:
and Need).

0SIdziAFdzAt / FfAF2NY ALl The commentdoes notraise any environmentslissrelated to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEI

the Great Blue Heron, the otters, the Striper, the Large and Small MouthtBass,
catfish, the salmon and more. We are tired of losing our water supply to supply w
to areas of California that are desert, and should never be built upon in the first p

52yQi G118 Fole

LQ@S fAQOSR SE
2F 2dzNJ g+ GSNJ G2
kill our Delta.

2dzNJ 58f G+ H

Y & Inaccordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of

1 A action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existinc
rights and regulatory criteriadopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildl
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 existitey vights which were issued
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities iset by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and na
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come akff@nse of other water rights holders.
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.
more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26.

G2 GKS 5S8tdF If
|.

u f
aSyR G2 [ ®! o3 Yy R

Operations for the ProposkProject 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 Resource
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Board Water Right Decision 164:1B41), subject to adjustments magursuant to the project and the
adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS.

5383 1 | am signing [the petition] because this is an environmental disaster in the makin¢ The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
Lnf2also concerned about the impact this would have on the economy in this regic the environmental analysis provad in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigc
am opposed to these Delta Tunnels! standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende

environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversionémthth Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nat
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Chapter 16 (Socioeconom
the ER/EIS for information on impacts to socioeconomics and mitigation for these impacts.

5384 1 ¢CKAA A& F NARAOdZ 2dza LX I y> (Kl G§Q& ¢ KThecommentdoes notraise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5385 1 L INBg dzJ 2y G(KS 5StilF FyR KI @S &$Sy Thecommentdoes notraise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
leadership further destroying our great Delta system.

5386 1 My famiy has a thriving business in the Delta and the Tunnels would kill that. The Please refer to Chapter 15, Recreation, and todotp ECON, 5, and 17 regarding recreatioalated
of a lifelong recreation industry would be decimated and those elders who rely on impacts, and to Table 185 regarding the specific recreational facilities that would be affected by the
earnings would suffer undo hardships. preferred alternative.

5387 1 Oppose exportingut when in a drought! We need to protect the water we have.  State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water and state law requ
that water supplied from the Delta be put to beneficial uses. The Lead Agencies davedhle authority to
designate what water deliveries are used for. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the pote
uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

5388 1 | have watched the organizations and our government over the years destroy our In accordance with the Project Objeves and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of th

fisheries and propagate the farmlands of the south that really are desert regions. action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existinc
When will it stop. We do not have unlimited resources or water. Northern Californ rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control,Bh&dFish and Wildlife
needd SKIG S KIS tSTdod { (2L G§KS {dzyy Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
GKFG gl yld G2 YIE1S Y2ySeo [ NHS 7Tl N3 alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were i
underground canal that we voted on and stopped once before. to DWR and Reclamati by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA corepdiad project design, and not by tl
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights hol
The proposd project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders. F
more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26.
Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with theré@iset by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water Resource
Board Water Right Decision 1641:1B41), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the project and the
adaptive manageent process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS.

5389 1 This is a very bad idea. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5390 1 Preserve the Delta habitat. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5391 1 Preserve our San Francisco #jta region ecology and economy! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SB&ERD DB DEIR/EI:

5392 1 | would hate to see the Delta destroyed and the wild life lost. The lead agencies disagree that the projedt reisult in the effects hypothesized by the commenter.
Chapter 12 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses the potential for project alternatives to affect natural comr
and plant and wildlife species. The chapter describes the impacts, both negative ativbpasid discusses
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measures that would be implemented to avoid and minimize impacts and to compensate for significa
impacts.

5393 1 | am signing [the petition] because | believe that the water belongs to the Californ In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
Delta residents, and is not torfaers who will take our water to grow their farms for action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accomiihdke existing water
export purposes. rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi

Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluateth the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were is¢
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR andiRatibn can divert from the new
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and r
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights ssued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights holc
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.
more information regarding changes in delta exportsage see Master Response 26.

5394 1 LOQY aArAdyAiy3d wiKS LISGAGA2y8 0SSOl dza S L Inaccordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
g GSNI F2NJ GKS FyAYlt&a KFEoAdGl Gd 2 S R2 action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing

depending on the Delta water. rights and regulatory criteria adopted by tiState Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildli
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 riglets warie issued
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities is set by Fedéragulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and not
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expensemivatr rights holders.
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.
more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26.

Operations for the Proposed Project wdutill be consistent with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water Resource
Board Water Right Decision 16411B41), subject to adjustments made pursuanthe project and the
adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS.

5395 1 L 6lFyd (G2 LINBASNBS 2dzNJ 61 G§SNJ I yR Sy €Theisse raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
depend on the Delta. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

5396 1 Need to save the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 201RFIDHEIS or the 2013 DEIR/

5397 1 | am signing because the National Academy of Sciences has already stated that - As stat@ in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the acti
Delta water supply is overdrawn for the health of the Delta. alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water
and regulatory criteria adopted by the State WatesBarces Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servi
National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternati

evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were tis<Dd@¢R and
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin le
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total wate

issued to DWR and Reclamati@dperations 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 opil
State Water Resources Control Board, as described in Chapter 5, SVigialy of the EIR/EIS. The propos
project would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as compared to Existing Conditions anc
Action Alternative in the summer and early fall months; and increase exports in the wet winter month:
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the river flavs are high to improve conditions for aquatic resources in the Delta. As shown in Appendi
Section C, Delta outflow would be similar under the proposed project as compared to the No Action
Alternative.
5397 2 The Sacramento Delta is the largest esyuarBorth and South America on the West No issues relatetb the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
Coast and the largest estuary in the United States west of the Mississippi. It is the
foundation of life-equalivent to Mesopotamia or the Amazefor species habitat. Thi
Delta must be protected.
5397 3 The Greater Bay Area threw away over a trillion gallons of treated wastewater las Although conservation components, water storage, and demand management measures have merit
year, which ould have been recycled and reused for Agriculture.  The shortfall ir statewide water policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independerdlyginthe
Central Valley was 2.1 trillion, according to UC Davis. This "new" water should be state, they are beyond the scope of the proposed project. The proposed project is just one element o
pumped to locations where farmers can use it. & i G S-asge stratgfydto meet anticipated future water needs of Californians in the face of expan
population and the expected effecof climate change. The California WaterFix is not a comprehensive
Recycled water is high in nitrogen and phosphorusiameutral pH, so it is better for statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex andtanging issues related to
Ag than potable or raw water. the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of emupmlies, and the recovery
and conservation of threatened and endangered species that depend on the Delta.
Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficie
other sources of water supply. While treeslements are not proposed as part of the BDCP or the Califo
2} GSNCAESET GKS [SIFR !'38SyOAaAsSa NBO23IyAT S GKEG GF
resources.
5397 4 The Delta tunnels are predicted to damage the economies of the 5 sudiogin Under Alternative 4A, additional regional employment and income could create net positive effects or
counties, creating negative economic effects. character of Delta communities. Throughout the fa@unty Delta region, population and employment
would expand as a result of the construction of water conveyance facilities, as discussed under Impa
ECONL and ECO4. Please refer to Master Response 5 regarding costs of implementation and fundin
the BDCP. Please also refer to Master ResponBarppse and Need.
5398 1 I am signing this petition because | believe that pumping all of our Delta water do' By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to impetee
south will destroy fragile ecosystem. volume, timing, and salinity, the project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allo
greater operational flexibility. The proposed project does not increase the amount of water to which C
holds water rights or for use ai@ved 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 ¢
annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. Refer to Master Responsgh2Biges in Delta Exports).
Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it woul
make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.
5399 1 It is foolish to demdte the Delta water, to subsidize the even more desert south. W In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 ofShealt 16 the

need to develop programs for conservation/reuse and learn to live in the-adthi
land California is.

action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existinc
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine lRisries 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 i
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with considerationrimrseater rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and r
water contractas. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wat
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights hol
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce theiqmiions for other water right holders. For
more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26.
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5400 1 The Delta ecosystem needs to be protected and restored. Stop the tunnels. A primary goal of the BDCP would be to restore wetlands and protect Delta habitats. However, pleas
that the preferred alternative is now Alternative 4A and no longer includes an HCP. Alternative 4A ha
developed in response to public and ageigyut. The EIR/EIS analyzes all alternatives, including Altern
4A. The preferred alternative includes AMMs for reducing impacts and mitigation measures compens
for significant impacts on wetlands and habitats, but wetland restoration would tEeeunder a separate
program, California EcoRestore. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standard:
federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmn
beneficial. By establisng 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. Chapteof.the Final EIR/EIS addresses
measures to protect aquatic ecosystem, and Chapter 12 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses measures tc
terrestrial ecosystems.

5401 1 This is a stupid idea! The comment does not raise any environmergale related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE

5402 1 There are more efficient ways to come up with water supply for California and ~ The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
affecting the ecosystem of thousands of water life in the Delta is not the smartest
to go. It is the leastffective and "easy way out" decision for California to do. Puty
brains together and figure out game plans that will help not only California but ott
states that go into droughts in the future years. Instead of tunneling from the Delt:
build tunnek that connect the west coast to the east coast and use their rainfall th
goes to waste!

5403 1 The proposed tunnels are insane. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5404 1 | am against the tunnels. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5405 1 The Deltds far too important to our lives and environment to let it get destroyed. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of tiezefband state Endangered
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, theproposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greatt
operational flexibility.

5406 1 The tunnels will harm the fish and increase the salinization of the Delta farm land The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts; as such the proposed project enafed to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patternsliandfar greater
operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 5 (Conservation Measures 1 as a CM) and Master F
14 (Salinity).

5407 1 | oppose the Delta Tunnels! They will destroy the Delta and waste taxpayer mone The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
could be better spentio other projects. The state can't even control the water the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
hyacinths in Delta waterways. How are they going to handle maintenance on standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
underground tunnels? environmentally beneficial. By establispia point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operatir

criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nat
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer totbtdResponse 5for
information on cost and funding.

5408 1 The tunnels idea is dumb science, just like forced vaccination. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and doesseoany issues with
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5409 1 This is insane, to divert our water and destroy the Delta and our fishery.

5410 1 [We] need the normal Deltikeshwater flushing. No water deviation south.

5411 1 We must protect our environment.

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR#S), all of
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existinc
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine Fisheries Segyand California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Deliveries to
in-Delta senior water rights users are the same under the Existing Conditions, No Action Alternative,
action alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS in accordance with existingnigitisrwhich were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reductio
total water rights issuetb DWR and Reclamation.

Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish anc
Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water Resource
Board Water RigiDecision 1641 (I2641), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the project and the
adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS. The Propos
would improve conditions for aquatic resources by decreasingl ®tports of SWP and CVP water as
compared to Existing Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer and early fall months; and
increasing exports in the wet winter months when the river flows are high.

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

The commenhdoes not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 [
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intendéé #nvironmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allgne&der
operational flexibility.

5412 1 The Delta is a magnificent, special place, and the tunnels and more exportation ¢ Since the late 1800s, the BBglta ecosystem has been subdially altered. Changes in key environment

water to Southern California will be devastating to this environment.

attributes of the BayDelta have contributed to the current degraded state of the ecosystem and appez
be proximate causes of declines in desired fishes and increases-matiga species. California Watexhs
not intended to address all the factors that have contributed to the Delta's decline and briefly summai
few but not all of those factors. Many factors that have contributed to the decline of the Delta's ecosy
including the conversion of tidlanarsh and floodplains to farmland, construction of levees and altering
tide flows, inDelta and upstream water diversions, contaminant discharges, ammonia and nutrient
discharges and changes to the food web, increases in water temperatures, andigttoodof nornative
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-alfmesd state.

52 wQa ¥dzy Rl Y S héigroposddigzbjdciisidimale Physical and operational improvements
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory frankewonsistent with
statutory and contractual obligations.

It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under aifiuiiemented
California WaterFix project would be almost the same as the average annual amourgdiivettie last 20
years. Please see Master Response 26 for additional information on effects on northern California. P
also refer to Master Response 35 (MWD Water Supply).
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5413 1 What is left of the Delta needs to be conserved. The comment does notise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 D
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be envirtaliyebeneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility.
5414 1 | support and will defend nature. We cannot continue our trend of permanently  The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
destroying nature to fix a temporary problem. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Deltand new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, a
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility.
5415 1 The "son of the peripheral canal" tunnels will clairater needed for fish, wildlife, anc No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. As
the health of San Francisco Bay and send it to irrigate waiagry export crops in th¢ prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the prop
San Joaquin Valley. project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point of water
diversion in the north Delta and new operatingteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the
proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operatior
flexibility.
All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water w@xigting water rights that were
issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights
Area of Origin laws and requirements. The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the F
Project. Forl NBE AYF2N¥IF GA2y LI SF&S NBFSNI G2 G(KS dzZLIR
agricultural water use efficiency, which describes the use and application of scientific processes to cc
agricultural water delivery and use. Also, refer todia Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further
information on demand management measures, including increasing agricultural water use efficiency
conservation.
5416 1 I love the Delta and want to help it, for everyone. The comment does not raise any emvimental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
5417 1 This project is too expensive and not needed. Will destroy the environment. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or tiidR(EIS
5418 1 | grew up on the Delta and don't want it destroyed. Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project.
5419 1 Protect our waterways for today and our children's tomorrow. The comment does not raise aepvironmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
5420 1 California WaterFix is not the answer to the water issues in the state. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise anyithsue:
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
5421 1 I love life in all its glorious forms and this project would be disastrous for all remai No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impaatyais in the EIR/S were raised.
life in the formerly fecund Delta.
5422 1 This [WaterFix project] will destroy our state. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
5423 1 This [WaterFix project] is stupid. There is no more water. There are no water savi In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chaptiee EtR/S), all of the
projects for [the] past 30 years. We built catchment basins to prevent flood dama action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
only. rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi

Service, National Mare 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 i
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to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with considerfaticzenior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and r
water catractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wal
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights hol
The proposed project and its alternatives do not redtie protections for other water right holders.

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as agialkeR S a2t dziAz2zy G2 |t 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the Statetlamdpublic
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, Demand Managemeneaures).

5424 1 | oppose the Delta tunnels and believe in saving the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards dédezal and state Endangered
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, tre proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great
operational flexibility.

5425 1 The Delta has a very sensitive ecosystem. Please stop pumping our water out of The issue raised by the commenter agfsses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues wi
Delta. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the promjsetipintended to be
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratory @tterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

5426 1 The Delta tunnels will ruin fishing, farming in the Delta, Delta communities, and S The issue raised by the commentaidresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues wi
Francisco Bay Area wildlife. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the grppgeet is intended to be
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratoy patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Resource areas are addressed sep
under sections for each of the new project Alternatives, including surface water, groundwater, water
fish and aquatic resources, terrestrial biol@icesources, agricultural resources, air quality and greenhc
gases, and others. Where impacts are determined to be significant, environmental commitments will
implemented to avoid and/or offset these effects, where possible. Refer to Master RespéiiPelta as a
Place) and Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

5427 1 The tunnels are a bad idea. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
5428 1 I love the Delta and all the natural beauty theadists here. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5429 1 Even though | now live in lowa, the Delta will always be my home. It is a truly unic The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
place. The tunnels would destroy one oétmost beautiful places on Earth. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts;sasuch the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishin:
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improvéivefish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

5430 1 I'm a concerned citizen [who] uses the Delta for recreation with my family and als Please refer to Master Response 17 regarding striped bass and Master Response 3 regarding purpo
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tournament fish, and [we] fishermen spend millions of dollars in the communities need. Additionally, fishing is already considered in Chapter 15, Recreation. With implementation of

around the Delta. mitigation measures, Impact REECY  itin $o&igterm reduction of recreational fishing opportunities as
NBadzA G 2F O2yadNHzOGAYy3I GKS LINRLIZASR 61 GSNI O2y
REG Y & w S & defmirediiciion 6f gfeational fishing opportunities asesult of the operation of the
LINPLI2ASR ¢ GSN) O2y@SelyOS Tl OAtAGASaG g2dA R T

5431 1 Big money grab at our expense! No! Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound sciengattatad from various
agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientist:
more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.

52 wQa TFdzyRFYSy il LldzN1igta Sakephysidakasd opdhiBohaRirapBoRemedtsd
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consigdtent wi
statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and
operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterns amdlow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master
Response 45 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.

5432 1 This project would ruin the Delta andl af the associated industrial work that relies | The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
it. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to enégottbus
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volme, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nati
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purp
and Need) and Master Response 24 (Delta As A Place).

5433 1 Moving whatlittle water sustains the Bay and Delta is not a fix. It creates no new No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. Th:

water. It only diverts water to areas that should be conserving their own groundw. proposed project was developed to meet the rigor@tiandards of the federal and state Endangered

There should be plans to build dams where water could collect once we have rair Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish

desalinationplants could be built to provide fresh water to Southern California at point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, tilauily

{2dzZi KSNY /I fAF2NYAlI Qa SELISyasSo salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility. For information regarding why water storage was not included in the propose
project, refer to Master Response 37 (WaGtorage) and Appendix 1B, Water Storage, EIR/EIS Please
to Master Response 6 for additional details on demand management. Also, please see Master Respc
for additional details on the project purpose and need. Additionally, please refer tcelBssponse 7 for
information on desalination and why it was not included as a project alternative.

5434 1 | sincerely believe that removing fresh water from the Delta will turn it into a salt The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
marsh and ruin the farmland and wildlife habitat. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS.

5435 1 The Delta is one of my favorite places to ride motorcycles. The Delta tunnels will Please refer to Chapter 17 regarding aesthetics and visual impacts and Chapter 15 regarding recreai
drastially alter the landscape and beauty of the area. impacts.

5436 1 | care about our Delta waters and our California fisheries. | oppose [WaterFix]! Pl The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
save our Delta. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. Resource areas are addsepsrately under sections
for each of the new project Alternatives, including surface water, groundwater, water quality, fish and
aquatic resources, terrestrial biological resources, agricultural resources, air quality and greenhouse
and others. Where impacts are determined to be significant, environmental commitments will be
implemented to avoid and/or offset these effects, where possible.

5437 1 This is not good for the Delta [or] the environment, and most of all, itisawaste 0’52 wQ& Fdzy RIFYSy Gl f LJzN1J2a4S 2F (KS LINRLR &SR LINE
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taxpayer noney-- instead of spending the money on a permanent solution to fix ot the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect g#ensyiealth, water supplies of the SWI

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

Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the grigp@ need behind the
proposed project. Please see Master Response 5 for more information on costs and funding.

5438 1 Jerry Brown is an idiot and | actually care about California's water issues, not jusi The comment does not raise any evimental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
money.

5439 1 I'm concerned about our Delta and the negative impact on the Bay Area. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5440 1 | believe this Delta Tunnel deal is one of the worst ideas in the history of Californi The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

5441 1 | love the fishery that the Delta provides! Please refer to Master Response 17 regarding striped bass and Master Response 3 regarding purpo
need. Additionally, fishing is already considered in Chapter 15, Recreation. With implementation of
mitigation measures, Impact RECY & w S & detmiiredéiciion 6f gfeational fishing opportunities as
NBadzZ § 2F O02yaiNHz20GAYy3I GKS LINRLIZ2ASR gl (SN 02y
REG Y & w S & defmirediiciion 6f gfeatnal fishing opportunities as a result of the operation of t
LINELI2ASR 61 GSN) O2y@Sel yOS FTrOAtAGASEG é2dA R |

5442 1 | am against our water going to Southern California so they can wash theiriltars, 1 In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
their pools, and waste water that we need here for our farmers. action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accorddhdheréxisting water
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated ithe EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were iss
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Retitemean divert from the new
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and r
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issed to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights hold
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as astteR S &2t dziA2y G2 Lt 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other |
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalineg@miment of
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).

5443 1 Don't destroy the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue relatede®@15 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIF

5444 1 We cannot send more water south! We need the water we have left. No issues related to the adequacy of the environment impacts in the EIR/S were raised.

5445 1 Tunnels arenot the solution. We should restore the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5446 1 The Delta's natural water flows should not be diverted around the Delta. The comment does natise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 D

5447 1 The Delta is a great wetland [that] needs protection, not to be drained for profit. The comment does not raise aapvironmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
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5448 1 We must protect our current Delta habitat. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project wateveloped to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endanger:
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating critési@mprove water volume, timing, anc
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility.

5449 1 Besides its importance as an estuary, the Delta has avéat fragile-- human The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
ecology of ranchers, farmers, artists, scientists and good souls who have lived or The project @des not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water rights or for use as alloy
land for generations. Don't drain the Delta! under its contracts. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects unde

fully implemented project would be almost the same as #verage annual amount diverted in the last 2(
years. Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports).

5450 1 Too much climate and environmental change/damage; too much wildlife dying; It is important to note, as an initial mattehat the proposed project is not intended to serve as a staide
Southern California needs to pay for desalinization plantaa@ie the Pacific Ocean &2t dziA2y G2 Ftt 2F [/ FfAF2NYAI Q& 6+ GSNI LINRof S)
their water supply, or move north to where the water is instead of taking the wate continued investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, recytgsalination,
away from its normal path.and ruining the ecosystem [and] Northern/Central Vall¢ treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage. Nor is the prof
farm enterprises. project intended to solve all environmental challenges facing the Delta. Please see Master Response

(Demand Management) for furthemfiormation regarding how many of the suggested components have
merit from a statewide water policy standpoint, and some are being implemented or considered
independently throughout the state, but are beyond the scope of the proposed project.

Althoughd@ I f Ay GA2y Aa FENBFER& | LINI 2F /I tAF2Ny
part with the passage of time, the technology will not be capable within any kind of foreseeable timeft
to produce amounts of usable water comparabldhose associated with the alternatives included in the
BDCP/California WaterFix EIR/EIS. Please refer to Master Response 7 for additional information reg:
desalination.

52 wQa& FdzyRFYSydlf LzN1J22&S 2F (KS LivEaliigpiofeRentsid:
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual olgjations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and r
operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operatiomiffiility. Please see Master
Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.

5451 1 We need to protect our environment. The comment does not raise aagpvironmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentadifidi. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea:
operational fexibility.

5452 1 The Delta Tunnels is a horrific plan. Jerry couldn't get his peripheral canal during A number of important improvements have been made to set the current proposal apart from the
first legal terms as governor and now has tried to trick us into his peripheral Peripheral Caal. For instance, tunnels are proposed to reduce surface impacts associated with canal
canal/Delta tunnel project. Makes me wonder what is in it for Famthis to go capacity of the Proposed Project is more than 10,000 cfs smaller than the Peripheral Canal. The proj
through-- certainly that benefits California residents! Besides, when we suffer proposed allows for dual conveyance allowing throdgita operations to continue in order to maintain
droughts, what water is there to send to Los Angeles? in-Delta water quality. The Proposed Project would require operation of the proposed ABelta portions

of the CVP and SWP pursuant to environmentally stringent rules under the Federal Endangered Spe
and California Endangered Species Act. Refer to Master Response 36 (Peripheral Canal).
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5453 1 | oppose the tunnel project. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5454 1 The natural ecosystenmd Mother Earth need to come before the profit of greedy The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
capitalists. Period.

5455 1 [The WaterFix] is impossible, impractical and{ifeeatening. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5456 1 | am concerned that we are sacrificing one group's water and livelihood for anoth: The @ mment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 |
Please look again at the research and reconsider.

5457 1 I live on the Delta. The twin tunnels [are] the worst option for the Delta and Califo The issue raised by the commenter adses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues wii
No tunnels. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

5458 1 I've seen the decline in the Dekanothing is being done to save and restore it. Bror The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
is just waiting for it to fail during theext big water year so he can say see we need
tunnels. You can fool the fools, Brown; | see what [you are] doing.

5459 1 The tunnels are a wastef [money] and don't fix the problem. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

5460 1 The tunnels have not been provendolve the problem of getting water to other are: The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and doessecany issues with
without sacrificing the Delta region itself. You can't help [one] area while destroyii the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
another! It just doesn't make sense. standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende

environmentally begficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new opera
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operationalfbility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose
and Need).

5461 1 The Central Valley is already suffering due to the way water is channeled. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5462 1 Stop the tunnels! No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5463 1 | promote sustainable California. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5464 1 I'm from the valley- this is a reactionary endeavor. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5465 1 | strongly oppose this plan that would devastate our local ecology! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed projecténded to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patternalbovd for greater
operational flexibility.

5466 1 Our water belongs [to] us. Northern California needs [to] be better protected [for] The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or theRZB1S.
sustainable future.

5467 1 We should continue water cutbacks at home and business. More cutbacks on irrit Although conservation components, water storage, and demand management measures have merit -
for landscaping. statewide water policy standpoint, andeabeing implemented or considered independently through the

state, they are beyond the scope of the proposed project. The proposed project is just one element o
& 0 I (0 S-adge dtratgfyato meet anticipated future water needs of Californians irfiabe of expanding

population and the expected effects of climate change. The California WaterFix is not a comprehensi
statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex andtanding issues related to
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the operations of the SWP drCVP in the Delta, including reliability of exported supplies, and the reco:
and conservation of threatened and endangered species that depend on the Delta.
Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, waterieiseyetiicd
other sources of water supply. While these elements are not proposed as part of the BDCP or the Ca
2 §SNCAES GKS [SIR ! 3SyOASa NBO23ayAl S GKFG GF
resources.

5468 1 I've been followinghis and the work of former San Joaquin County CAO [County The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
Administrative Officer] Manuel Lopez's efforts to prevent this very thing from the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. By establishing a point of water diversion in the nol
happening! It's maddening that people would blindly follow this plan without Delta and new operating criteria to impre water volume, timing, and salinity, the project is designed tc
understanding how it will cripple our vay! improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

5469 1 The Delta is an important region and is necessary for ecological and biological b The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
in Calfornia. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang

Species Acts, as such the proposed @i intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing ¢
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory ipettend allow for greater
operational flexibility.

5470 1 My community in Stockton, California would be affected by the construction of the The commenter does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR/EIS.
tunnels. With California’s highly resourceful government | believe this state could
an alternate solution.

5471 1 We need to conserve the water we have and explore other options. Although conservation components, water storage, and demand management measures have meait -

statewide water policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independently through t
state, they are beyond the scope of the proposed project. The proposed project is just one element o
a4 0 I S-adge dtratgfyAto meet anticipatefdture water needs of Californians in the face of expandir
population and the expected effects of climate change. The California WaterFix is not a comprehensi
statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex andtanding issas related to
the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of exported supplies, and the rec
and conservation of threatened and endangered species that depend on the Delta.

Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures, in th&EE3BRdescribes conservation, water use efficient
and other sources of water supply. While these elements are not proposed as part of the BDCP or th
I FEAFT2NY AL 2FGSNCAEY GKS [SIR !''38SyOasa NBO23y
water resources. For more information regarding purpose and need please see Master Response 3.

5472 1 Keep the water where it's supposed to be. Let Mother Earth choose its course. St The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
using so much water [for] factory farm animals and then there might be enough le
all of us to use.

5473 1 | believe diverting huge amounts of veatthrough the tunnels will be very damaging The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
the ecology of the Delta. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of tleedeand state Endangered

Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the poposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greate
operational flexibility.

5474 1 | farm ground in the islands and am worried about saltwater intrusion. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmemtgdact analysis in the EIR/EIS were raised.
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5475 1 I've grown up and lived [in] an area of the Delta and have many close friends and The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
families that live up and down the Sacramento Delta areas. | am shocked that thi: the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. By establishingiegbavater diversion in the north
legislation is even on the table. | dbsee an upside except profitability to the Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the project is designec
agricultural industry in those areas south of us that could use more water to sell r improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. It is not the result of
of their almonds, etc. The effects to the wildlife alone are devastating should the “favoring" large corporations (e.g., large agribusinesses). In fact, this issue is beyond the scope of the
California WaterFix be approved. | stginoppose the Delta tunnels plan per the  as the Lead Agencies do not have local land use/zoning authority. The project does not increase the
California WaterFix (Alternative 4A). of water to which DWR holds water righor for use as allowed under its contracts. See Master Respon

(Purpose and Need), Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water), Master Response 26 (Change
Exports), and Master Response 35 (Southern California Water Supply). See Chameesiél
Resources) of the EIR/EIS for information on the impacts of the project to wildlife species and mitigat
these impacts.

5476 1 The tunnels do not increase water or even capture and store upstream water. [Tt The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
certainly will lead to thelestruction of the Delta. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r

standards of the fderal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intendec
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing and salinity, theposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpt
and Need).

5477 1 The tunnels are not the answer. No issues related to the adequacy of the environta¢impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5478 1 | don't think [it] is right to send the water to Southern California. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues

the envionmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

5479 1 This is part of me. This is home. Building the tunnels will ruin that for me and mar The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
others. the envronmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the ri

standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a paifiwater diversion in the north Delta and new operatint
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 Responsefée and
Need).

5480 1 The Delta Tunnels are a disgrace to the natural environment of California. The Dt The isue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
consists of over 1,000 miles of navigable waterways, used mostly for farming anc the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. By establishing a point of water diversion in the no
recreational activities yeaound. The Delta Tunnels will, witht a doubt, effectively Delta and new operating criteria to improve wat@lwme, timing, and salinity, the project is designed to
destroy this thriving estuary. For those of us [who] love the Delta, it's unimaginab improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master
Delta that would be anything but fresh water, let alone the devastating effect the Response 18 (Agricultural Impact Mitigation).
tunnels will have on fiftlgeneration Delta farmers.

5481 1 Due to water shortages | feel that the Governor has no right to start such an expe Since 2006, the proposed has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various
project and feel that Southern California has no right to our water. | would recomr and experts ger many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and more
that our liberal Governor consider having Southern California build and pay for 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
desalination plants off the Los Angeles shoreline and they can pay for and get all . o . o L
water from the ocean rather from our frag”e Delta. 52 wQ é ¥ dZy‘ RIY S )/ §] I f LJdZN\]_Jz é S 2F U0KS LINR LJ2 é SriRents J0lE

the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. Bgtablishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and ne
operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the
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proposed project and Master Response 7 regarding desalination.
5482 1 | love the Delta. This is the dumbest idea ever. Build a desalination plant! For moreinformation regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.
5483 1 Ruin the Delta. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5484 1 | do not want to send the valley's water to Southern Calitarhenjoy the Delta. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

5485 1 The state needs to build reservoirs for the entire state to providéewsupply for all Please see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage

areas and needs. To allow water to run into the ocean without any way to capture in the Delta or elsewhere, wamt included in the EIR/EIS.

makes no sense.
Although conservation components, water storage, and demand management measures have merit -
statewide water policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independently through t
state, they are beyond thecope of the proposed project. The proposed project is just one element of t
& i G S-asge stratgfydto meet anticipated future water needs of Californians in the face of expan
population and the expected effects of climate change. The CalifékziterFix is not a comprehensive,
statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex andgtanding issues related to
the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of exported supplies, and the rec
and caservation of threatened and endangered species that depend on the Delta.

Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use ef
and other sources of water supply. While these elements are not proposearesfighe BDCP or the

I FEAF2NYAL 21 GSNCAEZ GKS [SIFIR ''38yOAasSa NBO2 3y
water resources.

5485 2 Digging tunnels through the earthquake faults and taking water fronsénesitive The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
Delta area when our area needs water as well to maintain our cities and farming. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The pradiees 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 delir
from the federal and state water projects under a fully implemented project would be almost the sam
the average annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in |
Exports).

5486 1 The tunnels will ruin the Delta. And this should never happen. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the REIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing,
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility.

5487 1 We shouldn't be stpping established water rights and ruining our resources and The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
environments to supply industry with up to 40 percent wasted resources in a plac the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The issue of agricultural and industrial water use is
does not belong. They dump nearly 40 percent of the crops they grow with precic the scope of the Proposed Project.rfoore information please refer to the updated draft 2013 Californii
water in the Central Valie 2SN tfFyQa &AGNFGS3A@ F2NI FANRAROdz GdzNF £ g GSNI

scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use. Also, reféagter Response 6 and
Appendix 1C for further information on demand management measures, including increasing agricult
water use efficiency and conservation.

5488 1 My family [and] | use the Delta water ways at least 200 days per year for fishiflg [ The comment does not raisea environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
hunting. Also the quality of the Delta would be in danger if more water restrictions The project does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water rights or for use as allc

imposed. We already do not have good flow of tides because of the Delta aquedt under its contracts. It is projected that water deliveries from the fedaral state water projects under a
fully implemented project would be almost the same as the average annual amount diverted in the la:
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that is sending water to the south end of California. years. Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports).

5489 1 Water is a natural resource and should not be bought or sold as a commaodity. Th It is important to note, as an inél matter, that the proposed project is not intended to serve as a stdte
issue is recycling water, water storage and asking the Southern Californianstostd 2 f dziA2y G2 Ftt 2F [/ FfAF2NYAI Q& 6+ GSNI LINRof S)
buying water and invest in desalinization units. continued investment by the State and other public agencies in consenvagcycling, desalination,

treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage. Nor is the prof
project intended to solve all environmental challenges facing the Delta. Please see Master Response
further information regarding how many of the suggested components have merit from a\sidewater
policy standpoint, and some are being implemented or considered independently throughout the stat
are beyond the scope of the proposed project.

Although desalindt 2y A& |t NBIFR& | LI NI 2F /FEAF2NY Al QA
part with the passage of time, the technology will not be capable within any kind of foreseeable timeft
to produce amounts of usable water comparable to thassociated with the alternatives included in the
BDCP/California WaterFix EIR/EIS. Please refer to Master Response 7 for additional information reg.
desalination.

Additional water storage was eliminated from consideration in the BDCP EIR/EIS &R(SREBES through
the alternatives development and screening process (discussed below and in Appendix 3A, Identifica
Water Conveyance Alternatives). As such, the proposed project does not propose storage as a pro
component. Although the proposqatoject would be part of an overall statewide water system of which
new storage could someday also be a part, Alternative 4A is a-stané project which demonstrates
independent utility just as future storage projects would demonstrate. Please refdaster Response 4
(Alternatives) and Master Response 37 (Storage) for additional information.

5489 2 Who is going to save our foundations and houses here in Northern California bec No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
our water tables are shrinking? According to the U.S. GeologicaStinig is the
worst drought for California in 1,200 years. Hmmmm! Sounds like someone is try
turn a profit out of a disaster.

5490 1 I'm signing because | have lived on the Delta my entire life it is a beautiful ecosys The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SBEEd3 DEIR/EL:
that is delicate and beautiful and you will destroy it with these useless tunnels!  The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversiorin the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, i
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea:
operational flexibility.

5490 2 Who is paying you off, GovernBrown, to do this to Northern California? This will n The comment does not raise any @mnmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
fix the water problem! Let Southern California buy water from other states if they The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
more water. Taking it from us is wrong! You will destroy Northern California! Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentallydn8fy establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greas
operational flexbility.

5491 1 I grew up in San Joaquin County and know the value and need for water to rema No issues related to the adequacy of the environment impacts in the EIR/S were raised.
there.

5492 1 The Delta and San Joaquin Valley need the water, so don't send it south. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5493 1 What Governor Brown has planned is not a solution. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
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5494 1 The tunnel is just wrong! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5495 1 The twin tunnels [are] giving all our water to the south. We need it for the valley a The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
the farmland and the rivers. The proposed project was developesimeet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangere
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improaéewvolume, timing, and
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 26 (Ct
Delta Exports).
5496 1 The tunnels are a bad idea. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5497 1 | do not agree with taking water from our Delta to send it down south! Just build @ For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.
plant to make salt wateinto fresh water offshore and leave our Delta alone.
5498 1 Natural waterways should not be disturbed. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 /SDEIR or the 2013 DEIR/E
5499 1 I'm a Delta born and grown river rat and don't want to see more problems in our The commenter does not offer any evidence on howghaect would result in significant aquatic impacts
waterways like the mitten crabs caused. related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
5500 1 | want to save the Delta. Stop the tunnels! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or theRZBIS.
5501 1 Save the Delta! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5502 1 I love to fish and this would kill the habitat. Please refer to Master Response 17 regarding striped bass and Master Response 3 regarding purpo
need. Additionally, fishing is already considered in Chapter 15, Recreation. With implementation of
mitigation measures, Impact RECY & w S a defniredéction 6f Begfedtional fishing opportunities as
NBadzA G 2F O2yadNHz2OGAYy3 GKS LINRLIZASR 61 GSNI O2y
RE@ Y & wS$ a defmirediiciion 6f Bgfeational fishing opportunities as a result of therafion of the
LINEL2ASR 61 GSN) O2y@Sel yOS FIrHOAtAGASEG é2dA R |
5503 1 I'm signing because my family owns property on the Delta and [has] for generatic Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project.
The tunnels would ruin their farming and lilr@od. It's not right to take what isn't
yours. Maybe someday our government will learn that notion and concentrate on As described in Impact EC@Ninder Alternative 4A in Chapter 16, Socioeconomics, construction of
fixing our economy, crime and corruption in the system. conveyance facilities would convert land from existing agricultural uses to prejeted construction uses
and agricultural land could also be affecteglchanges in water quality and other conditions that would
affect crop productivity. These direct effects on agricultural land are described under ImpattafdCAG
in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources. Total value of irrigated crop productionrettzewould decline on
average by $5.3 million per year during the construction period, with total irrigated crop acreage decli
by about 4,700 acres. Other effects related to production costs, travel time, and loss of investments il
production facilites and standing orchards and vineyards would also occur as a result of facilities
construction. When required, DWR would provide compensation to property owners for economic los
due to implementation of the alternative. When required, DWR would prog@fapensation to property
owners for economic losses due to implementation of the alternative.
5504 1 The plan is faulty. Rewrite the EIRs and step back [and] rework! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5505 1 It will affect my family's business, our livelihood and our children's future! Don't gi Please refer to MastdResponse 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project. For more informatic
away what we need to survive! regarding impacts to socioeconomics please see Chapter 16 of the FEIR/EIS.
5506 1 | believe the better answer is building more storage facilities, especially in Southe Please see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage
Calfornia where all the rain they get goes down the concrete channel that used tc
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the Los Angeles River and out to sea. in the Delta or elsewhere, wamt included in the EIR/EIS.
Although conservation components, water storage, and demand management measures have merit -
statewide water policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independently through t
state, they are beyond thecope of the proposed project. The proposed project is just one element of t
& i G S-asge stratgfydto meet anticipated future water needs of Californians in the face of expan
population and the expected effects of climate change. The CalifékziterFix is not a comprehensive,
statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex andtianding issues related to
the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of exported supplies, and the rec
and caservation of threatened and endangered species that depend on the Delta.
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use ef
and other sources of water supply. While these elements are not proposearesfigthe BDCP or the
I FEAF2NYAL 2 GSNCAEE GKS [SFER !'3SyOAasSa NBO23y
water resources.
5507 1 | love the Delta, | love my home. This will be deadly. Please refer to Master Responseegarding the purpose and need for the project.
5508 1 The Delta region is already struggling in terms of ecology and salinity. This projec No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysie IBIR/EIS were raised.
would devastate this very unique region.
5509 1 The Delta is a resource that is something special. Efforts should be made to pres The isue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the waterways for the local communities they support and funds should be spent the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
better protect its barriers [and] levee roads.
5510 1 | oppose the Delta tunnels. Building these tunnels will further deteriorate the The conment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 |
ecosystem. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intemalee environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allgrehter
operational flexibility.
5511 1 | believe there can be another solution to the water issue without depriving one p. For more information regarding desalination please see Master Respbn
the state to supply the other. Consider desalination.
5512 1 | want to preserve our Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5513 1 As a lifelong California residerdd not want to see further encroachment on the  The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
natural Delta watershed.
5514 1 | want the Delta left the hell alone. The comment does not raise angnéronmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
5515 1 The tunnels will not provide more water and will destroy an already fragile ecolog The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 /SDEIR or the 2013 DEIR/E
the Delta. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water dersion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing,
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea:
operational flexibility.
5516 1 | don't want the Delta dmaged with the rape planned by the tunnels to this pristine For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.
area. Desalination plants in the ocean are the way to go!
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5517 1 We do not need the tunnels. The comment does not raisay environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DI

5518 1 | fish for salmon, steelhead and striped bass in the Delta and want to make sure \ The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
what we can to preserve the Delta and its wildlife so timgtkids and grandkids can the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
enjoy the Delta as | have. We can do more to protect this fragile ecosystem on w standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
so much depends. | can't see how taking more water will make things better. In m environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
lifetime | have watched the fisheries collapse to the poimytlare at now, which is a criteria to improve water volume, timingnd salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nativi
sad thing indeed. fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3

(Purpose and Need).

Chapter 11 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses the potential for projeciatives to affect fish. It describes th
impacts, both negative and positive, and discusses measures that would be implemented to avoid an
minimize impacts and to compensate for significant impacts. Refer to Master Response 5.

5519 1 There are so manlyetter options that would cost less and actually provide addition Please refer to Master Response 4 for additional details on the selection of alternatives. Also, please
water for California, and improve the Delta levees. Master Response 3 for additial details on the project purpose and need.

5520 1 | do not agree with the building of underground tunnels. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5521 1 There are better alternative®tthe tunnels. Please refer to Master Response 4 for additional details on the selection of alternatives.

5522 1 | am signing because my life depends on the California water project being defea Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project and Master Respr
get all my water from the Delta, to live and grow food. regarding changes in Delta exports.

5523 1 The tunnels will do nothing for drought relief. Will only benefit and is solely desigr The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
for small number bwealthy water grabbers at our expense and [to] the detriment ( the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed pwgectieveloped to meet the rigorou
our fisheries. standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende

environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nat
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. The project does not increase the
amount of water to which DWR holds water rightsfor use as allowed under its contracts. It is projectec
that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully implemented project woul
almost the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. Refer to Risstense 26
(Changes in Delta Exports).

5524 1 The plan to steal the water from Northern California has been opposed multiple ti The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
due to the devastation it will cause to the fragile Delta ecosystem and the billions the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The project does not increase the amount of water
dollars that will be lost from farming, water recreation and marinas, restaurants, which DWR holds water righbr for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water delive
tourism and jobs! This must be stopped at all costs. Destroying the Delta will from the federal and state water projects under a fully implemented project would be almost the sam
completely destroy the Stockton economy! Sign this petition now and stop Jerry E the average annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. Refer téeviResponse 26 (Changes in Delta
and this initative at all costs! Exports). Refer to Chapter 16 (Socioeconomics) of the EIR/EIS for information on socioeconomic imf

the project and mitigation for these impacts.

5525 1 It's pretty simple-- think of the ecosystem! The comment dog not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 L

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to Wieoementally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow foergrear
operational flexibility.

5526 1 The Delta waters are not only an ecological blessing, but also a fun playground fc The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
and my family. Destroying this sensitive area in order to fulfill your costly campai¢ The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous stiaahsl of the federal and state Endangered
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promises is both ethically esponsible and generally negligent as a steward of the Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
earth. This is all about money and power with very little regard for the resources, point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
living and fluid. This is going to destroy the balance of nature and line the already salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
pockets of those whdon't have enough sense to realize that building a farm in the operational flexibility.
desert is just plain dumb.

5527 1 California WaterFix is a big lie! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDESREDIE|I 2013 DEIR/E|

5528 1 The Delta is all we have left in the valley. How dare our criminal politicians do this The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does aa@mgissues with
2dz2NJ OKAf RNBYQa ¢l GSNBIe&a & & & K2g Rtheenvironmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r

standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally beneficiaBy establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operai
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexpil Refer to Master Response 3
(Purpose and Need).

5529 1 The Delta is an important waterway in sustaining our local farms. | don't want to < The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of tjegirand does not raise any issues with
the habitat change for the fish and wildlife. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

5530 1 | am one of many owners who have farm land and who grew up on the Delta Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project. When required, tl
g GSNBl ead ¢KS lGdzyySta oAttt RANBOGT & project proponents would provide compensation to property owners for losses due to implementation
rights. Please stop the tunnels. the alternative.

The State Water Resources Control Board, not DWR, is responsible for decisions relating to water rig
DWR holds water rights approved by the State Water Resources Control Board but does not have th:
or authority to issue water rights to others. ditionally, the proposed project does not seek any new wa
rights nor include any regulatory actions that would affect water rights holders other than DWR,
Reclamation, and SWP and CVP contractors.

Importantly, all water exported by the SWP and CMResubject of the existing water rights of those twc
agencies. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights holders. The proposed project ar
alternatives analyzed in the EIR/EIS only include the use of water from existing SWP and Ckightgabe
voluntary water transfers from other water rights holders. The proposed project and its alternatives dc
reduce the protections for other water right holders.

5531 1 We need the Delta to remain as it is rather that being devastated torfatie wallets The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
of corporate agriculture.

5532 1 | would hate to see the Delta be drained out just so it can be sent elsewhere. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5533 1 This project is evil, corrupt and money laundering. Taking from taxpayers who do The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
glFyaG 2N FLILINEBGS AdG (2 3Iwtbemodeg WaBINGNE the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
devastated forever

5534 1 You can't rob thi®cosystem for the use of the wealthy. How about a real solution? Shipping water from the Mississippi to California is beyond theesobthe California WaterFix or the BD(
Pipeline from the mighty Mississippi. Get on board and benefit from that water so Although conservation components, water storage, and demand management measures have merit
that isn't even close to drying up. statewide water policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independently through t

state, they arebeyond the scope of the proposed project. The proposed project is just one element of
& 0 I (0 S-andge dtratefyato meet anticipated future water needs of Californians in the face of expan
population and the expected effects of climate changee Talifornia WaterFix is not a comprehensive,

statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex andtanding issues related to
the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of exported supplies, and vieeyrec
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and conservation of threatened and endangered species that depend on the Delta.
Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficie
other sources of water supply. While these elements are not psefdas part of the BDCP or the Califorr
2 GSNLCAEY GKS [SFR !'38SyOASa NBO23ayal S GKEG GF
resources.

5535 1 This is a crucial issue for the future health of the Delta and the San Francisco Ba: The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
estuary.

5536 1 | opposed the peripheral canal and | oppose the peripheral tunnels. The will most Chapter 8, Water Quality, of the EIR/EIS discloses the potential water quality impacts resulting from
definitely harm drinking water quality in the San Franciscp A&a and cause constructing and operating the proposed project. See also Master Response 14 (Water Quality).
irreparable damage to the Delta.

5537 1 Restore our Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5538 1 We are in just as much need as them. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Elfe/&ised.

5539 1 | do not want the tunnels. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5540 1 | oppose the tunnels. Stop giving our water away. Who will give us water when w The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
have none lef?

5541 1 | know the negative outcome this will have. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raiseemyvits

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

5542 1 Save the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5543 1 The tunnels will cause more damage than good. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts; as such the proposed project enéd to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patternslandfar greater
operational flexibility.

5544 1 We need to stand together and stop this, and by signing this petition | hope we w The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SBE D8 DEIR/EI!
able to stop this. No tunnels!

5545 1 | don't want the Delta to disappear. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5546 1 We need to preserve our waterways and the wildlife that depends on [them]. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed projecténded to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patternalbovd for greater
operational flexibility.

5547 1 | believe that what they are doing is wrong and unethical. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the panjectioes not raise any issues with

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

5548 1 We need to protect our Delta waterways and the species that exist in [them]. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SB&EED DB DEIR/EI:

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
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Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversionnr the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing,
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility.
5549 1 No tunnel in the Delta. The commat does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 [
5550 1 Taking more water from the Delta is a crime. No scientific or engineering study The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
produced by Governor Brown is valid over the will of the people irattga.
5551 1 This will destroy the Northern California waterways and ecosystem completely, st The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
for the profit of a few. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project enofed to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patternsliamdfar greater
operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 35 (Sc
California Water Supply).
5552 1 | have always been against the tunnels, from the beginning. The comment does not rs& any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 D
5553 1 | want to protect the Delta and the Bay. What part of having a great white shark ir The comment does not raise any environmental issue relaigtle 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIF
Bay don't you get?
5554 1 Leave our waterways alone! No pipes, no tunnels! No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
5555 1 Not only is this a very important local issbet this is part of a larger environmental The issue raised by the commenter aglsses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues wi
issue. We need to stop destroying the remaining natural ecosystems in this count the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
and on this planet. California should be a leader on this issue, not a part of the  standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the promgeetipintended to be
problem. environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nat
fish migratory p&erns and allow for greater operational flexibility.
5556 1 This is a huge misuse of public funds in which a resource is taken form one grouj Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and oeéukfproject, Master Response 44
people and given to another. regarding changes in Delta exports, and Master Response 38 regarding costs and implementation.
5557 1 The loss of water would drastically change the Delta farming industries around m No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
region and the thought of watching@mething as spectacular as the Delta slowly
disappear seems disastrous. The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increasecaniden
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under dnflgmented
Alternative 4A are projected to be almost the same as the average annual amount diverted in the las
years. Although the proposed project wouldt increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep declir
Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports) and Master Response 24 (Delta As A Place)
5558 1 Leave the Delta alone. There needs to be another solution. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5559 1 The BayDelta tunnels will ruin onef the last estuaries in California and the U.S., No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
home to thousands of endangered and dying bird species.
The proposed project was developed to meet the riges standards of the federal and state Endangerec
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing
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of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volumadinand
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

5560 1 There is something incongruent when the San Francisco Cleamielday reports on The issue raised by the comnter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues w
the joy for restoration of wetlands in the North Bay and on another day reports on the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
mechanics of the harebrained scheme of constructing two tunnels that will destro standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as sucloposext project is intended to be
ecological balance of the Delta. environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper

criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nat
fish migatory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpc
and Need).

5561 1 The $60 billion spent for this debacle will not create any additional water. Show n In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
any river that has been improved by siphoning watet and sending it to interests  action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and Csétordance with the existing wate
who want to farm the desert for personal profit! rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi

Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternativesevaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were is
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that®¥hd Reclamation can divert from the new
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and r
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights hol
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.
The Proposed Project is notintended to semgea stateg A RS a2t dziA2y G2 Fff 32
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other |
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recyclesglidation, treatment of
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).

5562 1 I know this is a terrible idea based on all the research done from vamauwses, who The comment does not raise any environmerigalie related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
all say the same thing this is a very bad idea. Except the people lining your pocke
Mr. Brown. They think it is a great idea. Corrupt is what you are, Governor Brown
Were before and still now.

5563 1 I'm from the San Joaquin Valley, | love our precious Delta and having worked witl The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
many scientists in the Delta on aquatic weed eradication, | know these tunnels wi the environmentdanalysis provided in the EIR/EIS.
destroy this delicate and unique habitat. The water is already so low. | see river o
roadkill because the water is too saline and they jump out to escape. | see yellow
patches in farming fields because the salinity is too high and killing the land. Thes
tunnels are the worst kind of solution, not well thought through and backed by
wealthy people with swimming pools to fill down south!

5564 1 Opposition of the tunnels! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5565 1 | believe in the Delta, in having natural water ways and havingtaisable The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
environment. What is ours, our communities, shouldn't be taken away and destro the environmental aalysis provided in the EIR/S.
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5566

5567

5568

5569

5570

5571

1

-- it should be embraced and cherished!
Stop draining Northern California.

The Delta is our way of lif®iverting water will drastically change the way we live.

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

The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. By establishing a point of water divertsiemorth
Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the project is designec
improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master
Response 3 (Purpose and Need). piaposed project does not increase the amount of water to which [
holds water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deliveries from tl
federal and state water projects under a fully implemented project would bestithe same as the avera
annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports
Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it woul
make the deliveries morpredictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.

It was bad enough to propose tunnels to deprive the ecologically essential Delta ( The California WaterFix (Alternative 4A) presented in the EIR/EIS proposes habitat restoration, enha

freshwater, but now to cut back on how much acreage would be restored is a re

a and protection and other actions (described as Environmental Commishémt would reduce the effects

in the face but wasteful chemical agribusiness in the western San Joaquin Valley of constructing and operating the proposed water conveyance facilities. These actions would fully rec

| sipport the Delta as a special area plus a very productive farm area. Moving

these impacts. The State has also committed to restore up to 30,000 acres of Delta habitat under tl
California EcoRstore program, which is separate from the proposed project. The proposed project wa:
developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, as suct
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. Bgt#ishing 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.

The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raissuasywith
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The project does not increase the amount of water

water to another part of the valley merely ruins a different farming and fishing are which DWR holds water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deli

| want to save the salmon.

| don't want to waste billions of dollars on a project that will devastate the San

from the federal and state wateprojects under a fully implemented project would be almost the same ¢
the average annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in |
Exports).

No issues related to the adequagfthe 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 the proposed project is intended to be environmentally benefiegthlBighing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility.

As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 it/ &l of the action

Francisco Bagacramento River Estuary without increasing the state's water supp alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water

and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife £
National Marine Eheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternative
evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued to DW
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideratiorsérior water rights and Area of Origin laws ¢
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total wate
issued to DWR and Reclamation. Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with tl
criteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opil
State Water Resources Control Board, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS. Plea
Master Response 5.
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5572 1 Punping has already caused major damage to th.e Delta system over the years. ' The commenter does not offer any evidence on how the project would result in significant impacts th:
tunnels will be the nail in the coffin! cite.
5573 1 | worked with érry Waldie to stop the diversion of the Delta in the '60s and '70s. S The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
the tunnels.
5574 1 | believe in the importance of the Delta waters arghfand birds. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5575 1 We really don't need this. The comment does not raise any environmental issue relaietié 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIF
5576 1 ¢CKAA oAff fAGSNItfe RSadGNRe GKS 55t (Thecommentdoes notraise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposedgbroject was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endange
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new openaticriteria to improve water volume, timing, an
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibilityRefer to Master Response 5.

5577 1 I'm signing this petition because ouela recedes more every year and I've The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the environmental analysis providen the EIR/EIS.

watched it the salt water go further inland over the past 35 years.

5578 1 The Delta should be protected and left alone. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5579 1 I live and work on the delta and the tunnels make no sense. Please rter to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project.

5580 1 Tunnels do not make water. This is just a mhitiion do!!ar boondoggle In accordance with the Project Objectives @&utpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the

) o action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing

designed to fleece taxpayers out of billions. rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, UzBidrighdlife
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 i
to DWR and Reclamation by th&t® Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area o
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance actqesign, and not by th
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights hol
The proposed projeand its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.
The Proposed Project is notintended to serve as asiateR S a2t dziA2y G2 Fff 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for doméd investment by the State and other publ
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Sectioh 1.C
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).

5580 2 Build water desalinization plants with that money and you will actually make wate For more information regardg desalination please see Master Response 7.

Build those tunnels and you will destroy the Delta, wildlife, jobs, and the local

economy.

5581 1 | am signing because | am opposed to the Delta Tunnels and the environmental The issue raised by tteemmenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues w
) o ) o ] the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
impact that it will have on the Delta, its' wildlife, and the agricultural land surrounc standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; athsymtoposed project is intended to be
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the area. environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nat
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Resource areas are addressed in t
EIR/EIS separately under sections for each of the new project Alternatives, including surface water,
groundwater, water quality, fish and aquatic resoes, terrestrial biological resources, agricultural
resources, air quality and greenhouse gases, and others. Where impacts are determined to be sigr
environmental commitments will be implemented to avoid and/or offset these effects, where pessibl

5582 1 Just like all previous projects to ship one of our most precious resources to All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights wh
were issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Resources Control Board on the Sacramel
Southern California, this is a terrible idea. It's bad economics! It's bad with consideration fosenior water rights and Area of Origin laws and requirements. The project consit
environmentally. And it's bad for public health! | urge you to oppose this wrong  jn the EIR/EIS would not affect water operations on the Tuolumne River or water supplies for the Sar
headed plan. Francisco Public Utilities Commission. The proposed project dosgektany new water rights nor
reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense
water rights holders. The State Water Resources Control Board, not DWR and Reclamation, is respo
decisions riating to water rights. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduct
total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other wate
holders. The proposed project and its alternativesnidt reduce the protections for other water right
holders. For more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26.

Thank you!

Considerations of adverse impacts to Delta water users due to implementation of the action alternati
(not climate change, sea level rise, or projected population growth that would have occurred with or v
the proposed project) are discussed in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources, and Chapter 20, Public S
and Utilities. Changes in Delta water quatiiat could affect Delta water users are discussed in Chapter
Water Quiality, including changes in bromide, chloride, and electrical conductivity.

Changes in socioeconomics under the proposed project and other action alternatives as compared tc
Exsting Conditions and the No Action Alternative are presented in Chapter 16 of the EIR/EIS.

5583 1 This does not solve anything but creates more problems. Sit dowthjre ....is The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
this the kind of legacy the Brown admin wants to leave behind?

5584 1 Storage and desalination are the answer. 2KAES L GSNI AG2NF3S Aa + ONRGAOI €& AYLRtNIopiy (
that must be addressed in the EIR/EIS for the proposed project. This is because the proposed projec
not, and need not, propose storage as a project component. Although the physical facilities contempl
the proposed project, once up drrunning, would be part of an overall statewide water system of whick
new storage could someday also be a part, the proposed project is a-atane project for purposes of
CEQA and NEPA, just as future storage projects would be. Appendix 1B, Watge, $tbtize 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 Respc
information on Demand Management. For more informatiogaeling desalination please see Master
Response 7.

5585 1 Instead of destroying the lovely Delta estuary, build reservoirs in central and The proposed projegavas developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangel
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing
southern California. Then they won't need to drain northern California dry. of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating aieto improve water volume, timing, and
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility.

Please see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on credifiogpaldstorage, either
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in the Delta or elsewhere, was not included in the EIR/EIS.

Operation of the new north Delta facilities will be guided by strict regulations that are set by the SWR
Adaptive management and collaborative science will aid opesah managing the pumping schedule in t
presence of sensitive species. Appendix B of the RDEIR/SDEIS shows supplemental modeling res
new alternatives. In particular Section B.2.1 Alternative 4A the modeling demonstrates that under tl
preferred alternative (4A) reservoir levels (e.g., Trinity Lake, Shasta Lake, Folsom Lake, and Lake Or
would be similar to the No Action Alternative (ELT).

Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, wateianssy ef
and other sources of water supply. While these elements are not proposed as part of the BDCP or th
I FEAF2NY AL 2 GSNCAES GKS [SFR ! 3SyOAsSa NBO23y
water resources.

5586 1 Tunnels built at a ridiculous cost, degrading NorCal's one of a kind estuary to bov The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of thegirand does not raise any issues with
big agriculture down south without adding any new water to our supply is not the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. By establishing a point of water diversion in the noi
reasonable. It is insane. Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the project is designec

improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. It is not the result of
"favoring" large corporations (e.g., large agribusinesses). In fact, this issue is beyond the scope of th
as the Lead Agencies do not havedbland use/zoning authority. The project does not increase the am«
of water to which DWR holds water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. See Master Resp
(Purpose and Need), Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water), Mastengee2pgChange in Delta
Exports), and Master Response 35 (Southern California Water Supply).

5587 1 There are better ways to spend our money on water preservation and distribution Although conservation components, water storage, and demand managemeagures have merit from a
statewide water policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independently through t
state, they are beyond the scope of the proposed project. The proposed project is just one element o
& 0 I (0 S-andge dtrabgyFo meet anticipated future water needs of Californians in the face of expand
population and the expected effects of climate change. The California WaterFix is not a comprehensi
statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many conapléiongstanding issues related to
the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of exported supplies, and the rec
and conservation of threatened and endangered species that depend on the Delta.

Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use ef
and other sources of water supply. While these elements are not proposed as part of the BDCP or th
California WaterFix, the Lead Agencies recognizeittétS @ | NB AYLER NI yi (22t
water resources. For more information regarding purpose and need please see Master Response 3.

5588 1 | have enjoyed the Delta all my life, since a child. | want to preserve itformy Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project. For more informz
regarding Delta as a Place please see Master Response 24.
children and theirs

5589 1 I'm signing because this will completely destroy the sport fishing industry. | ishesl | Please refer to Master Response 17 regarding striped bass and Master Response 3 regarding purpo
the delta all my life and now my kids fish the delta as well. We would be devastat need. Additionally, fishing is alreadonsidered in Chapter 15, Recreation. With implementation of

this were to pass! mitigation measures, Impact RECY & w S & defmiredéicion &f &gfeational fishing opportunities as

NBadzA G 2F O2yadNHz2OGAYy 3 GKS LINR L2 & S Sgnifichntl BnpdctO 2 y

RE@ Y & wS$ a defmirediiciion 6f Bgfeational fishing opportunities as a result of the operation of

LINELI2ASR ¢l GSN) O2y@SelyOS FILOAtAGASaG g2dxA R I

5590 1 The water neds to stay where it is native to. Make more reservoirs where they ¢ Please see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage
needed. in the Delta or elsewhere, was not included in the EIR/EIS.
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Although onservation components, water storage, and demand management measures have merit fi
statewide water policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independently through t
state, they are beyond the scope of the proposed project. The mep@roject is just one element of the
& i G S-asge stratgfydto meet anticipated future water needs of Californians in the face of expan
population and the expected effects of climate change. The California WaterFix is not a comprehensi
statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex anestanding issues related to
the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of exported supplies, and the rec
and conservation of threatened and endangergeaces that depend on the Delta.

Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use ef
and other sources of water supply. While these elements are not proposed as part of the BDCP or th
CaliforniaWateris G KS [ SIR ! 3SyOasa NBOz23ayal$§ GkKIdG
water resources.

5591 1 | grew up in the North Delta not 2 miles from the site of the northernmo As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (seée€RBayf the EIR/S), all of the action
proposed intake for the Tunnels and | have lived at theation again for the past 13 alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water
years. We Deltans knew from the beginning the BDCP was a water grab preter and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife £
to be a habitat plan. At least the CA Water Fix is more honest, but that doesn't | National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternativ
it will work.  Taking water "more reliably" (for whom®rh an estuary can never  evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued to DW
make it healthier, and jeopardizing lotighe Delta farmers' water and lands to  Reclamation by the State Water Board with ddesation for senior water rights and Area of Origin laws
benefit areas where irrigation has a much shorter history just seems unreasonabl requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total wate

issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation cafnadivire new
north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating agencies, ESA compliance, and project de
Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish anc
Wildlife Service and Nation®arine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water Resources (
Board Water Right Decision 1641:1B41), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the project and the
adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water SupplyEdRi#tdS.

Over the longterm, the proposed project would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as comr
to Existing Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer and early fall months; and increase e
in the wet winter months when thever flows are high. The water would be stored at locations south of
Delta during the high flow periods to allow reductions in deliveries to SWP and CVP water users in di
periods.

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

5592 1 This is a crock and | believe a waste of money. Let's spend the moneyonnew ThS LINB L2 &SR LINR2SOG A& 2yS LINIL 2F I RAGSNAES
water management needs. It is not a substitute for increased commitments to other water supply solt
dams and reservoirs. Cutting down on the amount of almond growing may help ¢ including recycling, desalination, water consation and storage. Please refer to Master Response 6 for
additional details on demand management and Master Response 4 for additional details on the selec
alternatives.

Providing regulatory oversight to agribusinesses is outside the scope pfdhesed project and
environmental analysis. The Lead Agencies do not have land use planning authorities (such as che
local land uses and zoning ordinances or controlling what crops should be planted).

Regarding water use, the proposed project daes make determinations regarding how water delivered
through the proposed project conveyance or other water conveyance facility will be put to a beneficia
The State Water Resources Control Board is charged with the comprehensive planning andralbddcat

water resources in California. Please refer to Master Response 34 for additional details on the benefi
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of water.

5593 1 The water grab needs to stop the Delta is not a water source for SoCal. In acordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existinc
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the St&tater Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlifi
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 whectssveed
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities is set by Federal véafing agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and not |
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of difverighds holders.
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.

5594 1 Destroying the delta to make a few richer is wrong! The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the projeca@wdnot raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. By establishing a point of water diversion in the no
Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project i<
designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to
Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

5595 1 | am signing because | do not agree with building the tunnels. | use the delta Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding purpose and need.

for fishing and recreation. | have beéollowing the development of the proposal an
think there are better alternatives to CA's water problems.

5596 1 The governor's plan is absurdly expensive. The money could be better used to  For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.

provide desalination plants for the local water needs instead of further ruining the
Delta.

5597 1 There are alternative ways to attain water without affecting the Delta. No issueselated to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. Plea
to Master Response 4 for additional details on the selection of alternatives. Also, please see Master
Response 3 for additional details on the project puepand need.

5598 1 We need to keep our water here. In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the @dsting
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EISulebonly divert water under existing water rights which were issut
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation carfrdivetihe new
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and r
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR an@&amation. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights holder
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.

5599 1 That's an expensive, bad idea. The comment does not raise any emvimental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE

5600 1 | grew up on the Delta and we cannot allow it to be ruined to keep giving our In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing

water to SoCal, which by the way is not even rationing by allowing their lawns to | rights and regulatory criteria adopted by tisate Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildli

Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
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alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water riglts warie issued
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities is set by Fedéragulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and not
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expenseroivater rights holders.
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.
Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish anc
Wildlife Service and Nianal Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water Resources |
Board Water Right Decision 164%:1P41), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the project and the
adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water SxipipdyEIR/EIS.

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as asiateR S a2t dziAz2y G2 & 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other |
agencies in agridural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatment ¢
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).

5601 1 Destructive to the environment. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5601 2 Stealing water from agriculture and fisheries. No issues related to the adequacy of the environment impacdiserEIR/S were raised.

5601 3 Southern California should store and manage their own rainfall and stop relying c Please see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage
northern California. in the Delta or elsewhere, was not included in the EIR/EIS.

¢KS LINRPLIZASR LINR2SOi0 A& aamjestrargy® mbet ddieded fiiture Water
needs of Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change
California WaterFix is not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing
complex and longtandirg 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 spe
that depend on the Delta. For more information regarding purpose and pesse see Master Response

5602 1 The Delta Tunnels not only are environmentally irresponsible, the project is also 1 The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
irresponsible. Who does the corrupt Jerry Brown owe this time to sell out the stat
Brown needs to go.

5603 1 We give enough of our resources away. Eventually the water gets there in the sa As stated in the Project Objectives and Rasp and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the action
place for free. alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water
and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Righdifel Service,
National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternati
evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued to DW
Reclamation by the Stawater Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin law:
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total wate
issued to DWR and Reclamation.

The proposed project would de@se total exports of SWP and CVP water as compared to Existing
Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer and early fall months and in drier years; and incr
exports in the wet winter months in wetter years when the river flows are high. Therwaiuld be stored
at locations south of the Delta during the high flow periods to allow reductions in deliveries to SWP ai
water users in drier periods. Please refer to Master Response 5.
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5604 1 | want to help preserve our natural waterways. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5605 1 The tunnels will decimate the Delta wildlife! The lead agencies disagree that the project will result in the effects hypothesized by the ntenme

Chapter 12 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses the potential for project alternatives to affect natural comr
and plant and wildlife species. The chapter describes the impacts, both negative and positive, and dit
measures that would be implemeed to avoid and minimize impacts and to compensate for significant
impacts.

5606 1 | don't want the tunnels and want to protect our environment and save the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDERD DB DEIR/EI

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in theorth Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, ¢
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibility.

5607 1 It's not going to be rational water egervation. It's unsustainable. It's a big boondoc The issue raised by the commenter addressestileeits of the project and does not raise any issues witt
to make money. It will kill the Delta and marshlands master plan. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r

standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed pnig@udesl ito be
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratory patterns andllow for greater operational flexibility.

5608 1 I'm signing because | don't believe damaging such a valuable resource as the De No issues related to the adequacy of the environment impacts in th& ElRe raised. Refer to Master
grow almond trees in a desert makes no sense. Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

5609 1 | oppose these tunnels. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5610 1 | opposed the Peripheral Canal. | am aware, as a fisherman, how much the Delta The commenter does not offer any evidence on how the project would result in Delta ecosystem impi
the San Francisco Bay has already been changed by mismanagement. | have se relatedto the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
heard too many examples of what (how many?) years have done to the fishing
populatonsaR Kl oA Gl G ' yR y2¢ &2dz ¢l yi (2
pressure on an already fragile ecosystem. Sorry, | oppose this crime completely.

5611 1 | believe the California WaterFix project is a threat to the health of the Delta. | als No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
disagree with supplying water to large agriculture customers for their benefit over
health of the Delta. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang

Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmigritaheficial, not detrimental. By establishing a po
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 allgne&der
operational flexibility. See Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

5612 1 These 60 billion dollar tunnels will destroy California Delta economy, fisheries an( The project would cost approximately $15 billion to build. There would be additional costs for mitigatit
lifestyle, while raising water rates for Southern California municipal ueers approximately $800 million. Please referNtaster Response 5 for additional details on the costs of proj
accommodate billionaire corporate agriculture growing unsustainable crops that ¢ implementation.
largely exported!

5613 1 Southern California is wasting what little water we have! In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of

action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
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rights and regulatory criteria adopted by tiState Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildli
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 riglets wanie issued
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities is set by Fedéragulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and not
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expenserivater rights holders.
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as agiakeRS a2t dziA2y G2 it 2
and it is not arattempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other pt
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmen
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand dypnd storage (as described in Section 1.C.3 o
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).

5614 1 Citizens need water to survive and this whole thing is a huge waste of money anc The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
drains more water from citizens. No. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The project does not increase the amount of water
which DWR holds water rights or for use as aldwinder its contracts. It is projected that water deliverie
from the federal and state water projects under a fully implemented project would be almost the same¢
the average annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. Refer to Master Response 2§e§dhabelta
Exports).

5615 1 I love the recreation and habitat of the Delta and do not want it tapped out. Califo The comment does not raise yenvironmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE

dK2dzZ R 6S Y2NB adadGlAyloftS 6AGK AdGa
even have enough here.

5616 1 | feel the tunnels would hurt our local economy as well as take water away from L Under Alternative 4A, additional regional employment and meccould create net positive effects on the
character of Delta communities. Throughout the fa@unty Delta region, population and employment
would expand as a result of the construction of water conveyance facilities, as discussed under Impa
ECONL ard ECORMR. Please refer to Master Response 26 regarding exports.

5617 1 The tunnels will further increase the salinity in the Delta and will decrease the flus No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impaclyaisin the EIR/EIS were raised.
needed for a healthy Delta.

5618 1 I live on the water in Stockton. The Delta is beautiftihe tunnels will destroy it. The issueaised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
standards of the federal and state Endangered Specitss &€ such the proposed project is intended to k
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the project is designed to improve riive
migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose
Need).

5619 1 | don't want the Delta changed. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
5620 1 This water grab would irreparably damage the Delta. It is more detrimental than The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
helpful in addressing California water issues. A project this costly that adversely the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS.
impacts so many individuals should not go forward without allowing Californians t
vote on it.

5621 1 We need our water up here in the north. They need to build a desalination plant it For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.
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south to get their water from the ocean.

5622 1 Bad business and ecologically destructivetti#otrain instead, or set up desalinizatic No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S weteAsiagrojec
systems. Times are changing, weather is changing. The Delta tunnels project is [ prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the prop:
too expensive for the low yield during drought years. Look back to the destructior project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point of water
Tulare Lake. That used to be a greateido California. Now it's all gone. Please be diversion in the north Delta antew operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the
careful with the ecological ramifications of the Delta Tunnel Project. proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operatior

flexibility.

Please refer to Master Response 3 for additional details optbct purpose and need. Also, please se:
Master Response 6 for additional details on demand management. Additionally, please refer to Mast:
Response 7 for information on desalination and why it was not included as a project alternative.
Please see Mésr Response 5 for information on project costs and funding.

5623 1 Jerry Brown will otherwise sell us out. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5624 1 I'm signing because | grew up on the Delta and | plan on my children, and my chi Please refer to Master Response 45 regarding the purpose and need for the project. For more inform
children doing the same. regarding Delta as a Place please sester Response 24.

5625 1 The Delta is not for sale, stop messing with our natural resources. This Delta is a Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project. As described in C
part of the economic growth, it provides jobs to longshoremen here in Stockton a: 16, Socioeconomics, under Alternative 4, Impact ECQf¥nstruction employment is estimated to peak ¢
as others. This is a bad bad idea just say no use somenon sense. 2,427 FTE jobs in year 3. Taaiployment (direct, indirect, and induced) would peak in year 12, at 8,67

FTE jobs. Direct agricultural employment would be reduced by an estimated 16 FTE jobs, while total
employment (direct, indirect, and induced) associated with agricultural employmenld fall by 57 FTE
jobs. Because construction of water conveyance facilities would result in an increase in constieletie
employment and labor income, this would be considered a beneficial effect.

5626 1 This is an unnecessary use of resources and money. Not to mention the impact it The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
have on the environment. the environmental analysis provided ingtEIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigo

standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the m@tta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purp
and Need), and Masr Response 5 (Costs and Funding).

5627 1 I live on the Delta in Discovery Bay. | am concerned if the enviromental impact it ' When required, DWR would provide compensation to property owners for economic losses due to
cause as well as the repercussions it will have on home and property values that implementation of the alternative. While theompensation to property owners would reduce the severit
still not recovered from the crashfaw years ago. More families will have to walk economic effects related to the loss of agricultural land, it would not constitute mitigation for any relat
away from homes and businesses if the Delta is harmed from the tunnels. physical impact. As described in Impact EEONChapter 16, Socioeconomics for Aletive 4A, property

values may decline in areas that become less desirable in which to live, work, shop, or participate in
recreational activities. For instance, negative visaahoiserelated effects on residential property could
lead to localized abalonment of buildings. While water conveyance construction could result in benef
effects relating to the economic welfare of a community, adverse social effects could also arise as a
declining economic stability in communities closest tostarction effects and in those most heavily
influenced by agricultural and recreational activities. Implementation of mitigation measures and
environmental commitments related to noise, visual effects, transportation, agriculture, and recreatior
would reduce adverse effects (see Appendix 3B, Environmental Commitments, AMMs, and CMs).

5627 2 Southern California can build desalination plantd anderground catch basins to It is important to note, as an initial matter, that the proposed project is not intended to serve as angti

capture water for their use. With the amount of rain they have had this yearitwotsd dzi A2y G2 &t 2F /It AF2NYAlI Qa 4l GSNI LINBot SY3

continued investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, recycling, desalination,
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have been a great idea. treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other meassrto expand supply and storage. Nor is the propos
project intended to solve all environmental challenges facing the Delta. Please see Master Response
further information regarding how many of the suggested components have merit from awstdéenater
policy standpoint, and some are being implemented or considered independently throughout the stat:
are beyond the scope of the proposed project.
Please refer to Master Response 4 for additional details on the selection of alternatives.

5628 1 These tunnels are a bad idea. Period. Taking ever more water from the North of t As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the ac
State to feed developers and Corporate farmers in the southern central valley will alternatives would continue the operation tife SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water ri¢
make the North drier, and deprive the Delta of water it needs ty stdiving and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife £
ecosystem. It will not relieve the thirst of the greedy developers and ag giants of t National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and WildGfehalklternatives
south. evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued to DW

Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin le
requirements. The propsed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total water
issued to DWR and Reclamation.

5629 1 We should not be diverting water from the Delta. We don't even have any water! In accordance with the Project Objectives and PurposNeed (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 existinc
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fislukfied Wi
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 i
to DWR and Reclamation by the Statetév@oard with consideration for senior water rights and Area o
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and pragestatesnot by the
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights hol
The proposed project and igdternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.

5630 1 This is going to destroy Northern and Central California. There has to come a tim For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response §e B&aMaster Response &
when the State Governor thinks about what is best for thegle@nd the state. regarding water use and conservation in Southern California.

Southern California needs to set up tanks to do desalination of the saltwater to m
their needs, it is a much cheaper idea and leave things alone that work.

5631 1 Enough is enough. No more water should flow to the south of the Delta. And the The issue raised by the commenter addresses the meritsegproject and does not raise any issues with
must be preserved. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

5632 1 | believe it's an environmental catastrophe, it benefits few, it's too costly and it pu The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
small Delta farmers out of business. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r

standards of the federal and state Endange8mkcies Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is dedigmimprove native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purp:
and Need), Master Response 539 (Cost and Funding), Master Response 24 (Delta As a Place), and
Response 18 (Agriculturahpact Mitigation).

5633 1 It's not okay to destroy our river and the life in it to send water elsewhere. This is In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
short-sighted plan that will cause an environmental nightmare. Not only that, thos action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
us whose city water comes from the Delta will suffEhere simply isn't enough. rights and regultry criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wild

Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert wateeuexisting water rights which were issue:
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to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delfa facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and n
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exportsad@ome at the expense of other water rights holders.
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.
more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26.
Operationsfor 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 Resource
Board Water Right Decision 1641:1B41), subject tadjustments made pursuant to the project and the
adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS.

5634 1 I'm signing because the Delta is California's #1 water source for agriculture as we The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raissuasywith
huge ecosystem for a variety of birds, reptiles, and fish. The Delta is a huge touri: the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
attraction as well as one of California's best sport fishing locations. Baing standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
agriculturist as well as an outdoorsman has taught me the importance of Californi environmentally beneficial. Bystablishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operati
waterways. We need to keep the Delta "The Delta" and not the "Twin Tunnels". criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nal

fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

5635 1 | want to protect the Delta that | grew up living next to. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5636 1 | farmed 300 acres and still hold leased acreage in the Delta and rely on fresh we The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
livestock and crops. The California WaterFix project is beprpposed to address the conflict between the ecological needs ¢

range of atrisk Delta species and natural communities, while providing for more reliable water supplie
people, communities, agriculture, and industry. In its efforts to achieve dthegoal goals of water supply
reliability and ecosystem restoration, the California WaterFix seeks to protect dozens of species of fic
wildlife in the Delta while also securing reliable water deliveries forttvimls of California. Please refer to
Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed
California WaterFix.

5636 2 We were successful in defeating the Peripheral Canal. If the peripheral canals are Please see Chapter 2, FEIR/EIS, for the BDCP/CWF purpose and need, and Appendix 6A Sections ¢
the State will back away from assisting with funding for levee upgrades as they w 6A.3 for discussion on existing leveepimvement programs and funding mechanisms, which would not
claim that non project levees (unlike state and federal funded levees) are no long affected by the BDCP/CWF. Levees are an important public safety resource and the proposed projec
critical to sustaining the quality of water exported to the South. Eventually the nor not change levee policy or replace ongoing programs and grant projects aimed at fagil#atl supporting
project levee owner/ Rec districts will no longer afford to maintain their levees an(levee improvements in or outside the Delta. It recognized that levee maintenance and safety in the D
DWR will move, once again, to purchase cheap Delta farm land for false "restbra an important issue for the residents of the Delta and for statewide interests.

The Delta will become an inland saline or at best brackish inland bay unfit for farr

fish or recreation. Also, see Chapter 3 in the FEIIS/Br a description of the new proposed project, Alternative 4A. The
proposed project does not include a surface canal to convey water through the Delta and substantiall
reduces the amount of habitat restoration footprint compared to the previously preteBDCP HCP
alternative, Alternative 4.

5637 1 This is a beautiful resource and | want to preserve it for my children. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5638 1 The tunnels are a gss misuse of public funds for predominantly private benefit. Tt52 wQ& Fdzy RFYSy Gl f LJzN1J24S 2F (KS LINE LR &&RentbiNE
will result in both ecological damage and economic damage to the Delta region. the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th

and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligationBy establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and n«
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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5639

5640

5641

5642

5643

5644

5645

5646

1

1

Delta water needs to be shared equitably.

We didn't want it then, and we don't want it now.
| oppose the tunnelshad for the valley.

The tunnels will decimate the Delta and the farmlands of Northern California.

Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the
proposed project. Please see Master Response 5 for more information on costs and funding.

In accordance ith the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Waterdreses 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 i
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulatingrages, ESA compliance and project design, and not b
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other watdralidgats.
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

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

Save the environment, the farmers, and the cities that depend on that water alree The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEED 1B BEIR/EIS

Get your water somewhere else.
This will hurt the Delta.

| believe that hurting the ecology of the Delta and its recreation, farming, and

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

The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and doesseotny issues with

fish/animals to grow almonds in places where they weren't meant to grow is just | the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r

wrong.

standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally bengcial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new opera
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operationakftslity. The issue of crops and water use is
beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. For more information please refer to the updated draft 20
I FEAF2NYAL 2FGESNItflyQa &GN GS3e F2NJ I 3INR Odibni
of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use. Also, refer to Master Response ¢
Appendix 1C for further information on demand management measures, including increasing agricult
water use efficiency and conservation.

The tunnels will harm the Delta and supply corporations with water, but the land t No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis EIRIS were raised.
will be irrigated with that water should have never been planted in the first place.

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing
of water diversion irthe 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 grear
operational flexibility. See Master Response 34 (Beneficial Usetef)Va
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5647 1 I love the Delta! Please don't ruin it by digging it up and adding tunnels. We are a The comment does noaise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 D
in a horrible drought and now you wanna send our water elsewhere? Doesn't ma By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve wai
any sense. volume, timing, and salinity, the project is designed to improvévedish migratory patterns and allow for

greater operational flexibility. The proposed project does not increase the amount of water to which C
holds water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deliveries from tl
federal and state water projects under a fully implemented project would be almost the same as the &
annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports
Although the proposed project would not increathe overall volume of Delta water exported, it would
make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.

5648 1 Southern California (Los Angeles) needs to find other ways to meet its water derr The commat does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 [

5649 1 | am worried that this project may be a kn@@k reaction to the current drought The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
conditions. | am also concerned about our water shortage, but | ane mancerned of the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
the permanent impact that these tunnels will have on our coastal wildlife, and the standards of the federal and state Endange8gkcies Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to
extra taxes that will be generated on the already overtaxed population of Californ environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper

criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is dedigmimprove native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpt
and Need) and Master Response 5 (Funding).

5650 1 The Delta Tunnels proposal is an environmental train wreck. Save the stisédible. The issue raised by the commenter addregbesmerits of the project and does not raise any issues witt
The fix is in for this fix for Big Agriculture. Money would be better spent helping fa the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
farms -- that is, helping families who work the land, who care enough to maintain standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposedsijectied to be
life-giving properties. environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper

criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratory patterngnd allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpos
and Need), Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use Of Water), Master Response 18 (Agricultural Mitiga
Master Response 24 (Delta As A Place).

5651 1 Governor Brown's mposed three 35diameter Northern California watetiverting No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
tunnels would be destructive of the endangered salmon along with other endange
fish and birds, and also be destructive of Esfta farmers- it is a bad proposal that The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
needs to get stopped. Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environnilgritaneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a po

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 atlgnetder
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 18 (Agricu
Impact Mitigation).

5652 1 We don't want the tunnels! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SB&ERD DB DEIR/EI:

5653 1 This will destroy the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5654 1 This is not a logical or environmental course of action. Water needs to be undistu The comment des not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 [
instead of further upsetting the ecosystem. This is an opportunity to be The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
forward-thinking and understand that we must stop disrupting the nature of things Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended totieoamentally beneficial. By establishing a

point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
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5655

5656

5657

5658

5659

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

If these are allowed to be built the East Bay could have the same fate as Owens The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

which was destroyed by greedy water mismanagement.

Taking more water from the north to give to the south will not help the Delta.

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts; as such the proposed project enéd to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patternsliandfar greater
operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 18 (Ct
Delta Exports).

By establishing a point of wex 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 allo
greater operational flexibility. The proposed project does not insesthe amount of water to which DWR
holds water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deliveries from tl
federal and state water projects under a fully implemented project would be almost the same as the ¢
annwal amount diverted in the last 20 years. Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports
Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it woul
make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, whilstoring an ecosystem in steep decline.

This cannot be allowed. We voted and said no. Show the powers people come fir The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

Leave the Delta alone.

Refer to Master Response 36 (Peripheral Canal).

| am a fisherman and see firsthand how this insane plan by Governor Brown will | The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

help but destroy an already fragile ecosystem.

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Actsas such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishin
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to impronagive fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

| disagree with sending already sparse water to a historically dry region which is < No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All

for water-intensive agriculture.

alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were iss
DWR and Reclamation by the State Waeard with consideration for senior water rights and Area of

Origin laws and requirements. The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Propose(
C2NJ Y2NB AYF2NXYIFGA2Y LX SFasS NBTFSNI (i mtedy foSagrizlltiRal
water use efficiency, which describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricu
water delivery and use. Also, refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on
demand management meases, including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservatior

¢KS LINRP2SOl A& 2dzail =zaidge sthtedy 16 SgeliantRigated fitBe waatéringeds
Californians in the face of expanding population and the expediedts of climate change. The project is
not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex and
long-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability o
exported suppks. It is important to note that the project is not intended to serve as a stédie solution to
Ftt 2F /FEAFT2NYAIFIQE oF GSNI LINRPOfSYaz FyR Al Az
investment by the State and other public agenciesoinservation, storage, recycling, desalination,
treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described il
Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures The proposed project would not incr
amount d water to which SWP and CVP hold water rights for use allowed under their contracts and p
and approvals for refuge water supplies or other environmental purposes.
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5660

5661

5662

5663

5664

5664

5665

| am not for the tunnels. No! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

It is enough! It is obvious, from other megeojects, that just sucking up water The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

wherever it flows is disastrous in the long run. | do nohtwa see another Colorado The proposed project was developedrteet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangere

River running dry into Mexico. In this case, the Sacramento running dry into the E Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improviemelume, timing, and
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibility. Under the stringent environmental statutes in place today, including the Endan¢
Species Act, opation of the proposed water delivery system could not drain the Delta rivers and chan
RNEZ AyOtdzRAY3I GKS {FONFYSyidi2 wA@SNI®» ¢KS LINEL
plants, would be operated in accordance with permits égkby, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National
Marine Fisheries Service, State Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the State Water Resources Cor
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
is actually available in the system, the presence of threatened fish species, and water quality standar

Meg Whitman promised to divert water from Delta by an executive order during h No issues related to the adequacy of the environta¢impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

election. | remember what happened in 2002 when such an order caused a fish k

the [tens] of thousands on the Klamath. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establgsiirg
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 grea:
operational flexibility. See Master Resyse 3 (Purpose and Need).

The tunnels are a terrible idea. You cannot water with salt water. Chapter 8, Water Quality, of the EIR/EIS discloses the potential water quality impacts resulting from
constructing and operating the proposed project. See also Master Response 14 (Water Quality).

It would be a better idea to have the people/communities/local governments learr Although conservation components, water storage, and demand management measures have merit -

how to use less water. Climate change and rising sea levels will beeadigh statewide water policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independently through t

challenge for the Delta to adapt to. state, theyare beyond the scope of the proposed project. The proposed project is just one element of
a4 0 I 0 S-adge dtratgfyAto meet anticipated future water needs of Californians in the face of expan
population and the expected effects of climate changke California WaterFix is not a comprehensive,
statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex andtamging issues related to
the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of exported supplies, sswbtrezy
and conservation of threatened and endangered species that depend on the Delta.

Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use efficie
other sources of water supply. While these elements are moppsed as part of the BDCP or the Califorr
2} GSNCAET GKS [SIFIR !'38yOAsSa NBO23IYyAT S GKEG GF
resources.
Sandhill cranes have been using thé&nsl for millennia [and] they do not change thi Chapter 12 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses the potenttipfdject alternatives to affect sandhill cranes. Tt
ways easily. The idea that you can have them use a new area is absurd; they are chapter describes the impacts, both negative and positive, and discusses measures that would be
genetically wired that way. Please work out an alternative or 5! implemented to avoid and minimize impacts and to compensate for significant impacts.

We have to ave the integrity of the Delta. Find another way! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
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5666 1 There are better solutions for water usage in Southern California. Please refeto Master Response 6 for additional details on demand management. Also, please see M
Response 34 for additional details on the determination of beneficial use.
5667 1 LQY GNBEAY3 (G2 al @S 2dNJ 5StdF o The comment does not raise any environmental issietee to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEII
5668 1 Other methods must be addressed before we take a chance on ruining this valua The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
ecosystem in our Delta. I'm surprised at Governor Brown, as he has made many the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
decisions. This is a bad one. standards of the federal and state Endange8bcies Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is dedigmimprove native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpi
and Need) and Master Response 4 (Alternatives).
5669 1 | like to fish, and am sick of the farmers and [expletive] Los Angdiewy Northern  The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
California water with zero regard for its effect. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. Refer to Master Response 35 (M&TSWply).
5670 1 This plan is an insane waste of money and our natural resource, not to mention tl The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
devastating effect it will have on the Delta. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
standards of the federal and state EndangeSBgkcies Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is dedigmimprove native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purp:
and Need) and Master Response 5 (Funding).
5671 1 We're Delta sailors and see firsthand how the tunnels would devastatelifizler The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts; as such the proposed pragettended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing ¢
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patserdsllow for greater
operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).
5672 1 This has to be one of the most insane ideas I've ever heard of! Save the estuarie The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDERD DB DEIR/EIS
bureaucratic morons! And stop trying to grow lush green lawns in your climate!
5673 1 Tunnels are not creating new water. No issues related to the adequacy of the environment impacts in the EIR/S were raised. Refer to Mas
Response 3 (Purpose and Need).
5674 1 Diverting more water from an already damaged Delta will be murderous to salmo No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. Th:
proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of theréé@nd state Endangered
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the poposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greate
operational flexibility.
5675 1 Our environment and water don't need to go south for any reason. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related t@@#®& RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIF
5676 1 | oppose the tunnels. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5677 1 Naturally functioning watersheds are superior to manmade infrastructure. Bring b In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of

properly functioning Delta instead! action alternatives would coirtue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing v
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Departmesh afriel Wildlife. All of the
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alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were i
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws andequirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor any chan
total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Operations for the Proposed Project would still be
consistent with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlifei&eand National Marine Fisheries Service
biological opinions and State Water Resources Control Board. Over th&elomghe proposed project
would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as compared to Existing Conditions and No Act
Alternative n the summer and early fall months; and increase exports in the wet winter months when
river flows are high.

5678 1 The Delta needs restorations, not exploitations. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5679 1 This will destroy California's largest fisheries, salt intrusion will be a larger probler The proposed project was developedrt®et the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangere
groundwater, lots of farm land will become unfarm@bGovernor Brown should be ' Species Acts, the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By
telling his megdarm friends at the south end of the valley to stop farming ground 1 establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteriagmira water
has no water to begin with. You know what is nextos Angeles. Los Angeles has volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory pattern
destroyed more lakes, reservoirs, and rivers, so wenaw if the tunnels are not allow for greater operational flexibility.
stopped. This will destroy Northern California as we know it. The only people that
benefit will be the megdarms at the south end of the valley and Los Angeles. We The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase ertdér ¢
pay for it with no benefit to you and Northern Califita. | demand that you, Governa circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under dnfigllgmented
Brown, stop wasting our tax money on this totally wrong tunnel nightmare and pu Alternative 4A are projected to be roughly the same as the average annual amount diverted in the las
your effort and our money into more storage that all of California can benefit from years. Although the proposed project wouldtrincrease the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
Stop the tunnels. would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep declir

Refer to Master Response 35 (MWD Water Supply), 34 {BaiéJse of Water), and Master Response 5
(Cost and Funding).

5680 1 | don't believe the BDCP is a true solution to our water issues. You can't transpor The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
water that doesn't exist. In addition, | have serious concerns about the environme the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
and politcal impact on the Delta region. standards othe federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intendec

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

5681 1 Theses tunnels would be an economigyigonmental, and agricultural disaster for al The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
of California. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was develapedttthe rigorous

standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve wagr volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nati
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purp:
and Need), 18 (Agricultural Impact Mitigation), and Master Respa&n(Cost and Funding).

5682 1 The water tunnels are a taxpayer boondoggle that won't help make it rain in Nortt The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
California.

5683 1 I have a million farmer friends who will sell their land if this goes through. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 201:

DEIR/EIS.
5684 1 LGiQa I oFR ARSI (G2 G(KS KSIf{dK 27F 2 dzNThecommehdoes notraise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 [

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intendeé gnbironmentally beneficial. By establishing a
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point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allove&berg
operational flexibility.

5685 1 This is nothing more than a water +if by the agencies that take water out of the The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
Delta.

5686 1 Water should stay here. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5687 1 We've had more than enough investment in California water projects from The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
O2yaNBaarzylt YSYo Swatgot ushnto dis iness [@dpyiow &
must suffer the consequences of our choices. Investing in more water projects is
unintuitive.

5688 1 We needto save our waterways: once depleted, there is no saving them. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5689 1 | want to save the Delta. | live in the Delta and it's magnificene fihnels] would ~ The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
destroy the marine life and force salt water into the Delta, along with predators st the environmental analysis providédl the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigc
as sharks. standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende

environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in ¢ iDelta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 14 (Sali

5690 1 I've seen firsthand agriculture in the Central Valley and all they care about is ecol The Clfornia WaterFix project is being proposed to address the conflict between the ecological need
sustainability. They are fiercely against environmentalist or any environmental po range of afrisk Delta species and natural communities, while providing for more reliable water supplie
that cut into their profit margins. Delta farmers started farming in the ®elter 100 people, communities, agriculture, and industin its efforts to achieve the eequal goals of water supply
years ago and chose the area due to the adequate water supply. If too much wat: reliability and ecosystem restoration, the California WaterFix seeks to protect dozens of species of fis
diverted this will be detrimental to the Delta, surrounding farmers, and wildlife at t wildlife in the Delta while also securing reliable water deliveries forttwnals of California. Please refer to
cost of the big greedy agriculture and oil in the Central Valley. Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed

California WaterFix.

5691 1 It's just plain wrong! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the REIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR

5692 1 This was a bad idea the first time. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5693 1 Why not build the tunnels into Oregon? That's where the water is! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 REIR/SDEIS or the 2013 C

5694 1 | am strongly opposed to the Delta tunnel project for multiple reasons. \kéhyve The issue raised by the commenter addresgbesmerits of the project and does not raise any issues witt
further destroying the Delta for the benefit of corporate agriculture in the Valley, v the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. By establishing a point of water diversion in the no
already demonstrate their unwillingness to adapt to the carrying capacity of the la Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the grigielesigned to
[and] water they already have? improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. It is not the result of

"favoring" large corporations (e.g., large agribusinesses). In fact, this issue is beyond the scope of the
as the Lead gencies do not have local land use/zoning authority. The project does not increase the al
of water to which DWR holds water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. See Master Resp
(Purpose and Need), Master Response 34 (Beneficial Udater), and Master Response 26 (Change in
Delta Exports).

5695 1 There has been so much environmental damage with our current system, it only 1 The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
it worse. This is a bad idécause water is here for a reaserand we need it. We ar The proposed piect was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endange
the food capital of the world. Stop messing with nature and bad medicine. Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish

point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operatimigecia to improve water volume, timing, ant
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greas
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operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).
5696 1 | oppose the tunnels.fiey are bad for California. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5697 1 | am strongly against the Deltartnels. Our water needs to remain here for small, Ic The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
farms. Our water is way too precious of a resource to ship off. The proposed project was develeghto meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangere
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to impravater volume, timing, anc
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 26 (Ct
Delta Exports)

5698 1 | oppose the tunnel project for numerous reasons, including: it has no provisions Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from
protect habitat for endangered salmon and smelt and more than 50 other imperile agencies and experts over many y&anput from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, al
species; the tunnels would destroy the food and habitat availability for mogydiirds more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
and terrestrial species that depend on the Delta ecosystem to survive; and the tul . . . o .
would divert water away from the sustainable, migénerational farms of the Delta. 52 wQa Fdzy RF YSy al £ LJzN1I2asS 2F 0KS LINELR2aSR LINE
Most importantly, every scientific panel, ranging from the Delta Indepaeh&eience the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of tr
Board to the National Academy of Sciences, has criticized the flawed "science" b and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
the twin tunnel plan. statutory and contractual obligations. By establighapoint of water diversion in the north Delta and ne\

operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Please asteM
Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project, |
Response 17 regarding mitigation for impacts to terrestrial species and smelt, Master Response 5 re
the environmental benefits of water cweyance facilities, and Master Response 24 (Delta as A Place).
also Chapter 11 (Aquatic Resources) and Chapter 12 (Terrestrial Resources) of the EIR/EIS for infor
impacts to aquatic and terrestrial species and mitigation for these impaatseBponses to comments
NBfFdiSR G2 GKS 5StdF LYRSLISYRSyid {OASyOS .21
RECIRC 2546.

5699 1 Save the Delta. Divide the State of California. Southern California needs to stop t The comment raises import policy issues concerning sustainable growth, water sup@ornia.
our water and using it for their swimming pools and expanding their population. However, the comment does not question the growth inducement analysis or conclusions of Chapter

5700 1 I live in the Delta and don't wish to see it destroyed. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed projecténded to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patternalivd for greater
operational flexibility.

5701 1 Water needs to stay here in Northern California. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5702 1 This will harm residents and farmers lretSacramento region, as well as hurt our  The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
environment. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and statey&rmdan
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project isedigned to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 24 (De
Place).

5703 1 | care about my state and the Delta. l'st right, what Mr. Brown is trying to do to  The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
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5704

5705

5706

5707

5708

5709

5710

1

1

Northern California.

| believe the Delta is a unique, beautiful, and productive environmentghatides

The ssue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues

enormous natural, ecological, agricultural, aesthetic, and recreational value to ou the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
society, and that the construction and operation of the tunnels would irreparably I standards of the federal and state Endangered #yseécts; as such the proposed project is intended to

the Delta ecosystem and substantially diminish its value to society.

Destroying the Delta is not the way to solve California's water problems.

The tunnels project is sedlerving, shortsighted, and completely unnecessary.

This is not the best plan you can come up witop being lazy and selfish.

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

The comment does not raise any @nmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentallycisnBly establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexbility.

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

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

We need to keep the Delta the way it is and not hurt one of our #1 economies, wl The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues

agriculture, and save ehfamily farms.

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. By establishing a point of water diversion in the no
Delta and new operating crite 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 t
Master Response 45 (Purpose and Need). Impacts to agriculture arei@kntifl discussed in Chapter
14; lead agencies have proposed measures that would support and protect agricultural production in
Delta by securing agricultural easements and/or by seeking opportunities to protect and enhance agr
with a focus ormaintaining economic activity on agricultural lands. Please see Master Response 18 f
information on agricultural mitigation.

The Shasta Lake resources are not an adequate reservoir for the San Francisco It is important to note, as an initial matter, thétie proposed project is not intended to serve as a staide

needs for fresh water thiold back ocean saltwater intrusions and to stabilize the

az2ftdziazy G2 Lttt 2F [/ FEAF2NYAL QA 61 GSNI LINRof S

geological infrastructure of the Bay. The money can be better spent on collecting continued investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, recgegadination,

recycling grey water as well as collecting rainwater runoff.

treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage. Nor is the prof
project intended to solve all environmental challenges facing the Delta. Please see Master Response
further information regarding he many of the suggested components have merit from a steitle water
policy standpoint, and some are being implemented or considered independently throughout the stat:
are beyond the scope of the proposed project.

52 wQa ¥dzy Rl Y Sy liproposedidabjdcizsdo3nake: Physical &nd operational improvements
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory frameeankistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and
operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve native fish migraty patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Master
Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.

I live in the Sacramento River watershed and strongly oppose the CaiidaterFix, The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues

GKS D2@SNy2NRa ftFiSad LXIyYy G2 RNIAY

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The project does not in¢heaamount of water to

businesses, farms, and wildlands depend on healthy groundwater, creeks, and st which DWR holds water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deli
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5711

5712

5713

5714

5715

5716

5717

In fact, all of California depends on the water that flows from the headisaté from the federal and state water projects under a fully implemented project would be almost the sam
California through the Sacramento River Valley. No Twin Tunnels! the average annuamount diverted in the last 20 years. Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in D¢
Exports).

The Tunnels plan would be devastating to the ecology and economy of the San The comment does not raise any environmental is®lated to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEII

Francisco Bafpelta region. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. Bghistpal
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility.

I am a local from the north state and have seen how muchithas driedupinthe 52 wQ&a Fdzy RIF'YSy Gl Lldz2N132asS 2F G(KS LINRLI2ZASR LINE

years. We grow so much rice and almonds and other food for the rest of the worlithe SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and pretastystem health, water supplies of the SW

these tunnels would be the end of life as we know it to the north state while we a1 and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with

already in a terrible state of decay and drought. These tunnels are the last thing v statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and

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

Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regardingutip®se and need behind the
proposed project. Please see Master Response 5 for more information on costs and funding.

This [WaterFix project] is a waste of so much money for all the wrong reasons. DWR acknowledgs your opposition to the project. Please refer to Master Response 5 for additional de
on the costs of project implementation.

We only have so much nature left. We need to change our minds to preserve at ¢ The comment does not raisea environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE

costs. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmdraaéficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea:
operationd flexibility.

| don't want to see our estuary die. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal aadEsidangered
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed prof is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greate
operational flexibility.

This [WaterFix project] is a terrible idea for local environment and citizens that ne The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues

this water. Let Los Angeles deal with their issues thigtir resources, not ours. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
standards of thdederal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intendec
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinityetproposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpi
and Need), Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports), and Master Response 35 (Southem Ce
Water Supply).

| oppose these tunnels because they will destroy our Delta estuary and the farml: The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or Eiel R(HIZ
that produces our food and helps to feed the world. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the nahnt Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, ¢
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salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
operational flexibility.
5718 1 | don't think we should destroy a beautifesstuary, like the Stockton Delta, so we ca The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
send water to Southern California. The idea is too expensive and won't solve Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. Biskstgta point
California's problem as long as the drought conditions exist. Building more dams of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
Southern California would be a better idea to stevhat limited rain falls during this ¢ salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea
future droughts. operational flexibility.
Pleasse see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage,
in the Delta or elsewhere, was not included in the EIR/EIS.
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, wdlieremssy ef
and other sources of water supply. While these elements are not proposed as part of the BDCP or th
I FEAFT2NY AL 2FGSNCAEY GKS [SIR !'38SyOasSa NBO23y
water resources.
5719 1 We need water tggrow America's food! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5720 1 | oppose SB894 [and] HR998 as they are shogighted! The comment does not raise any environmental issue relatetlé®?015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIF
5721 1 I'm inspired by the work Ryan and Restore the Delta are taking on. Stopping wate¢ No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
privatization and the destruction of water ecosystems is essential for a more just
ecologically stable future. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environntigritaneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a po
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 allonefer
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).
5722 1 Agriculture is vital to California but one part of California should not be saved at tl Please see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage
expense of another's livelihood. Dams and water storeayebe made and then wate in the Delta or elsewhere, was not included in the EIR/EIS.
can be transported. So much water is wasted without the proper storage now. An
shipping water south will only kill the Delta and the farmers here. There must be ¢ Although conservation components, water storaged aiemand management measures have merit from
better way where we all can live in California together andatdhe expense of one  Statewide water policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independently through t
over the other. state, they are beyond the scope of the proposed project. The proposed project is just one element o
st i S Q &ande Btitagy to meet anticipated future water needs of Californians in the face of expan
population and the expected effects of climate change. The California WaterFix is not a comprehensi
statewide water plan, but is instead aimed aldzessing many complex and lestanding issues related to
the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of exported supplies, and the rec
and conservation of threatened and endangered species that depend on the Delta.
Appendx 1C, Demand Management Measures, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use eff
and other sources of water supply. While these elements are not proposed as part of the BDCP or th
California WaterFix, the Lead Agencies recognize thatlthilyS A YLIR2 NI I yd (22t & A
water resources.
5723 1 The Delta is a cherished and highly utilized body of water by the surrounding citiz In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
We don't need to disrupt the Delta to feed another region. That region needs to b action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existinc
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selfsustainingust as we are here. rights and regulatory deria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wild
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 undstimxiwater rights which were issuec
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and n
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not etrtie expense of other water rights holders.
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.
more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26.

The Proposed Prejt is not intended to serve as astateA RS a2t dziA2y G2 & 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other |
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial watenservation, recycling, desalination, treatment of
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).

5724 1 Leave the Delta alone. Tell Southern Califoafiond growers to plant hemp. The commenter does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR/EIS.
5725 1 I love the Delta [and] we can't destroy it for [one] person. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the REIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR

5726 1 [The WaterFix is] not a good idea for the environment and the farmers with prope The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or tit&8REIS
going back several generations.

5727 1 Tunnels will destroy Northern California agriculture and wildlife habitat. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. Thegseg project was developed to meet the rigoro
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and neatioge
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Resource areas are addressed sey
under sections for each of theew project Alternatives, including surface water, groundwater, water qui
fish and aquatic resources, terrestrial biological resources, agricultural resources, air quality and gree
gases, and others. Where impacts are determined to be signifieamironmental commitments will be
implemented to avoid and/or offset these effects, where possible. Refer to Master Response 17
(Terrestrial Impact Mitigation) and Master Response 18 (Agricultural Impact Mitigation).

5728 1 Common senstells you this is a very bad project. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5729 1 The twin tunnels are stupid and dangerous to our Delta and families and farms in The commenter does not raise a specific issue relatedg@mdequacy of the EIR/EIS. Please see Mastet
Northern California. W& y 2 G &LISYyR (GKS g GSNJ RA &G Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.
| don't trust state government to only fill them part of the time. They are vampire
that will drain the Delta any time they want to.

5730 1 | don't support increased state water to agriculture. No isues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were iss
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Bagith consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. Senior water rights holders are not affected by implementation of actic
alternatives. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation would be able to pump from the gulopo:
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and r
water contractors. Operations for the proposed project would still be consistent with the criteria set
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servazed National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State W
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Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 164640), subject to adjustments made pursuant to tt
adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply tRiSe E

5731 1 This is absolutely ridiculous. Jerry Brown must understand this is not a fix. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5732 1 The Delta is already starved floesh water, and the Delta Tunnels will further degra The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
the Delta ecosystem. The Delta needs help, but tunnels are not the answer. the environmental aalysis provided in the EIR/EIS.

5733 1 Quit messing with our waterways! Haven't we [and] the land suffered enough?  No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
5734 1 [ SG GKS 5StilratesanySd LG Qa KSNB T2 The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5735 1 I'm concerned about the impact that the mass removal of water from the Delta wc As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the ac
have on the local environment and the Pacifipfay. Please don't waste our tax alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with thegewiater rights
dollars ruining our state! and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife £

National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternati
evaluated in the EIR/E¥®uld only divert water under existing water rights which were issued to DWR
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin le
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new wateisriyhany changes in total water righ
issued to DWR and Reclamation. Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with t|
criteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opil
Sate Water Resources Control Board, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS. Pleas
Master Response 5.

5736 1 Water [ought] to stay where it belongs. How much do we have to give up? In accordance with the Proje€ibjectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of th
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Coogiad BJ.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 i
to DWR and Redieation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESAianogpand project design, and not by t
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights hol
The poposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders. F
more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26. Operations fol
Proposed Project would still be consistent with thigeria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water Resources Control Board Wat
Decision 1641 (2641), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the project and the adaptiveageanent
process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS.

5737 1 | want to help save the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5738 1 | do not want to ruin the Dedt The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5739 1 Water is already scarce and this won't help. In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the [E6RIB, a
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existinc
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine Fisherigervice, 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 i
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to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for seatiar sights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and r
water contractors. Té proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wate
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights hol
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protestior other water right holders. For
more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26. Operations foi
Proposed Project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ai
NationalMarine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water Resources Control Board Wate
Decision 1641 (2641), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the project and the adaptive manage
process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply dEIRéEIS.

5740 1 | have fished the Delta over 60 years and have seen firsthand the devastation of Please refer to Master Response 17 regarding striped bass and Master Response 3 regarding purpo
sending more water south. need.Additionally, fishing is already considered in Chapter 15, Recreation. With implementation of
mitigation measures, Impact RECY & w S & defrmirediiciion éf &gfeational fishing opportunities as
result of constructing the proposed water conveyafcé OAf AGAS&a¢ g2dz R 0S5 ¢!
REG Y & wS & defmirediiciion 6f gfeational fishing opportunities as a result of the operation of
LINELI2ASR 61 GSNJ O2y@Sel yOS T OAfAGASEG reqdredt AReask
refer to Master Response 44 regarding exports.

5741 1 | am strongly opposed to the twin tunnels. The last decade has been proof enouc No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. Th:
there is not enough water to export out of the Delta as experienced with decimate amount of water that DWR and Reclamation would be able to pump from the proposed north &xlities
fish populatiors and the Delta turning into a swamp due to a lack of natural flows (is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design. Operations for the prop:
water from existing pumping conditions. During the last decade we have also project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Nationa
witnessed increased pumping and exporting of Delta water that shows the more \ Marine Fisheries Service biologiopinions and State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Dec
is exported the [more] fis populations have decreased. There is a direct correlatio 1641 (BD1641), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the adaptive management process, as desct
There is also scientific proof that no more than 30% of the water currently being t Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/S. In addition to permitting constraints lgrogarations of the SWP
from the Delta/Sacramento is all that should be taken under normal years of snov and CVP, DWR and Reclamation must maintain proper performance and bypass flows across fish sc
to allow for any kindf sustainability of our Delta ecosystem. Why in the world wot when endangered and threatened fish species are present within the north Delta facilities area. The i
we want to build billiordollar tunnels knowing that there is not enough water in  fish screens drive the evall size of the intake structure on the riverbank, and have been numbered an
normal years to export? | am opposed to the twin tunnels. Other alternatives are sized to permit water to flow through the screens within a predetermined flow regime set by Californie
available and our politicianare not paying attention to what the people are Department of Fish and Wildlife and NMFS fish screen criteria.

demanding.
The prgosed project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under ceri

circumstances in which hydrological conditions result in availability of sufficient water and ecological
objectives are fully satisfied. It is projected thveater deliveries from the federal and state water projects
under the proposed project would be almost the same as the average annual amount of water that w
be diverted under the No Action Alternative. It is projected that Delta exports from the fealedadtate
water projects would remain similar or increase in wetter years and decrease in drier years under the
proposed project as compared to exports under No Action Alternative based on the capability to divel
water at the north Delta intakes duringimter and spring months. Although losigrm total exports under
the proposed project would be similar to the amount water exported in recent history, it would make t
deliveries more predictable and reliable, while reducing other stressors on the e@lfgictions of the
Delta.

5742 1 This [WaterFix project] is a bad idea for fish, wildlife, Delta farmers, drinking wate The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
boaters, etc. the envirormental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

5743 1 | oppose the Delta Tunnels. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
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5744 1 There are more costffective, environmentally sound alternativesthis destructive No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. Ple
plan. to Master Response 4 for additional details on the selection of alternatives. Alsoe gleasaster
Response 3 for additional details on the project purpose and need.

5745 1 This plan will not solve California's water deficit, and will destroy valuable and The issue raised by the commenteldresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues wi
productive farm business in the Sacramento Delta. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

5746 1 Friends of the River have studied the damage to the Delta that will come ifthispr¢ KS LINE 2SOl ¢2dzZf R Ay Of dzZRS | 2ARFYyOST YAYAYAT L
of two twin tunnels moves forward, arldppose this project on the damage it will ' effects on sensitive biological resources. Chapter thefinal EIR/EIS addresses measures to protect
cause to the Delta ecosystem and all Californians. aquatic ecosystems, and Chapter 12 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses measures to protect terrestrial

ecosystems.

5747 1 The tunnels will destroy the Delta and not add water to the system. | live in tha D¢ All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights wh
and [they] will take away my good drinking water. were issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Resources Control Board on the Saanaerel
with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin laws and requirements. The proposed
does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamatic
Exports do not come at the expense of ettwater rights holders. The State Water Resources Control B
not DWR and Reclamation, is responsible for decisions relating to water rights. The proposed project
alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders. Forenifiormation regarding
changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26.

Considerations of adverse impacts to Delta water users due to implementation of the action alternati
(not climate change, sea level rise, or projected population growthwlwauld have occurred with or withot
the proposed project) are discussed in Chapter 14, Agricultural Resources, and Chapter 20, Public S
and Utilities. Changes in Delta water quality that could affect Delta water users are discussed in Cha|
Water Quality, including changes in bromide, chloride, and electrical conductivity.

5748 1 The water transfer scheme will destroy the Delta, its habitat, and its communities The Proposed Project is not a wateansfer program. 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 ope
the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water rights and regulatorg eritepted by the State
Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, a
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only
water under existig water rights which were issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Boa
consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project
not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total water rigissued to DWR and Reclamation. Expori
do not come at the expense of other water rights holders. The proposed project and its alternatives d
reduce the protections for other water right holders. For more information regarding changes in delta
exports please see Master Response 26.

Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the U.S. Fish anc
Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water Resource
Board Wéer Right Decision 1641 {D641), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the project and the
adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS. Ovetelma,lor
the proposed project would decrease total exports of SAME CVP water as compared to Existing

Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer and early fall months; and increase exports in th
winter months when the river flows are high. The water would be stored at locations south of the Delt
during the high flow periods to allow reductions in deliveries to SWP and CVP water users in drier pel

5749 1 | totally disagree with what the state is doing to the California Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 /SDEIR or the 2013 DEIR/E

5750 1 | have attended hearings and studied the materials. | believe this is a very bad idi The issue raised by the commenter addregbesmerits of the project and does not raise any issues witt

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
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a native Californian, | am opposed to this harmful, destructive, greedy propositior standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposedsimectied to be
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nat
fish migratory patters and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpo
and Need).

5751 1 The tunnels will not generate or store new water. It is only increasing the consum Please see Master Response 37 regarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage
of the limited water supply. Spend the money on water produtsolutions. Cut in the Delta or elsewhere, was not indked in the EIR/EIS.
water usage in Southern California and invest in solutions to get Southern Califor
water. Although conservation components, water storage, and demand management measures have merit

statewide water policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independently through t
state, they are beyond the scopetbie proposed project. The proposed project is just one element of th
a0 I S-adge dtr@tgfyAto meet anticipated future water needs of Californians in the face of expan
population and the expected effects of climate change. The California Waieritika comprehensive,
statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex andtanding issues related to
the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of exported supplies, and the rec
and conservatiomf threatened and endangered species that depend on the Delta.

Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use ef
and other sources of water supply. While these elements are not proposed as partBD®R or the

I FEAF2NYAL 2 GSNCAEE GKS [SFER !'3SyOAasSa NBO23y
water resources. For more information regarding purpose and need please see Master Response 3.

5752 1 It's a dumb, stupid plan, sinpput. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

5753 1 The Governor is wrong and acting against existing law regarding common pool, v The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
quality and surplus water.

5754 1 [I want] to keep fresh water in Northern California and to prevent the significant al The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues
inevitable increase in saligito the Bay and Delta if the tunnels are built. To me, thi the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The project does not increase the amount of water
not about the smelt. It is not about an environmentalist agenda. It is about the enf which DWR holds water rights for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deliver
fishery. It is not about greedy farmers. It's about sustaining our fresh water supply from the federal and state water projects under a fully implemented project would be almost the same
keep those famers in business. the average annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. Refer to MB&tgponse 26 (Changes in Delta

Exports) and Master Response 14 (Salinity).

5755 1 L R2yQi sty GKS 5Sfil RSaidNReé&SR | yRThecommentdoes notraise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5756 1 | visit the Delta multiple times a year and | would hate to see any changes take pl The proposed project was developed to meet thgorous standards of the federal and state Endangere
this beautiful landscape. Not to mention all the people who will be affected first he Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing
by destroying their land. of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water voluimég, and

salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea:
operational flexibility.
Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project.

5757 1 | do not want tunnelduilt without all proper environmental issues addressed and The proposed ject is a joint RDEIR/SDEIS prepared in compliance with the requirements of CEQA

followed. If they cannot meet all requirements then the tunnels must not be forcec NEPA. Before the selection and approval of an alternative considered, the Lead Agencies must comj
upon us by a one sided administration without proper representation and the abili the necessary state and federal environmental review requiremenhe Final EIR/EIS is intended to proy
vote on it. sufficient CEQA and NEPA support for approval of the proposed project or any of the action alternati
either compliance strategy. As implementation of the proposed project or any of the action alternatilve
require permits and approvals from public agencies other than the Lead Agencies, the CEQA and NE
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documents are prepared to support the various public agency permit approvals and other discretiona
decisions. These other public agencies are refetoess responsible agencies and 20 trustee agencies u
CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15381 and 15386) and cooperating agencies under NEPA (
and EPA).

For more information please see 1.1.5 of Section 1 Introduction of the RDERI/SDEIS.

The Federal and State Lead Agencies have done their best to make the EIR/EIS for the BDCP as fai
objective, and complete as possible. These agencies readily acknowledge, however, that the docume
addresses a number of topics for which some scientifiettainty exists. Such uncertainty can give rise 1
differing opinions as to what conclusions may be reached.

5758 1 This is a bad plan that will not address the new, chronic drought that California is As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the ac
undergoing. It will cost billions of dollars and madrk. alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water
and regulatory criteria adopted by tH&tate Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser
National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternati
evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water right wiere issued to DWR anc
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin le
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total wate
issued to DWRNnd Reclamation.

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 in drier years; and incr
exports in the wet winter months iwetter years when the river flows are high. The water would be stor
at locations south of the Delta during the high flow periods to allow reductions in deliveries to SWP ai
water users in drier periods. Please refer to Master Response 5.

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as agiatkeR S a2t dziAz2y G2 |t 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other |
agencies in agricultural and municifsiadustrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatment of
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C
Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management). These actions are being considered fotneetvater
demands for planned municipal uses consistent with water demand projections in the recent Urban V
Management Plans submitted to DWR which include approaches to meet the 20 percent per capita u
water use by 2020.

5759 1 L QY & nhepgtiiofibecduse every authentic scientific study has proven that t Since 2006, the proposed has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various
diversion of Delta waters will destroy the San Joaquin/Sacramento River deltas a and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and mo
as the San Francisco Bay wetlands. Why does the Governor think he knows mor: 600 public meetings, @rking group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
the NOAA andther scientific bodies? . o . o L

52wQa Fdzy RFYSyulf LizN12aS 2F U0UKS LINRBLR2ASR LINZ
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of th
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
operating criteria to improve water volumenting, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Please see Maste
Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed.projec

5760 1 The tunnels will provide no additional water, unlike other proven strategies; is an As stated irthe Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the acti
unconscionable waste of our money and resources, and along with unforeseen  alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water
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consequences, will definitely harm agriculture and wildlife and human habitat in a and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resesit€ontrol Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servit

that may never be remedied. Furthermore, the manner in which the project is beil National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternatiy

shoved down our throats regardless of mass objections borders on criminal negle evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issuaftRtariol

2dzNJ St SOGSR 2FFAOAIEAQ Rdzié G2 62NJ] Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin I
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total wate
issued to DWR and Reclamation. Eineount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the ne
north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating agencies, ESA compliance, and project de
Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with the critetibysthe U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water Resource
Board Water Right Decision 164%:1P41), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the project and the
adaptive management pcess, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/EIS.

Over the longeerm, the proposed project would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as con
to Existing Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer and early fall monthB)@ease exports
in the wet winter months when the river flows are high. The water would be stored at locations south
Delta during the high flow periods to allow reductions in deliveries to SWP and CVP water users in di
periods.

A cornerstoneof the proposed project is to construct and operate a de@hveyance water delivery syster
GKFG 62df R Y2ZRSNYAT S GKS KSFENI 2F GKS /FEA¥F2)
the needs of the Delta ecosystem and the 25 millionf@aians and 600,000 agricultural acres that rely «
Ald ¢KS LINPLRA&SR y2NIK 58tdl Ayidal18a g2dd R | ¢
approach-exporting large volumes of water in wet months and years and exporting smaller volumes ii
months and years. Dual conveyance operations would allow water to be exported, when it is availabl:
both the proposed north Delta intakes and the existing south Delta intakes to areas south of the Delte
Stored water can then be used in dryer monémsl years when water exports are limited to protect fish ¢
water quality in the Delta, increasing water supply reliability for south of Delta users. In some months
years, conditions at the south Delta pumps do not permit diversions in order toqirfisé. The proposed
facilities in the northern Delta would also allow operators the flexibility to capture water that would
otherwise flow out to the ocean when diversions at the south delta are limited to avoid harm to fish. Ir
months and years, wat exports from the proposed north Delta intakes and the existing south Delta pt
g2dd R 68 tAYAGSR (2 aftAGGHES aAaLamée G2 0SS LINRGS
Delta operations, including exports and outflows, would beglasn the protective operational criteria
included in the BDCP and on actual hydrological and ecological conditions. This approach would g
operators the flexibility they need to respond to changing circumstances due to climate change to prc
fisheries and water quality while securing reliable water supplies for the 25 million Californians and 6!
agricultural acres that depend on exports from the Delta.

In addition to operational flexibility, the location of the north Delta diversionitsas further inland, makin
it less vulnerable to salinity intrusion, the potential impacts of sea level rise, severe storms or major

earthquakes in the future. Intakes located on the proposed north Delta locations would give state anc
federal water opeators access to fresh water to meet human and environmental needs even in the ev
sea level rise or a seismic induced levee failures that might allow saltwater to surge into the interior C

Comments have been received from a broad range of stlkelns, including local governments, elected
officials, environmental, business, labor and community groups, and individuals. State and federal ag
have carefully reviewed comments and prepared responses and in some cases, they were the impet
the changes to Alternative 4 and the analysis seen in the RDEIR/SDEIS and the creation of Alternati
and 5A.

5761 1 This project will cause massive environmental damage to the south Delta wildlife The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the featetatate Endangered

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 5005999 201¢
Final EIR/EtSComments and Responses to Comments 105 ICF 00139.1



RECIRC |Cmt# |Comment Response
Ltr#

including migratory birds andative fish. The sludge from the digging the tunnels w Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing

create greenhouse gases and foul smells as the organic peat soil decomposes re of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and

greenhouse gases like methane. salinity, the propose project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greate
operational flexibility.

For information on impacts to migratory birds see Chapter 12 (Terrestrial Resources) and native fish
Chapter 11 (Aquatic Resources). For enaformation on concerns regarding reusable tunnel material s¢
Master Response 12.

5762 1 L 20602800 G2 AyadlfftAy3a Gdzyy St a (2 aSInaccordance with the ProjeGbjectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of th
have enough water here in northern California. action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Congad BJ.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 i
to DWR and Rediaation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESAianoepand project design, and not by t
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights hol
The poposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders. F
more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26.

5763 1 Save the water fowl and preserve natural events. No issues rel&d to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5764 1 | opposed the tunnels because they will destroy the Delta and our farmland. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does natrrpissues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intende
environmentally beneficiaBy establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operat
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexipilRefer to Master Response 18
(Agricultural Impact Mitigation).

5765 1 | am a property owner in the Delta. | believe these tunnels will destroy the Delta. | The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
agriculture needs to change their farming practices to use less water. Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing
of water diversion in the north Delta anmtw operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea:
operational flexibility.

Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose agdi foe the project. For more information
regarding beneficial use please see Master Response 34.

5766 1 We oppose the tunnels. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5767 1 The project will destroy the Delta as we know it. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5768 1 ¢KS F2FSNYy2NDa LINRBLRA&lIT R2SayQi a2t ¢Famoreinformation regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.
desalination!

u»

5769 1 ¢KS 5SSt YFGGSNE yR 6KSy (K
be able to get it back.

R A @S N The comment does not raise aagpvironmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DE
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5770 1 | oppose the tunnels because it will destroy the entire ecosystem of the Delta as \ Since 2006, the proposed has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various
know it. You need to do a complete study of the Delta, not this rushed idea that i and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists rardamo
trying to be shoved down our throats. The science is wrong! 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.

52 wQa FdzyRFYSyidlf LzN1}2asS 2F (KS LINRPLIZASR LINZ
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystdth, lveater supplies of the SWF
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
operating critgia to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

/ KIFLWISNE mm YR mMH CAYylFf 9Lwk9L{ orRifbdtNbainle dati
In addition, both chapters present measures that would avoid and minimize impacts and compensate
significant impacts.

5771 1 | oppose the plan to build the Delta tunnels. This plan does not create nor does it The proposed project would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as compared to Existing
water. k only supports special interest groups at tax payer expense. It is also alari Conditions and No Action Afeative in the summer and early fall months; and increase exports in the v
destructive to the Delta ecosystem. No tunnels! winter months when the river flows are high to improve conditions for aquatic resources in the Delta.

water would be stored at locations south of the Delta during the high fleriods to allow reductions in
deliveries to SWP and CVP water users in drier periods.

The Proposed Project is not intended to serve as asiateR S a2t dziA2y G2 & 2
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need ¢ontinued investment by the State and other publ
agencies in increased water storage, elimination of invasive species including aquatic weeds in the C
agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatmeantéminated
aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C.3 of Appendi:
Demand Management Measures). Please refer to Master Responses 3, 4, and 37 related developme
new storage facilities in other projecésd this Proposed Project.

5772 1 Leave some water in the Delta! Stop the environmental degradation! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
Theproposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endange
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and n@perating criteria to improve water volume, timing, ar
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea:
operational flexibility.

5773 1 52y Qi aONBg dzlJ GKS 5Stil o No issues related to the adequaof the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5774 1 We must preserve the Delta! No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
5775 1 | believe natural habitat should stay as natuaalpossible. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5776 1 | am against the senseless waste in proceeding with the tunnels. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmentglaot analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5777 1 I love the Delta and want my kids to grow up on the Delta. It is the best things for Recreation areas that would be directly impacted by the pemgbproject are listed in Table 1% of
families. We need camping, boating and fishing in our lives. Chapter 15, Recreation. Many mitigation measures and environmental commitments would reduce in
to visitors whenever possible. Fishing would still be accessible throughout the Delta during constructi
althoughit would be restricted in the direct vicinity of construction areas. Please refer to Master Resp
17 regarding striped bass, and to Impacts RE& 5, and 9 for a discussion of impacts to fishing from th
proposed project, as well as Alternative 4/0hapter 15, Recreation, Impacts RE&hd 7 regarding
boating.
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5778 1 Reduced water flows through the Delta will destroy the ecosystem, the fisheries ¢ The issue raised by éhlcommenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues v
will allow salt water intrusion; contaminating the fertile Delta farmland unproductiy the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
It will degroy the farming industry in the Delta. The cost overruns of the Bay Bridg standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; athsymfoposed project is intended to be
illustrate how government intentionally underestimates costs. This project will be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
waste of tax payer funds. The funds might be better spent on reservoirs. criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nat
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purp:
and Need), Master Response 14 (Salinity), Master Response 18 (Agricultural Impact Mitigation), Mas
Response 5 (Cost and Funding), and Master Regp®n (Storage).

5779 1 | think the diversion of fresh water through these tunnels could be catastrophic fo No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS were raised.
for the estuary.

5780 1 Let us find better ways of sharing precious California water than the "robbing Pet( In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
pay Paul" fix which the "Delta Tunnels" represents. action altenatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing

rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and Caéférepartment of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were i
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and r
water contractors. The proposed project dopot seek any new water rights nor reduction in total water
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights hol
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other watdrhiadders. For
more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26.

5781 1 | am signing because | oppose the Delta Tunnels. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEEDBEIR/EI:

5782 1 I am deeply concerned about the health of the ecosystem of the Delta. The tunne By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve wai
further impact the flow in the Delta from Clarksburg to San Francisco. The lack of volume, timing, and salinity, the project is designed to improve native fish migratorgrpatand allow for
due to the drought are already effecting the healthtioé Delta; the tunnels would  greater operational flexibility. The proposed project does not increase the amount of water to which C
only exacerbate the problem. holds water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deliveries from tl
federal and state wateprojects under a fully implemented project would be almost the same as the av
annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports
Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volumedfa water exported, it would
make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.

Chapter 11 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses the potential for project alternatives to affect aquatic ecos
Chapter 12 ofhe Final EIR/EIS addresses the potential for project alternatives to affect terrestrial
ecosystems. Both chapters describe the impacts, both negative and positive, and discuss the mitigat
measures and avoidance and minimization measures proposed td amd minimize impacts and to
compensate for significant impacts.

5783 1 The tunnel proposal is being rushed through without dull discussion of other optic No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S wereRigiasd refe
to Master Response 4 for additional details on the selection of alternatives. Also, please see Master
Response 3 for additional details on the project purpose and need.

5784 1 BDCP is a fix, it will fix the bank accounts of the mega agrémssalmond growers ar The documentation generated by this proposed project has undergone extensive public and scientific
commercial real estate developers in Southern California who contribute to Gove discusion, and transparency, including the posting of administrative draft chapters online and providil
Brown and Senator Feinstein. Sucking so much water out of the Delta will destro; many more opportunities for public participation than is normally required by the CEQA/NEPA proces
water quality, kill protected species, ruin the Delta's ecoyaand endanger the healt refer to Master Response 41 (Transparency) for moi@rination.
of millions of people who swim in and boat on the beautiful water of the Delta. Yo
By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve wal
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5785

5786

5787

5788

1

1

1

1

must not let Southern California interests do to the California Delta what they did volume, timing, and salinity, the project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allo
the Owens River and its valley. The hundred pages of thise®@ EIR are only meant 1 greater operationaflexibility. The proposed project does not increase the amount of water to which D\
obfuscate the truly destructive nature of the Fix. Why did you move the river sam holds water rights or for use as allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deliveries from tl
point from a Delta source at Three Mile Slough to outside the Delta at Emmaton? federal and state water projects under a fully implementedjpcb would be almost the same as the aver:
do you use the Latin name Microcystis rather than the g@n name toxic blue greer annual amount diverted in the last 20 years. Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports
algae? And why do you make it so hard to find data on the volumes of water take Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it woul:
the two thirty-five foot tunnels? make thedeliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline. For
Microcystis, please refer to Master Response 14.

Under the stringent environmental statutes in place today, including the Endangered Species Act, op
of the proposed water delivery system could not drain the Delta rivers and channels dry, including the
{FONYYSYyi{i2 wAGSN® ¢KS LINRPLRZASR LINB2SOGQa TI O
operated in accordance with permits issued by, BiSh and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries
Service, State Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the State Water Resources Control Board, amon
agencies. The proposed project would be permitted to operate with regulatory protections, imgltidéer
water levels and flow, which would be determined based upon how much water is actually available i
system, the presence of threatened fish species, and water quality standards.

Regarding water use by ag or commercial real estate develaperproposed project does not make
determinations regarding how water delivered through the proposed project conveyance or other wat
conveyance facility will be put to a beneficial use. The State Water Resources Control Board is charg
the comprehasive planning and allocation of water resources in California. One of the State Water
wSa2dNDSa /2y iNBf .21 NRQa OKIFINBSa A& (2 Syadza
this use is in the best interest of the California pulifilease refer to Master Response 34 for additional
details on beneficial use.

Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 35 (Southern California Wat
Supply).

There is only so much water, and to transport it south is thiglteof ecological In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of

stupidity. action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
rights and reguwtory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wilc
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert wateleu existing water rights which were issue:
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Deta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and n
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exportsal@ome at the expense of other water rights holders.
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.
more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26.

Weneed to protect our state's wildlife. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

| am signing because there are better solutions. So save the Delta system for futt No issues reted to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. Plea
generations. to Master Response 4 for additional details on the selection of alternatives. Also, please see Master
Response 3 for additional details on the project purpase aeed.

I live on the water and it is going to ruin all fish and wildlife through disturbing thei The fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical andtigp®al improvements to the
natural habitats that millions of fish and wildlife depend on for their conservation. SWP system in the Delta and water supplies of the SWP and CVP for users located south of the Delt
Please rethink this horrible idea and make tloeith steal water from their own area. Delta water quality consistent with statutory and contractual obligations of the SWP and CVP; and im
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Depleting one area to ruin another makes sense, almond growers are not more portions of theDelta ecosystem, as described in Chapter 2, Project Objectives and Purpose and Nee(

important than an ecosystem that will die so we can eat an almond. EIR/EIS. Operation of the project water delivery system and SWP and CVP facilities would be in ac
with permits issued by the State Water Resources CoBwald, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National
Marine Fisheries Service, and State Department of Fish and Wildlife. The project only would be perm
operate with regulatory protections, including stream flows and water quality which would be detedmi
based upon how much water is actually available in the system, needs of other beneficial uses (inclu
environmental habitat), the presence of threatened and endangered species, and water quality stand
More information on the ranges of wateliversions, based on water year types and specific flow criterie
can be found in Chapter 3, Description of Alternatives, in the EIR/EIS. Current limitations and operati
ONRGSNRIF F2NJ SEA&GAY3A T OAf AlGASE rolBoafd Perit CFl@4dzght
additional limitations described in the Federal Endangered Species Section 7 Biological Opinions anc
permits. Adaptive management is part of all alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS, as described in Ct
Description 6 Alternatives. Under adaptive management and monitoring program, monitoring
information and research results will be used to assess uncertainties and modify operations to meet t
overall project objectives, including environmental habitat objectivegr@he longterm, the proposed
project would decrease total exports of SWP and CVP water as compared to Existing Conditions anc
Action Alternative in the summer and early fall months; and increase flows in the wet winter months v
the river flows aréhigh. The water would be stored at locations south of the Delta during the high flow
periods to allow reductions in deliveries in drier periods.

The EIR/S modeling results for the No Action Alternative indicate that, with or without the project, rigii
levels will bring saline tidal water further into the Delta than occurs at present.

5789 1 Destruction of habitat is horribly shesighted. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

The proposegbroject was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endange
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operatirgeria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

5790 1 This project would be disaster for our estuaries and goes against the environmen The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
progress we stand for as a state and as a party. The proposed project was developed t@et the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangere
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve matkime, timing, and
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grea:
operational flexibility.

5791 1 I am a friend of the river and feel we need holistic restoration, not further The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
fragmentation. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed projecténded to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patternalbovd for greater
operational flexibility.

5792 1 I live near the Delta and it will affect us all in a negative way! Stop the tunnels! Or The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SB&EX D8 DEIR/EI!
will get the EPA involved. . The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endan
Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
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point of water diversionr the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing,
salinity the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for great
operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and)Neel Master Response 24 (Delta As
Place).

5793 1 This is a crazy plan to make a profit on water. Water that is needed to sustain the Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the pnajedtt regarding change

I NBIF Q& S02a&aidlSvo in Delta exports.
5794 1 | want to stop the tunnels! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5795 1 Those dollars need to be directénl much needed infrastructure ¢KS LINRPLIZ&ASR LINRP2SO0 A& AYyGSYyRSR (2 KSt L) NBLN
improvements/repairs. NEFSNI 2 al aiSNI wS&aLRyasS o3 tdzN1L2&S | yR cdo§i&R
health of the Delta. Please also see Master Response 5 regarding costs of the project and funding.
5796 1 | am signing to protect future generations. So they will know the beauty of the est Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose and need for the project.
within the Delta. So future students who study tBelta will become inspired to
further their education in marine and scientific research they can help all mankinc
Please for the sake of our youth do not ruin their futures.
5797 1 Love the Delta, want to see it preserved. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5798 1 | am signing because as a longtime resident of northern California and past supp No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised
of Jery Brown, | know there are alternatives to building the tunnels! We must con . L L i L |
the local residents and farmers, not cater to big agriculture. Our water table issin ¢ KS  LINE L2 aSR LINR2SOU A a Zatrgelstragy ® meet dhiticipayed futdrewat
and the solution is not supporting the developments of more almond orchards to : Needs of Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change
their product overseas. We must have more conservation mainly by the large proposed project is not a comprehensj\statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing man;
agricu|tura| growers, they should not be able to use unlimited amounts of our wat Complex and Iong;tanding issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, includin
reliability of exported supplies, and the recovery and conservation of threatened arahgated species
that depend on the Delta. See Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

5799 1 The tunnels are an attack on the ecosystem of the Delta. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or Bel R(AIZ
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the nolnt Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, ¢
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for grear
operational flexibility.

5800 1 It is a water steal. In accordance with th@€roject Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of tt
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water ResouCoesrol 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 i
to DWRand Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Arei
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agen&i&#, compliance and project design, and not by
water contractors. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total wa
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights hol
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right holders.
more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26.
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5801 1 The tunnels will destroy our estuary! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts; as such the proposed project enaied to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patternsliandfar greater
operational flexibility.

5802 1 The Delta is important. The tunnels are not needed, they are just the latest water In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of
action altenatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wi
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and Caéf@epartment of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were i
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Are
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can divert from the n
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and r
water contractors. The proposed project dorot seek any new water rights nor reduction in total water
rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights hol
The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other watdrhiadders. For
more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26.

5803 1 The tunnels will totally destroy the Delta, and it would not create any more water. All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights wh
only solution is to find ways to create more water storagefa@mers in the Delta we were issued to DWR and Reclamation by the SteateWWResources Control Board on the Sacramento rit
will be doomed by this action. with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin laws and requirements. The project cons

in the EIR/EIS would not affect water operations on the Tuolumne River or water supplies 8arth
Francisco Public Utilities Commission. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor
reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the expense
water rights holders. The State Water Resms Control Board, not DWR and Reclamation, is responsik
decisions relating to water rights. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduc
total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Exports do not come at the exgiatker water rights
holders. The proposed project and its alternatives do not reduce the protections for other water right
holders. For more information regarding changes in delta exports please see Master Response 26.

Considerations of adverse impattsDelta agricultural water users due to implementation of the action

alternatives (not climate change, sea level rise, or projected population growth that would have occur
with or without the proposed project) are discussed in Chapter 14, AgricuResburces. Changes in Del
water quality that could affect Delta water users are discussed in Chapter 8, Water Quality, including
changes in bromide, chloride, and electrical conductivity.

5804 1 It is a stupid idea. No issues related to the adequacytbé environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

5805 1 This is a very bad plan of the Delta. | live on the Delta, no tunnels! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5806 1 | do not want the tunnels. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5807 1 | am opposed to the tunnels. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5808 1 It is more important to preserve wetlands before taking anything away from them. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits giriiject and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the r
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intende

environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new oper
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve nai
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fish migratory patterns and allow for emter operational flexibility.

5809 1 The tunnels are one of the worst ideas the governor has tried to force down The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
California’s throat!

5810 1 The Delta is beautiful keep it that way. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
5811 1 You do not fool with Mother Nature, period. The comment does not raise any environmental issugteel to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEII
5812 1 The tunnels are a terrible idea. The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013

5813 1 These tunnels will hurt biodiversity and are a bad idea for California. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS were raised. 1
proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federatatelEndangered
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establish
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing
salinity, the proposed pject is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greate
operational flexibility.

5814 1 Tunnels are not the answer to transport water we do not have toawhtingry crops No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All
and Southern California golf courses! Preserve our Delta. There is only one and i alternatives evaluated in the EIR®Eould only divert water under existing water rights that were issuel
precious. DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area

Origin laws and requirements. The issue of crops and water use is beyond theo§tlop&roposed Projec
C2NJ Y2NB AYF2N¥IGAZ2Y LI SFasS NBFSNI G2 GKS dzZLR}
water use efficiency, which describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricu
water delvery 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 conservat

¢KS LINP2SOG Aa adzal =ange sthatgbiyrBegt@ntidpatedifuku watal heddS @
Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. The pro|
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 o’
exported supplies. It is important to note that the project is not intended to serve as awtdtesolution to
FEt 2F /FfAT2NYAl Q¢ andtteind AddIdER dirécy Yha Beed-fof dontihugd A 2
investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, storage, recycling, desalination,
treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as destribed
Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures). The proposed project would not inc
the amount of water to which SWP and CVP hold water rights for use allowed under their contracts a
permits and approvals for refuge water supplies dretenvironmental purposes.

5815 1 I am an avid Delta boater and | see the current ecological crisis happening. The t No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis iBIRV/S were raised.
tunnels will further destroy what should be left alone.
The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing
of water diversiorin 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 grea:
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

5816 1 Save the Delta! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013
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5817 1 We do not need to damage the Delta for water, it is not the answer. What we do 1 The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endang
is increased storage. Buitdore dams. Yes, it is that simple! Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing
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 grea
operational flexibility.

Please see Master Respor&eregarding why an alternative focused on creating additional storage, eit
in the Delta or elsewhere, was not included in the EIR/EIS.

Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures, in the EIR/EIS, describes conservation, water use ef
and other souces of water supply. While these elements are not proposed as part of the BDCP or the
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water resources. For more information regarding purpose and mdease see Master Response 3.

5818 1 These proposed tunnels will do nothing to provide more water to California but wi All of the alernatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights whi
contribute to the destruction of the Bay and Delta through increased saltwater ~ were issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Resources Control Board on the Sacramel
intrusion. This project is a boondoggle. with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Orlgims and requirements. The proposed projec

does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamatic
Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights holders. The State Water Resources Contri
not DWR and Reclamation, is responsible for decisions relating to water rights. The proposed project
not seek any new water rights nor reduction in total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. Ex
do not come at the expense of other water rightolders. The proposed project and its alternatives do n
reduce the protections for other water right holders. For more information regarding changes in delta
exports please see Master Response 26. Operations for the Proposed Project would stillistertonih
the criteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological
and State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1-84641D subject to adjustments mac
pursuant to the project anthe adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supp
the EIR/EIS.

As described in Chapter 8, Water Quality, salinity would increase in the Delta with or without the prog
project due to climate change and sea level rise. Ovelddngterm, the proposed project would decrease
total exports of SWP and CVP water as compared to Existing Conditions and No Action Alternative ir
summer and early fall months; and increase exports in the wet winter months when the river flowsjlar
The water would be stored at locations south of the Delta during the high flow periods to allow reduct
deliveries to SWP and CVP water users in drier periods. These changes in export patterns do result i
increase in some portions oféhDelta in some months, such as increased salinity in the central and sol
Delta due to reduced freshwater flows to the south Delta intakes in drier periods as compared to the
Action Alternative.

5819 1 | was against the peripheral canal that not ordpbed fresh water from cleaning out No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
the Bay, but also sucked up fish fry in the pumps destroying some and flush othe
fingerlings south.

5820 1 The Déta and its little towns help me to balance living in an urban area. They are Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding the purpose eed for the project.
special and unique. They are valuable and important. Please do not destroy then
There has to be a better way.

5821 1 | believe the tunnels to be a dangerous plan, dangerous to the Delta ecosystem. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

The proposed project was developed to meet tigorous standards of the federal and state Endangere«
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water voltimég, and
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