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700 1 I've followed the debate on the twin tunnels and am convinced that they are a poor option, The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
and being pushed through by Governor Brown more for political reasons than the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
environmental ones. | vote no.

701 1 | strongly urge that the tunnels not be constructed. The negative impact they will have on The Lead Agencies discuss community character in Chapter 16 of the EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS Appendix A
the Delta, both environmentally and economically, will be devastating. | do not support the (Socioeconomics) identifies the unique features of the Delta and describes the potential effects on Delta
implementation of this project. communities. Please see chapter 15 for a discussion on impacts to recreation. Impacts to agriculture are

identified and discussed in Chapter 14; project proponents have proposed measures that would support and
protect agricultural production in the Delta by securing agricultural easements and/or by seeking
opportunities to protect and enhance agriculture with a focus on maintaining economic activity on
agricultural lands. Please see Master Response 18 for more information on agricultural mitigation.

702 1 [I am a] Northern California grape and cherry farmer in Lodi, California and | strongly oppose No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
the twin tunnels.

Impacts to agriculture are identified and discussed in Chapter 14; Lead Agencies have proposed measures
that would support and protect agricultural production in the Delta by securing agricultural easements
and/or by seeking opportunities to protect and enhance agriculture with a focus on maintaining economic
activity on agricultural lands. Please see Master Response 18 for more information on agricultural
mitigation.

703 1 | am writing you in response to the request for public commentary for SPK-2008-00861, This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
California WaterFix project. There are many groups out there that are opposing this project response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
for a variety of reasons. A lot of them are however neglecting to mention the impact that Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
the project will have on the community members of the Delta. index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds

to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

703 2 Many of the people [who] live in the Delta have been there for generations. The homes and Cultural landscapes are discussed throughout Chapter 18, including Rural Historic Landscapes in the Delta

lands that they live on were and are maintained through labors of love. | was raised in Hood,
California. Hood is scheduled to be bought and destroyed through [eminent] domain laws if
this project goes through. Though the town is small, it is full of history and love. Currently a
majority of the neighbors in Hood are elderly. They are retired and trying to live out their
golden years in homes that they worked hard to buy and take care of. Homes that they have
raised their children, grandchildren, and even great grandchildren in. To have them evicted
and sent into an unknown future because of a project that so many people are against is
unfair. A lot of the other neighbors are the children and grandchildren of longtime Hood
residents who are trying to continue a way of life that has existed for over a hundred years.
Similar communities exist all over the Delta. To ruin the livelihood and way of life for
thousands of people would be appalling.

(Section 18.1.7.8). Direct effects of these cultural landscapes are discussed in Section 18.3.2 and Mitigation
Measure CUL-6 includes following the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (36 CFR 68) and the National Park Service’s Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes.

Chapter 16, Socioeconomics, evaluates changes in community character under Impacts ECON-3 and -9.
Mitigation related to resources such as noise, transportation, aesthetics, and agriculture would be
implemented to reduce impacts as much as possible.

As described in Impact LU-2 in Chapter 13, Land Use, 17 residential structures would be displaced under
Alternative 4. When required, DWR would provide compensation to property owners for economic losses
due to implementation of the alternative. As described under Impact LU-3, construction of permanent
facilities and associated work areas would be located around the community of Hood. A tunnel carrying
water south from Intakes 2 and 3 to the intermediate forebay would be placed under the community. The
tunnel would be constructed below the surface and would not interfere with the existing community;
therefore, the alignment would not create a physical structure adjacent to or through the existing
community. A temporary power line would be constructed around the northern, eastern, and southern
sections of the community, which would provide power to the intake work areas during construction.
Additionally, a temporary work area associated with construction of the conveyance facilities would be built
adjacent to Hood on the southern side of the community, and would serve as a staging area during the
construction phase. It would consist of facilities such as parking areas, offices, and construction equipment
storage. Construction and the long-term placement of Intakes 3 and 5, although not adjacent to Hood,
would be built about one-quarter mile north and one-half mile south of Hood, respectively, and would

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix

Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments

Comment Letter: 700-799 2016

1 ICF 00139.14



DEIRS |Cmt# [Comment Response

Ltr#
substantially alter the lands to the north and south of the community. While permanent physical structures
adjacent to or through Hood are not anticipated to result from this alternative, activities associated with
their construction could make it difficult to travel within and around Hood in certain areas for a limited
period of time. Mitigation Measures TRANS-1a and TRANS-1b are available to address this effect.
Additionally, the lasting placement of the intake facilities would represent physical structures that would
substantially alter the setting of the community’s surroundings, constituting an adverse effect.
Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding purpose and need.

703 3 Not only will this project not solve the water crisis, it will make it worse. Not only will the The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
project be expensive, it will financially ruin many people and businesses. This project is the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north
terribly flawed and shouldn't be permitted. Please consider not approving the permit. Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is

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

704 1 Please do not build those tunnels and devastate the economy of my home. Please leave the The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with

Delta is it is for all of us who live here. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north
Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is
designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to
Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 24 (Delta As A Place).

705 1 Please do not build those tunnels and devastate the economy of my home. Please leave the The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with

Delta is it is for all of us who live here. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north
Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is
designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to
Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 24 (Delta As A Place).

706 1 Please -- no Twin Tunnels! The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
| have lived on the Delta for 30 years and | do not want it disturbed in any way!

707 1 | am writing to express my strong opposition to the Delta Tunnels Plan. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.
| very recently had the opportunity to visit the Delta (Korth's Pirate Lair!) and once again

was reminded what a wonderful resource the Delta is for all [of] California to enjoy.

707 2 Diverting its water to Southern California for agriculture and other uses will ruin this gem of The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
California while only serving to line the pockets of others. the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

Please stay strong and require all of California to live within its natural resources' means.

708 1 | am opposed to this project much the same way | was opposed to the Peripheral Canal. | The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
have lived in Stockton my whole life and can’t understand why Jerry Brown is trying to ram  Refer to Master Response 36 (Peripheral Canal).
this project down the throats of California citizens without a proper public vote. The canal
lost out in the 70’s, and this is no more of the same.

708 2 This project will decimate the Delta estuary with salinity from the bay. Why was a rock wall  No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS were raised.
built in the Delta this summer if that were not the case? Just two days ago, pictures and an
article were published in the Stockton Record showing Dutra Company tearing the rock wall
apart, probably in anticipation of a rainy season and no more need to keep salinity out of
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the Delta.

708 3 With the Delta, in its present state gone, local economies such as Antioch, Rio Vista, The cities of Antioch, Rio Vista, Stockton, Lodi, or Sacramento would not be within the footprint of the
Stockton, Lodi, and yes, even Sacramento will be affected by this terrible project. proposed project, Alternative 4A.

708 4 I think the politicians of this state, who are employed by the citizens of this state, should The proposed project is one part of a diverse portfolio of strategies needed to meet California’s overall
start looking for more viable water storage projects (dams) and quit running around the water management needs. It is not a substitute for increased commitments to other water supply solutions,
voters to satisfy the thirst of Southern California and Westlands. including recycling, desalination, water conservation and storage. Please refer to Master Response 6 for

additional details on demand management, Master Response 4 for additional details on the selection of
alternatives, and 56 on water storage projects.

708 5 And while | am at it, $60 billion dollars could build three or four water desalination plants in  For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.

So Cal very easily.

708 6 Keep California green. Don't kill it. The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S.

709 1 | am writing to voice my strong opposition to the planned "Twin Tunnels" project. It seems  The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
quite ironic that a state government that spends billions attempting to maintain or restore  the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous
the environment to the condition it was in prior to modern inhabitation would turn right standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be
around and spend billions on a project that will potentially devastate the Delta waterways  environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
and the agricultural enterprises supported by the Delta. 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.

709 2 Perhaps our government would better spend its resources managing or controlling the The comment raises import policy issues concerning sustainable growth and available water supplies in
continuing influx of people into the Southern California area that simply doesn’t have the California. However, the comment does not question the growth inducement analysis or conclusions of
water resources to support this burgeoning population. Destroying the Delta area in order  Chapter 30.
to allow continuing growth in Southern California simply doesn’t make good sense.

709 3 It also appears to be quite short sighted, as destroying agricultural production in Northern  The California WaterFix project is being proposed to address the conflict between the ecological needs of a
California will only lead to lower supplies of agricultural products, and ultimately higher range of at-risk Delta species and natural communities, while providing for more reliable water supplies for
prices. people, communities, agriculture, and industry. In its efforts to achieve the co-equal goals of water supply

reliability and ecosystem restoration, the California WaterFix seeks to protect dozens of species of fish and
wildlife in the Delta while also securing reliable water deliveries for two-thirds of California. Please refer to
Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed
California WaterFix.

709 4 The Delta is truly a state treasure, important to wildlife, sports enthusiasts, boaters, and The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
other recreational users in addition to agriculture users. Millions of gallons of useable water the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous
are diverted annually to the ocean in order to support the Delta smelt. | don’t understand standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be
why the interests of the smelt are so superior to the interests of the taxpayers in Northern  environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
California. 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.

709 5 Perhaps the funds would better be spent on desalination projects. At least we wouldn’t be  For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7. Please see Master Response 35
destroying an existing ecosystem in order to continue to overpopulate a geographic area regarding water use and conservation in Southern California.
that clearly wasn’t designed to support the millions that want to live in Southern California.

710 1 No on twin tunnels. It is a very bad policy, horrible for the environment, and much too DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to

expensive to build. Let the south land start conserving, like we are already doing!

the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
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711 1 Please do not destroy the Delta. Once gone, it cannot be replaced.

Southern California needs to find another source for its water. As a farmer, my water
allocation comes after the fish get theirs. This is a law that | follow for the sake of the fish.
Southern California needs to find another source of water for the sake of keeping the Delta
safe.

We all have to sacrifice. No exceptions for the southerners in our state.

712 1 Worse idea ever....... destroying the Delta and habitat for all the creatures that live there to

send water down South is not the way to go.  Will we ever learn to not mess with nature?

We oppose the Delta Tunnels for this deceptive "water fix."

713 1 Call it the "SoCal Water Rip-off." Do not destroy the Bay-Delta by rerouting its freshwater
flows around the Delta. Salt water intrusion will destroy it. Soon enough the southern valley
will have drained its underlying aquifers. Then they will demand all of Northern California's
water. Do not make this possible. Let them figure out how to use the water they have

productively. Or spend the money on desalination to make water for them. Tough break.

statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new
operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the
proposed project, Master Response 4 regarding the selection of alternatives analyzed, Master Response 7
regarding desalination, Master Response 6 regarding demand management, and Master Response 37
regarding water storage.

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

More than two-thirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of highly productive farm
land receive water exported from the Delta watershed. The proposed project aims to provide a more
reliable water supply, in a way more protective of fish. However, the project proponents have no authority
to designate what water is used for.

One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This
charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued
by the State Water Board.

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

More than two-thirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of highly productive farm
land receive water exported from the Delta watershed. The proposed project aims to provide a more
reliable water supply, in a way more protective of fish. However, the project proponents have no authority
to designate what water is used for.

One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This
charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued
by the State Water Board.

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

The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
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714 1 The fact [that] the agriculture business will not go to other less water-intense crops is a
travesty. [The] well-being of the state is not only about money, but also about quality of life

of the environment that we all share.

715 1 Meter all water users in California and raise the cost of water for all to be appropriate to

supply.

716 1 I live in Southern California and do not want to see the diversion of water to Southern
California. | live in a desert and do so by choice. We are suffering a drought here as is all of

California. We need to live with what we have by cutting back on our use of water.

the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/EIS.

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

More than two-thirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of highly productive farm
land receive water exported from the Delta watershed. The proposed project aims to provide a more
reliable water supply, in a way more protective of fish. However, the project proponents have no authority
to designate what water is used for.

One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This
charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued
by the State Water Board.

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

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. The
proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

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

More than two-thirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of highly productive farm
land receive water exported from the Delta watershed. The proposed project aims to provide a more
reliable water supply, in a way more protective of fish. However, the project proponents have no authority
to designate what water is used for.

One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This
charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued
by the State Water Board.

The proposed project Lead Agencies have no power to impose penalties on individual water users. DWR and
Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who have

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

Comment Letter: 700-799

2016
5 ICF 00139.14



DEIRS

Ltr#

Cmt#

Comment

Response

716

717

718

719

720

As | was in Northern California earlier this summer | saw plenty of water waste where the
farmers themselves were wasting water on their own yards, or should | say mansions with
huge yards, and we down in the desert were having water rationing or [being] fined. Yes, |
am gladly cutting back on water use as we in the desert should do our part but the ripping
out [of] citrus to plant nuts is nuts. The difference [in] water use between nuts and citrus is
very meaningful. We are all going to do our part to cut back. Please do not pass this bill.

The Earth is the priority, not the bank account. Stop killing the planet with [economically]
unrealistic ideals which destroy the health of everything living. Our priorities must be the
planet, not the pocket.

Exporting California's water is insane. We don't have enough to go around for firefighting
purposes! Keep California's water in California!

Governor Brown -- | believe you think of this project as one of your legacies, yet there are
many good reasons to rethink this! Please reconsider.

We need a water pipeline from either Canada or states that have more water than they
need. Please don't destroy the Delta.

individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayers to conserve water. Different districts have the right
to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.

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

The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline. See
Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

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

The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally
beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

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.

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

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

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

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

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume |l of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
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721

721

722

722

We need to value and protect the natural systems that we have. And California needs to
look hard at alternative agricultural products that need less water to thrive. All of this takes
time, so start now, instead of raping the Delta for what will likely be a short term fix.

How about putting a moratorium on fracking that uses and pollutes enormous amounts of
water? Some of that could be used to grow food!

Please, we must think about those who don't have a voice: the species and plants that
would suffer if they implement this decision.

We need to think about the needs of the people today and the future generations, who will
greatly suffer with a diminishment in their water supply.

Please refer to Master Response 4 for additional details on the selection of alternatives. Also, please see
Master Response 3 for additional details on the project purpose and need.

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

The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the proposed project. For more information please
refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural water use efficiency, which
describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use. Also,
refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand management measures,
including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.

For more information regarding agricultural beneficial water use please see Master Response 34.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS were raised.

State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water, and state laws require
that water pumped from the Delta be put to beneficial uses. Beneficial uses include agricultural, municipal,
and industrial consumptive uses; power production; and in-stream uses including fish protection flows.
Fracking — or “hydraulic fracturing” -- presumably could be an “industrial” use of water, and is a lawful use of
water. Pursuant to Senate Bill 4 from 2013 (Stats. 2013, Ch.313), moreover, the state Department of
Conservation, through its Division of Qil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), is currently working on
fracking regulations. Please see Master Response 34 for additional information regarding use of water
delivered by proposed water conveyance facilities.

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

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

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

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. Senior water rights holders are not affected by implementation of action
alternatives. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation would be able to pump from the proposed
north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and not by the
water contractors. Operations for the proposed project would still be consistent with the criteria set by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water
Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the
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723

724

725

726

This state must respond to the climate reality. Keeping the water in the Delta is necessary to
save biodiversity. Big Agriculture must change its ways and adjust to scarce water, not rob
the north for profit.

Protect the Delta and San Francisco Bay! Big Agriculture and Los Angeles must use less!

You will destroy the Delta and all the wildlife and our water supply. For what, to give to
almonds farmers [and] frackers in the desert?

Leave Northern California's water alone. We need it more than the industrial-scale
agricultural corporations who are in it for profit. We need it for survival.

adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/S.

The proposed project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to all of California’s water problems,
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other public
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatment of
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C.3 of
Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management).

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

More than two-thirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of highly productive farm
land receive water exported from the Delta watershed. The proposed project aims to provide a more
reliable water supply, in a way more protective of fish. However, the project proponents have no authority
to designate what water is used for.

One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This
charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued
by the State Water Board.

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

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

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

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

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume |l of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
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727

728

The Delta tunnels project proposed in "California WaterFix" seem a short-sighted solution
that benefits only a few. California's water solutions for the future need to be fair and

balanced solutions where everyone sacrifices and everyone benefits.

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

almond and pistachio orchards.

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

The proposed project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to all of California’s water problems,
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other public
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatment of
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C.3 of
Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management).

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

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

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

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

As a plan prepared to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, the
proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point of
water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity,
the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational
flexibility.

The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. For more information please
refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural water use efficiency, which
describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use. Also,
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729 1 Instead of an expensive, elaborate tunnels system, let's conserve water by prohibiting any

water for fracking!

730 1 No Delta tunnels. We need to protect this fragile ecology and endangered species.

731 1 The twin tunnels are just one more attempt by Brown to solidify his grip on history in
California, along with the bullet train stupidity. As usual, Brown ignores the higher

percentage of voters who do not want either of these boondoggles continued.

refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand management measures,
including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.

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

State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water, and state laws require
that water pumped from the Delta be put to beneficial uses. Beneficial uses include agricultural, municipal,
and industrial consumptive uses; power production; and in-stream uses including fish protection flows.
Fracking - or "hydraulic fracturing" -- presumably could be an "industrial" use of water, and is a lawful use of
water. Pursuant to Senate Bill 4 from 2013 (Stats. 2013, Ch.313), moreover, the state Department of
Conservation, through its Division of Qil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), is currently working on
fracking regulations. Please see Master Response 34 for additional information regarding use of water
delivered by proposed water conveyance facilities.

One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This
charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued
by the State Water Board.

The proposed project Lead Agencies have no power to impose penalties on individual water users. DWR and
Reclamation have contracts with various entities, some of which sell water to water retailers, who have
individual policies and programs to motivate ratepayers to conserve water. Different districts have the right
to take different approaches depending on their individual circumstances.

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

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

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

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

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

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix
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732 1 Why should California taxpayers subsidize almond and pistachio growers? | might favor the  This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
tunnels if these growers would pay the entire costs and also reimburse Bay-Delta users for  response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
their losses. Try rain water harvesting from the coming deluge of water from the next El Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
Nino! index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds

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

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

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

The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. For more information please
refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural water use efficiency, which
describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use. Also,
refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand management measures,
including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.

733 1 We need to protect the Delta and our water supply. We could cut back on the size of the This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
orchards for a year or two. response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

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

The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project. For more information please
refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural water use efficiency, which
describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use. Also,
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refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand management measures,
including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.

734 1 These underground Delta tunnels are a very bad idea and would devastate the environment This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
and harm protected species. Please stop this now. response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

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

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

735 1 We must preserve the ecosystems we have left; maybe almond production will have to stop This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
until the drought ends. response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume |l of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

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

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use
of Water).

736 1 I love almonds and pistachios too, but not at the expense of using the precious water need  This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
for life itself. Do not "steal" this water. response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water and state law requires
that water supplied from the Delta be put to beneficial uses. The lead agencies do not have the authority to
designate what water deliveries are used for. Please see Master Response 34 regarding the potential uses of
water delivered via California Waterfix’s proposed conveyance facilities. Contractors and their customers
must make economic decisions about planting in light of the amounts of water they are likely to receive
going forward.

737 1 This isn't a "fix", it's robbery! Tell Big Ag to grow their water-greedy crops in a more This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
environmentally friendly way. Try dry farming. response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume |l of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 700-799 2016
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738

739

740

1

1

Too much water is already going south. Why make the Delta area too salty?

A huge water grab by big agribusiness. Do not approve this project.

Why are you thinking this is a fix when, indeed, it seems to only fix what I'd call "factory
farming." And I'm not talking about the inhumane killing of our animals. Protect the little

folks and stop talking to the money grabbers.

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

The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline. See
Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

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

In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in
total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can
divert from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating agencies, including
requirements to protect Delta water quality. The EIR/EIS modeling results for the No Action Alternative
indicate that, with or without the project, rising sea levels will bring saline tidal water further into the Delta
than occurs at present.

For more information regarding water quality please see Master Response 14.

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

State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water and state law requires
that water supplied from the Delta be put to beneficial uses. The lead agencies do not have the authority to
designate what water deliveries are used for. Please see Master Response 34 regarding the potential uses of
water delivered via California Waterfix’s proposed conveyance facilities and 44 for changes in delta
exports/area of origin/water rights.

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

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the Clean Water Act and federal and
state Endangered Species Acts; as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
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741

742

743

1

Californians voted no to the peripheral canal; you cannot change the name. You are
screwing up the balance for someone to make a dollar. Metropolitan Water [District of
Southern California] can build a desalinization plant down off the Channel Islands for Los
Angeles's wasteful water users. Moving water around this way is stupid.

Please protect this area for the natural habitat. We must respect the natural environment

for the generations to come.

We don't believe that taking water from the Delta, driving salmon to extinction, is the
answer to water for agriculture.

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

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

A number of important improvements have been made to set the current proposal apart from the
Peripheral Canal. For instance, tunnels are proposed to reduce surface impacts associated with canals. The
capacity of the Proposed Project is more than 10,000 cfs smaller than the Peripheral Canal. The project as
proposed allows for dual conveyance allowing through-Delta operations to continue in order to maintain
in-Delta water quality. The Proposed Project would require operation of the proposed new in-Delta portions
of the CVP and SWP pursuant to environmentally stringent rules under the Federal Endangered Species Act
and California Endangered Species Act.

For more information regarding desalination please see Master Response 7.

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

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

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

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

In accordance with the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the
action alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water
rights and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued
to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights nor reduction in
total water rights issued to DWR and Reclamation. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can
divert from the new north Delta facilities is set by Federal and State regulating agencies, ESA compliance,
and project design. Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water
Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the
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744

745

1

Please don't funnel our water to the rich in Southern California. We used to be the world's
garden for all fruits and vegetables. Wouldn't it be much more justifiable to build the
transformers to recycle the seawater?

Massive amounts of water all over our coast and you guys want to take our decreasing
farming water. We also used to be the world's rice grower. Now what? Stop taking from
Northern California and stop the rich jerks from watering their lawns and pools. | know for a
fact that you can use drones to catch them but you prefer to dry up Northern California.
Shame on you, all of you in our government.

Please preserve and protect California's dwindling water resources. Slaking corporate thirst
does nothing for Californians [who] are running out of drinking water!

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 a state-wide solution to all of California’s water problems,
and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other public
agencies in agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatment of
contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C.3 of
Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).

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

As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the action
alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water rights
and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternatives
evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued to DWR and
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin laws and
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total water rights
issued to DWR and Reclamation. Over the long-term, the proposed project would decrease total exports of
SWP and CVP water as compared to Existing Conditions and No Action Alternative in the summer and early
fall months; and increase exports in the wet winter months when the river flows are high. The Proposed
Project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to all of California’s water problems, and it is not an
attempt to address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other public agencies in
agricultural and municipal/industrial water conservation, recycling, desalination, treatment of contaminated
aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C,
Water Demand Management).

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

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

All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which
were issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights
and Area of Origin laws and requirements. Also, refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further
information on demand management measures, including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and
conservation.

The project is just one element of the state’s long-range strategy to meet anticipated future water needs of
Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. The project is
not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex and
long-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of
exported supplies. It is important to note that the project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to
all of California’s water problems, and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued
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746

747

748

749

Planting water thirsty crops in areas that are desert without added water is stupid and folly.
Always was and always will be. Aquifers and piped in/tunneled in water is just deflating
another area from the water it could use.

Let's work to conserve water in agriculture -- not to damage a fragile ecosystem.

Attempting to re-engineer nature to serve man's need for profit or political machinations
has already assured environmental disaster. It is unconscionable to exacerbate this. But you
already know that. Act accordingly.

Please protect our delicate ecosystem and do not approve this project. We need to preserve
our environment for the next seven generations to enjoy.

investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, storage, recycling, desalination,
treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in
Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures).

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

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

The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline. See
Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

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

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

For more information regarding agricultural beneficial water use please see Master Response 34.

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

The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north
Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the project is designed to
improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master
Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

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

The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be
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environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility.

Refer to Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

750 1 The only sane course includes the capture [and] recycling of water, switching areas' This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
agriculture to local water fall, limiting [and] densifying new development to not require new response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
water allotments, and development/construction/adaption codes to reduce [and] recycle Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
water use. index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds

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

Although conservation components and demand management measures have merit from a statewide water
policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independently through the state, they are
beyond the scope of the BDCP or California WaterFix. It is important to note that the proposed project is not
intended to serve as a state-wide solution to all of California’s water problems, and it is not an attempt to
address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation,
water recycling, etc.

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

751 1 California WaterFix is a fraud. It certainly shows that the "fix" is in to benefit water guzzlers: This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
industrial-scale agriculture. No way, no how. response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
Refer to Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water) and Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need).

752 1 Please limit the wasteful water use and come up with a plan to end the 30 % waste of food This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
from the Central Valley being thrown into landfills. response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume |l of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

Please refer to Master Response 6 for additional details on demand management. Also, please see Master
Response 34 for additional details on the determination of beneficial use.

753 1 Conservation and efficient irrigation in agribusiness can do more to "create" water than This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
diverting it from an already dried-out estuary like the Delta. Please do not move forward on response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
the Delta tunnels project. Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the

index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

The commenter offers an opinion on the merits of a particular water supply augmentation approach (greater
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754

755

756

757

1 Urban water users have cut their water use this year by 31%. However, urban water users
only take about 20% of the developed water in California -- 80% goes to agriculture,
including water-wasteful, low-value crops such as alfalfa.

It's time for agriculture to make the same kinds of sacrifices that urban water users have

made. They should not be allowed to grab more water from an ecologically fragile
environment.

1 We must force people to confront our unsustainable use of water, not put a band-aid on the
problem by destroying more habitats.

1 Water needs to be conserved. The almond and pistachio farms may need to be phased out
for other water-conscious foods.

1 There are too many demands on the Delta as it is. We don't have enough water to share.

agricultural conservation) and does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR/EIS.

The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the proposed project. For more information please
refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural water use efficiency, which
describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use. Also,
refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand management measures,
including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.

For more information regarding agricultural beneficial water use please see Master Response 34.

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

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

For more information regarding agricultural beneficial water use please see Master Response 34.

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

Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various
agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and
more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings. Please note that the
preferred alternative is now Alternative 4A (i.e., the California WaterFix Project) and no longer includes an
HCP. Alternative 4A has been developed in response to public and agency input. The EIR/EIS analyzes all
alternatives, including Alternative 4A. The premise of the California WaterFix is that it will provide
environmental benefits while stabilizing water supplies for a large population of California residents,
consistent with statutory policy as found in the Delta Reform Act of 2009 (see, e.g., California Public
Resources Code, §§ 85001(c), 85002, 85004(a), 85020.) Refer to Master Response 31 (Compliance with the
Delta Reform Act).

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

Regulatory oversight of agribusinesses (e.g., almonds) and oil corporations is outside the scope of the
proposed project. Also, the Lead Agencies do not have land use planning authority or have the mandate to
modify local zoning (including what crops should be planted).

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

The proposed project would enable DWR to construct and operate new conveyance facilities that improve
water supply reliability, consistent with California law (e.g., Water Code, § 85001[c]). One of the purposes of
the project would be to restore and protect the ability of the SWP and CVP to deliver up to full contract
amounts, when hydrologic conditions result in the availability of sufficient water, consistent with the
requirements of state and federal law and the terms and conditions of water delivery contracts.

758 1 Please "fix" it in a better way. Tunnels are not the way to go. Tunnels are only overseen by  This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
few people, and will become a part of a project with little oversight. It is so much better to  response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
see the Chrystal Springs reservoir and know that the Hetch Hetchy work waters a great Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
amount of people and has worked for many years. Please keep things at its current level and index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
do not let the Delta and downstream area be depleted by nut agriculture. | mean almond to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

and pistachio, but | write from San Francisco, so more can be understood. | seriously think
that putting things underground and out of sight is a major political action which keeps the  This comment expresses an option about us of tunnels to convey water under the California WaterFix and

citizens ignorant. the amount of oversight for the project. The conveyance facilities would be operated according to current
Delta flow and water quality requirements and according to protective operating criteria that balance the
need to protect Delta ecosystem health, water supply and water quality.

759 1 This is not the way to help our shortage. We need to trust that climate change can also take ' This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
the form in California as getting rain at times when there used to be none, and building response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
pipelines to states that have too much water to "share the planet" with a state that has Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
been provisional to all, nurtured all, for a long, long time. index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds

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

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

760 1 Stop this nonsense! If the golf courses had to stop watering there would be no drought! We This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
need these crops in California more then the rich need to play golf in green grass! response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

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

761 1 Industrial scale agriculture is an abomination to begin with. This proposal makes it into This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
tyranny. response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
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State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water and state law requires
that water supplied from the Delta be put to beneficial uses. The Lead Agencies do not have the authority to
designate what water deliveries are used for. Please refer to Master Response 34 regarding the potential
uses of water delivered via proposed conveyance facilities.

762 1 | oppose ruining the Delta ecosystem and its fish for the sake of Central Valley farmers. The This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
climate is changing & our crops & growing practices must change with it. response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

More than two-thirds of the residents of the state and more than two million acres of highly productive farm
land receive water exported from the Delta watershed. The proposed project aims to provide a more
reliable water supply, in a way more protective of fish. However, the project proponents have no authority
to designate what water is used for.

One of the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State Water Board’s) charges is to ensure that the State’s
water is put to the best possible use and that this use is in the best interest of the California public. This
charge is reflected in part by the designation of beneficial uses established through the State Water Board’s
planning process. These beneficial uses are identified in each Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued
by the State Water Board.

763 1 The true, long term solution to water shortages are to support the natural system - This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
replenishing aquifers and letting rivers run their natural course. This is good for fish (and response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
fishing), essential for many species, and best for us all. Please do the right thing and replace Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
these proposed tunnels with a truly sustainable solution! index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds

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

It is important to note, as an initial matter, that the proposed project is not intended to serve as a state-wide
solution to all of California’s water problems and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for
continued investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, recycling, desalination,
treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage. Nor is the proposed
project intended to solve all environmental challenges facing the Delta. Please see Master Response 6
(Demand Management) for further information regarding how many of the suggested components have
merit from a state-wide water policy standpoint, and some are being implemented or considered
independently throughout the state, but are beyond the scope of the proposed project.

Although many of the proposed alternatives included meritorious water policy principles, the proposals
rejected by the Lead Agencies did not qualify as appropriate alternatives for various reasons.  For example,
proposals were rejected because they were inconsistent with the project’s objectives and purpose and need
or included components that are beyond the scope of the project. The text of the Draft EIR/EIS in Chapter 3
(section 3.2) and Appendix 3A to that document thoroughly explain the process used to develop the
alternatives, and explain why certain potential alternatives were considered but ultimately rejected by the
Lead Agencies. Please see Master Response 4 (Alternatives) for additional information on the development
of the proposed project’s alternatives.

DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new
operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to
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765

766

767

1

We need water for people not profits!

California waterways are already stressed to the limit, especially from agricultural
extraction. Our fisheries and Bay need fresh water. Our northern rivers are starving for
water. Requiring conservative agricultural methods and transitioning to less water-intensive
crops, as well as sealing leaky viaducts, will better serve the public. Each household must be
transformed if we are to make it through this.

I think this "fix" is only for the nut tree growers' interests and will do much harm to the
region.

We need rigorous conservation, both urban and agricultural, more water flow through the
Delta to sustain our fisheries, a reconsideration of agricultural products suitable for our
hotter, drier climate (rice and almonds should be grown in a locale where there is sufficient
water for them), and a cessation of agriculture on the unsuitable lands on the west side of

improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. The Proposed Project is
intended to provide a more reliable water supply, with diversions that are more protective for fish, in
accordance with the Delta Reform Act co-equal goals of improving water supply reliability and Delta
ecosystem health. Please see Master Response 31 (Delta Reform Act) and Master Response 3 (Purpose and
Need) for additional information.

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

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

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

Although conservation components and demand management measures have merit from a statewide water
policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independently through the state, they are
beyond the scope of the BDCP or California WaterFix. It is important to note that the proposed project is not
intended to serve as a state-wide solution to all of California’s water problems, and it is not an attempt to
address directly the need for continued investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation,
water recycling, etc. The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the proposed project. For more
information please refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural water use
efficiency, which describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water
delivery and use. Also, refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand
management measures, including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.

For more information regarding beneficial use please see Master Response 34.

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

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

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

The commenter offers an opinion on the merits of a particular water supply augmentation approach (greater
conservation) and does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR/EIS.

Please see Master Response 4 regarding the range of alternatives selected and Master Response 3 for
information on the purpose and need for the proposed project. The project proposes to stabilize water
supplies, and exports could only increase under certain circumstances. Although the proposed project
would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it would make the deliveries more
predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.

The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the proposed project. For more information please
refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural water use efficiency, which
describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural water delivery and use. Also,
refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on demand management measures,
including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.

For more information regarding agricultural beneficial water use please see Master Response 34.

768 1 Governor Brown likes the reputation of an environmentally responsible governor. However, This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
the underground water export tunnels proposed for the Bay-Delta will only ensure reckless, response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
unsustainable farming practices that have devastated California's unique environmental Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
treasures, and which have vastly depleted California's water, and promises to ensure a index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
future of bad farming practices, one of which is the planting of water intensive crops that to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

are not suitable for California's climate and not suitable for much of California's soils.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the

alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project.
For more information please refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural
water use efficiency, which describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural
water delivery and use. Also, refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on
demand management measures, including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.

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

768 2 These greedy farmers want to abuse our natural resources to sell to a world market! The California WaterFix project is being proposed to address the conflict between the ecological needs of a
range of at-risk Delta species and natural communities, while providing for more reliable water supplies for

It is insane: farmers, working with short-sighted politicians, to ensure a horrible future for  people, communities, agriculture, and industry. The proposed project does not propose any changes to
our water and the environment. existing agricultural practices.

Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California WaterFix Comment Letter: 700-799 2016
Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments 22 ICF 00139.14



DEIRS |Cmt# [Comment Response

Ltr#

768 3 Governor Brown should be taking action to purchase up vast tracks of Central Valley and This comment is an opinion about other actions the Governor should take to recreate the historic native
Coastal California farm land and turn those lands into newly created lakes and marshes that environment in California for wetlands, wildlands, tourism, recreation and water collection. The comment
mimic historic native California's environment (prior to invasion by white people). does not raise any environmental issues related to the EIR/EIS.

These vast tracks of new wetlands and wild lands would be a huge gain for tourism,
recreation, education, and natural water collection and reserves for dry years.

768 4 Governor Brown, you are better than this! Take action to stop this water grab that only No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the
supports unsustainable and environmentally irresponsible farming practices. alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to

DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation would be able to pump from
the proposed north Delta facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design,
and not by the water contractors. Operations for the proposed project would still be consistent with the
criteria set by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and
State Water Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made
pursuant to the adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/S.

769 1 This is a stupid, short-sighted project. Get water pricing right and end outdated allotments  This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
--- that will allocate water to its most productive use. The Delta provides environmental response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
amenities and services that cannot ever be provided by the market, so protect it. That is the Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
best long-term strategy for a healthy California economy. index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds

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

The State Water Resources Control Board, not DWR, is responsible for decisions relating to water rights.
DWR holds water rights approved by the State Water Resources Control Board but does not have the power
or authority to issue water rights to others. Additionally, the proposed project does not seek any new
water rights nor include any regulatory actions that would affect water rights holders other than DWR,
Reclamation, and SWP and CVP contractors. Please see Master Response 32 for information on the
proposed project’s effects on water rights

Importantly, all water exported by the SWP and CVP is the subject of the existing water rights of those two
agencies. Exports do not come at the expense of other water rights holders. The proposed project and its
alternatives analyzed in the EIR/EIS only include the use of water from existing SWP and CVP water rights or
voluntary water transfers from other water rights holders. The proposed project and its alternatives do
not reduce the protections for other water right holders. Please see Master Response 43 for information
on water transfers.

770 1 Please, Jerry Brown, you've always said you cared about the environment, and that's the This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
reason | voted for you. Don't let us down! response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of

Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
Take care of our beloved state! index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds

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

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

771 1 The first rule of ecology is that everything is connected and it is impossible to do just one This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
thing. Exporting water from any ecosystem has consequences, many of which we are not response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
yet aware of. It is hubris to think of this as a "solution" for our water issues. Governor Brown Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
should be ashamed for participating in such hubris and short-sighted planning. We can do index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
much better. to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
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772

773

774

1

| have been living in the San Joaquin Valley during the horrible drought for the 4 years. |
have witnessed how nature has suffered. Many forms of wildlife | used to see, [I] no longer
see. This is because the branch of the river that used to flow here has completely dried up.

Stop fracking.

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

I understand we are in a drought situation but we should not sacrifice the environment for
water. We need better water policy, not a ruined environment.

All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which
were issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights
and Area of Origin laws and requirements. Senior water rights holders are not affected by implementation of
action alternatives. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can pump from the new north Delta
facilities is set by Federal regulating agencies, ESA compliance and project design, and not by the water
contractors. Operations for the Proposed Project would still be consistent with the criteria set by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service biological opinions and State Water
Resources Control Board Water Right Decision 1641 (D-1641), subject to adjustments made pursuant to the
project and the adaptive management process, as described in Chapter 5, Water Supply of the EIR/S. In
addition to permitting constraints on daily operations of the SWP and CVP, DWR and Reclamation must
maintain proper performance and bypass flows across fish screens when endangered and threatened fish
species are present within the north Delta facilities area.

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

As stated in the Project Objectives and Purpose and Need (see Chapter 2 of the EIR/S), all of the action
alternatives would continue the operation of the SWP and CVP in accordance with the existing water rights
and regulatory criteria adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. All of the alternatives
evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which were issued to DWR and
Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of Origin laws and
requirements. The proposed project does not seek any new water rights or any changes in total water rights
issued to DWR and Reclamation.

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

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

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

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

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

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use
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778

As a conservative, | continually scratch my head at the direction Governor Brown goes. One
day he's all in our business about energy, the next day he's making unilateral decisions on
something else. Enough! This is not a water fix, it is one more future water disaster!

Please find another way. We need tree nuts, but we also need to keep the Delta safe.

The tunnels impacts on the Delta fish life and Sacramento River flow into the SF Bay have
been poorly researched. The outcome is likely to be an environmental disaster!

There is a water shortage in California. Do not vote for this. It is not what your constituents
want.

of Water).

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

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

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

Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various
agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and
more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings. In addition to the added
water management flexibility created by new water diversions and operational scenarios, the project would
improve habitat, increase food supplies and reduce the effects of other stressors on the Delta ecosystem.

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

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

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

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

Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various
agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and
more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.
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779 1 I live and work between California and Australia, and we are fighting to fix the
over-allocation of water rights in Australia also. Sensitive Australian ecosystems have been
destroyed through denying them a sufficient flow of water, so that water-intensive crops
like cotton can be grown in areas totally inhospitable to agriculture without artificial
irrigation. California shouldn't make the same mistake. Do not reroute Northern California

river water to support unsustainable agriculture.

780 1 We need to make our water use smarter, not continue the decades-old mistake of stealing

water from one region to support the powerful economic interests of another.

781 1 What happens when the water is gone? This stick-a-straw-in-the-earth approach makes no
sense. Almonds won't be grown anymore when the water is drained. What happens to the

rest of the living things in this state when the water and almond farms are gone?

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

It is important to note, as an initial matter, that the proposed project is not intended to serve as a state-wide
solution to all of California’s water problems and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for
continued investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, recycling, desalination,
treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage. Nor is the proposed
project intended to solve all environmental challenges facing the Delta. Please see Master Response 6 for
further information regarding how many of the suggested components have merit from a state-wide water
policy standpoint, and some are being implemented or considered independently throughout the state, but
are beyond the scope of the proposed project.

Providing regulatory oversight to agribusinesses is outside the scope of the proposed project and
environmental analysis. Please see Master Response 34 regarding the potential uses of water delivered via
WaterFix’s proposed conveyance facilities. Contractors and their customers must make economic decisions
about planting in light of the amounts of water they are likely to receive going forward.

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

Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various
agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies, stakeholders and independent scientists, and
more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and stakeholder briefings.

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

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

The project is not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex
and long-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of
exported supplies. The project is just one element of the state’s long-range strategy to meet anticipated
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783

784

1

In my area the price of water is sky rocketing, while our leaders, or is it masters are issuing
building permits for thousands of homes and you want to export more California water!

Please stop destroying ecosystems for agriculture profits.

| think we should stop fracking in our state first. We should also have regulation that

future water needs of Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate
change with continued investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, storage, recycling,
desalination, treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as
described in Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Water Demand Management).

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

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

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

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

The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility. See Master Response 3 (Purpose and Need) and Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use
of Water).

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the

requires efficient watering systems for agriculture. Decreasing water usage in big agriculture response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of

without reducing output is totally possible. Why are they still flooding fields and not using
mulch? They should be using efficient irrigation systems and mulch. They could probably
reduce water usage by 50% or more. Then maybe we wouldn't need these tunnels.

Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. Senior water rights holders are not affected by implementation of action
alternatives. The CALSIM Il model assumptions provide the same deliveries to senior water rights holders
under the No Action Alternative and all action alternatives. As discussed in Chapter 5, Water Supply, of the
EIR/S, climate change, sea level rise, and population growth in the northern Delta watershed are anticipated
to effect senior water rights holders (as shown in the comparison between the Existing Conditions and the
No Action Alternative model runs) with or without implementation of the action alternatives.

The project is just one element of the state’s long-range strategy to meet anticipated future water needs of
Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. The project is
not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex and
long-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of
exported supplies. It is important to note that the project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to
all of California’s water problems, and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued
investment by the State and other public agencies in conservation, storage, recycling, desalination,
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785 1 The Delta has been worked over by people too much. We need to stop the stealing of water
from the north for the greedy south.

786 1 Save the Delta with ecologically based water use.

treatment of contaminated aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage (as described in
Section 1.C.3 of Appendix 1C, Demand Management Measures). The proposed project would not increase
the amount of water to which SWP and CVP hold water rights for use allowed under their contracts and
permits and approvals for refuge water supplies or other environmental purposes.

State constitutional restrictions require the reasonable and beneficial use of water, and state laws require
that water pumped from the Delta be put to stipulated beneficial uses. Beneficial uses include agricultural,
municipal, and industrial consumptive uses; power production; and in-stream uses including fish protection
flows. Fracking — or “hydraulic fracturing” -- presumably could be an “industrial” use of water. As of the
present, hydraulic fracturing is a lawful use of water, as state law generally permits oil and gas operators to
engage in “the injection of air, gas, water, or other fluids into the productive strata, the application of
pressure heat or other means for the reduction of viscosity of the hydrocarbons, the supplying of additional
motive force, or the creating of enlarged or new channels for the underground movement of hydrocarbons
into production wells[.]” (Cal. Pub. Resources Code, § 3106[b].) Pursuant to Senate Bill 4 from 2013 (Stats.
2013, Ch.313), moreover, the state Department of Conservation, through its Division of Qil, Gas, and
Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), is currently working on fracking regulations. An interim set of regulations
allowing continued “well stimulation treatments” (including hydraulic fracturing) will remain in effect
through 2014, and a new set of proposed regulations should take effect on January 2015. Senate Bill 4 also
requires DOGGR, by July 1, 2015, to certify an EIR “in order to provide the public with detailed information
regarding any potential environmental impacts of well stimulation in the state.” This EIR “shall address the
issue of activities... that may occur at oil wells in the state existing prior to, and after” January 1, 2014.
Through the rule-making process and the statutorily-mandated EIR, the state will better understand how
much water is actually used for fracking in California and how much is likely to be used in the foreseeable
future. Voluntary reporting indicates that the use of water for fracking is comparatively small, particularly
compared with the water usage that has been reported in other states in connection with natural gas
recovery. The Department of Conservation estimates that statewide, about 270 acre-feet of water per year
is used for hydraulic fracture stimulation activities. For comparison’s sake, roughly 5.2 million acre-feet of
water a year have been diverted from the Delta, on average, over the last 20 years by the federal and state
water projects for farms and cities.

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) could modify water permits to balance and protect
beneficial uses of water. If the Legislature declared fracking to be unreasonable, it would potentially trigger
the SWRCB to revise water right permits in such a way as to restrict Delta water from being used for
fracking. Please see Master Response 34 for additional information regarding use of water delivered by
project facilities.

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

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

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
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| grew up in California. | am an avid fisherman and outdoorsman. This proposed water
project would have devastating impacts on the California Delta and all the creatures that
inhabit it. Please do not approve this project and keep this diverse and incredibly unique
part of California from being changed forever. Our children will not forgive us if we allow
this water grab to happen.

| was sure this project was set aside a year or more ago. How did this get back into
circulation? | suspect lots of agriculture money. | am so disappointed.

We need water to drink to stay alive. People can live without almonds soaking up our
drinking water.

This proposal was defeated in the past -- it seems crazy that we have to deal with it again!
Please do your jobs and put the integrity of the environment ahead of big agriculture,
encouraging Central Valley farmers and all of California to conserve water rather than
sacrifice ecosystems to our own self-indulgence.

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

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

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

The issue raised by the commenter addresses the merits of the project and does not raise any issues with
the environmental analysis provided in the EIR/S. The proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous
standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts; as such the proposed project is intended to be
environmentally beneficial. By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating
criteria to improve water volume, timing, and salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native
fish migratory patterns and allow for greater operational flexibility. Refer to Master Response 3
(Purpose and Need).

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

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

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

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project.
For more information please refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural
water use efficiency, which describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural
water delivery and use. Also, refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on
demand management measures, including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.

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

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project.
For more information please refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural
water use efficiency, which describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural
water delivery and use. Also, refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on
demand management measures, including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.

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

791 1 We should not be growing crops that need excessive water; those crops should be replaced This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
with drought-tolerant ones. response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

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

The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline. See
Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

792 1 Governor Brown, you seem to like having the reputation of caring about the environment This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
and yet this is not the first time you've taken a diametrically opposite stand. Is there even a  response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
single politician that we can trust? Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the

index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

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

793 1 The citizens of the state and the environment should come before the profits of This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
agri-business. response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume |l of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
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794 4 We need this water in Northern California with the droughts we've been experiencing. Stop

sending so much water to Southern California.

795 1 Salmon create jobs too! Also they are very tasty. Respect the balance of the Bay Area

hydrology.

796 1 The citizens of California need that precious resource, much more than the Central Valley's

agri-business.

Cut them off!

797 1 This is not a "fix"; we need to concentrate on conservation, recycling, and [not to] give

always to big agriculture and oil companies!

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

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. The
proposed project was developed to meet the rigorous standards of the federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, as such the proposed project is intended to be environmentally beneficial. By establishing a
point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

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

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

The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline. See
Master Response 35 (Southern California Water Supply)

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

Please refer to Chapter 11, Alternative 4A of the Final EIR/EIS for an analysis of effects of the preferred
alternative, to salmon. The analysis finds that there would be no adverse effects to salmon.

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

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

The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
circumstances. Water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
Alternative 4A are projected to be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline. See
Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

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

The water agencies throughout the state have developed portfolios to provide the necessary water for their
region. The solution to the State’s water problem is multi-faceted and will include multiple actions
throughout the state. Ways to reduce demand are in process at this time. Various programs for storage,
reuse and added reliability are being evaluated and implemented. Those actions do not provide the entire
solution; therefore, the project is being proposed as one of the pieces of the overall program. The comment
does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.

798 1 Leave natural resources in place; stop destroying our planet for profit! This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume |l of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

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

799 1 The public deserves water for drinking over giving it to farmers for water-intensive crops. This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
The Delta should be preserved. Ration this water so that both are served. response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume |l of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised. All of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights that were issued to
DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights and Area of
Origin laws and requirements. The issue of crops and water use is beyond the scope of the Proposed Project.
For more information please refer to the updated draft 2013 California Water Plan’s strategy for agricultural
water use efficiency, which describes the use and application of scientific processes to control agricultural
water delivery and use. Also, refer to Master Response 6 and Appendix 1C for further information on
demand management measures, including increasing agricultural water use efficiency and conservation.

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