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900 1

901 1

902 1

903 1

I live in this area and I can tell you that the impact of these proposed tunnels would be
devastating. We'd lose miles of crucial native habitat. Please stop these tunnels from being
built.

Governor Brown, stop this misguided, ecology-wrecking Delta tunnels project.

Forget it. Instead, encourage environmentally wise changes in the agricultural system, to
work with the new normal in a sustainable way.

Water is the new gold. Please don't let them steal it.

It will make it too easy to take too much water from the river in bad runoff years.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume 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.

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.

The issue of agricultural 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 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.

No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
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904

905

906

1

This is insanity. Hasn't government policy already screwed up our environment enough?
Dams, water diversions, fracking, agricultural [and] CAFO [concentrated animal feeding
operation] runoff pollution. Do you think we are the last generation of human beings who
will have to live here? You must leave some things relatively stable for future generations.
Screw the agribusinesses that use huge amounts of water where water does not exist. If you
want to spend billions of dollars on something, subsidize them to grow something that
makes more environmental sense.

I truly feel for the farmers, but destroying the Bay-Delta (which | believe is a definite
possibility) does not seem to be the answer. | believe there should be additional lengthy
fact-finding and voter feedback before this project is agreed to. Other methods are out
there -- it is just a matter of diligence in our quest to create a working water-efficient
project.

The Sacramento River Delta is already under strain from many diversions. We don't need

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.

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

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

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
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more tunnels. Please protect the Delta. 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) and Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports).

907 1 Please protect our region's ecology and endangered species by opposing Delta tunnels. This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume |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.

Chapter 11 of the Final EIR/EIS discusses measures that would be implemented to protect aquatic
ecosystem, and Chapter 12 of the Final EIR/EIS discusses measures that would be implemented to protect
terrestrial ecosystems.

908 1 This is our 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.

909 1 | can't live without water. | can live without almonds and pistachios. 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).

910 1 | absolutely oppose any project which would send more Sacramento River water south. This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
Development and agricultural interests in the drier parts of the state need to seek out response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
solutions to their water needs that are congruent with living in a dry climate. It is not Volume |l of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
sustainable to move water and court environmental disaster in one part of the state to 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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support wasteful usage in a region that does not already have water.

Water policies in the state and in the valley need to be radically rethought and redesigned
to reflect the reality of the dry climate.

911 1 This is a bad idea and would wreck the Delta. The Delta-Mendota Canal is bad enough by

taking lots of water and diverting it to Los Angeles.

912 1 | am so sick of greedy companies who want to take away our rights to have water in our

homes to increase their profits. Whatever happened to "we the people"?

913 1 This would be a disaster for the Delta and San Francisco Bay and Northern California which

is also suffering from drought.

914 1 We need to solve our water crisis, but not by creating new crises.

to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.

The proposed project is just one element of the state’s long-range strategy to meet anticipated future water
needs of Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change. The
proposed project is not a comprehensive, statewide water plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many
complex and long-standing issues related to the operations of the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including
reliability of exported supplies, and the recovery and conservation of threatened and endangered species
that depend on the Delta.

See Master Response 35 (Southern California Water Supply), Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water)
and Master Response 6 (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 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.

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.

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

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

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

For more information regarding purpose and need of the proposed project please see Master Response 3.

915 1 We can't continue to mess around with the natural state of things without devastating This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
consequences. Stop playing God. 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.

916 1 Respect the Delta. Stop asking more from it. Leave what remains of Northern Californian This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
water where it belongs, flowing into the Delta and into the Bay. 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.

917 1 Agriculture in California needs to be reimagined, both for improved methods and a different This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
crop mix that needs less 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.

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).

917 2 The first priority is for people to have clean water to drink. No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS were raised.

917 3 Next, we need to protect our salmon industry -- after all, salmon is food, too, and we earn 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 or the salmon
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Final EIR/EIS—Comments and Responses to Comments 5 ICF 00139.14



RECIRC |Cmt# [Comment Response
Ltr#
money from it. fishery.
917 4 And then there's tourism. A lot of people come to see our wildlife and wild places. Without  The proposed project would not remove the water or prevent access to the water in the Delta. Operations of
water, there will be less to see. Alternative 4 and the new preferred alternative, 4A, are not expected to result in a substantial decrease or
increase in Delta surface water levels. Please refer to Appendix 5A, Section C, CALSIM Il and DSM2 Modeling
Results, EIR/EIS, for more information. Please refer to Chapter 16, Socioeconomics, regarding impacts to
local businesses and tourism.
917 5 Westlands does not need any more public subsidies and they stand to benefit greatly from  No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/S were raised.
these tunnels which the taxpayers will pay for. We've known for maybe 30 years that
selenium leaches into the soil from their irrigation. The taxpayers no doubt footed the bill  The project proposes to stabilize water supplies, and exports could only increase under certain
for cleaning up the San Luis Reservoir.  Enough is enough! 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
We were doing much better last year when we passed a bill to do something about our years. Although the proposed project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it
system of water rights. This is the path we should follow. Westlands and other powerful would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline. See
agribusiness is making an end run around that process. Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).
918 1 Do not sell our children's futures for almonds! 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.
919 1 | strongly oppose the Delta tunnels. We must stop this project and work to restore and This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
protect critically endangered salmon and other fish species in the Delta. 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).
920 1 There will never be enough water to satisfy the south so let's stop sending more water This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
south now. 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.
921 1 Central and Southern California have depleted and abused their water supplies and now This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the

want to deplete and destroy Northern California surface and groundwater supplies. They

response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
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must develop a sustainable water system and not use taxpayer money to divert and steal Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
water from other regions. 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 3 for additional details on the project purpose and need and Master Response 34 for additional
details on the determination of beneficial use.
Regarding the cost of the project, the water contractors benefitting from the proposed project and their
constituents will bear all costs associated with constructing new conveyance facilities and mitigating for the
impacts of those facilities. For more information regarding funding of the proposed project please see
Master Response 5.
922 1 Agribusiness in California is responsible for draining much of California's water resources. By This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
acting now for immediate need we, as a state, are creating a huge deficit for future needs.  response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
To pass a proposal, such as the Delta tunnels project, that addresses short-term Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
profit-oriented industries to the detriment of a long-term vision, is the height of index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
short-sighted greed and ultimately destroys the very resources on which these industries to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
are based. Considering how precious our dwindling water supply is and how vital to the
environment it is that we take precautions now in order to offset the devastating All of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS would only divert water under existing water rights which
consequences if we do not, | would hope that you would want to do whatever is possible to  Were issued to DWR and Reclamation by the State Water Board with consideration for senior water rights
protect the Delta and California's water resources, not destroy them. The Delta tunnel and Area of Origin laws and requirements. The amount of water that DWR and Reclamation can pump from
project is yet another desperate, wasteful idea which should not be allowed to go forward.  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.
923 1 The fate of habitat [and] endangered species is very important to me. Please consider This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
carefully. Thank you, Governor Brown. 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).
924 1 Please stop this water grab. Invest in our children's future. This project is an ecological debt This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the

we aren't ready to accept.

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.

By establishing a point of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water
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925 1 No! 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.

926 1 We simply have to find a different way to farm our food. Thank you!

927 1 Saltwater intrusion in 1960 was by Martinez; now it’s by Tracy. They want to do the same to

Sacramento.

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

The proposed project does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water rights or for use as
allowed under its contracts. It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects
under a fully implemented project would be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the
last 20 years. Refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports). Although the proposed project would
not increase the overall volume of Delta water exported, it would make the deliveries more predictable and
reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep decline.

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

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.
Please refer to Master Response 34 for additional details on the determination of beneficial use. 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
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928

929

930

Please protect the Delta ecosystem! The only solution to our water crisis is to rethink how
we use water, not to continue to deplete the few resources we have left or damage the
environment.

This plan does nothing to address the source of California's water shortages.

With so many wetlands forever gone, covered by buildings, why, oh why, would you do
anything to continue the madness? We can live with fewer crops of nuts, but the life in the
Delta cannot live without the water.

to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
No issues related to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS were raised.

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 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 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.

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

Please see Master Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the
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931

932

933

Quit screwing with our ecosystem. Leave it alone. Besides, all these almonds get exported.

Water should be used in the watershed in which it flows. When people manipulate the
environment we usually create disasters. Don't allow this, please.

There is always a solution that doesn't involve devastation to vital species. Please find that
alternative!

proposed project.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume 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) 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
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), Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports) 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
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 commenter 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.

The alternatives included in the Draft EIR/EIS represent a legally adequate reasonable range of alternatives
and the scope of the analysis of alternatives fully complies with both CEQA and NEPA. The Lead Agencies
carefully considered all potential alternatives that were proposed during the scoping process and during
time of preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS. In response to public input, several new alternatives have been
studied in the Recirculated DEIR/EIS and a new Preferred Alternative (4A) identified.
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934 1 Please continue your legacy as a great governor, protecting the environment while assuring  This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
a healthy infrastructure, and stop the "California WaterFix" tunnels project. 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.

935 1 California has a proud history of leading the nation in protecting and preserving species and This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
environment while drawing wisely upon resources of land and water. The Delta tunnels are response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
not part of that tradition. 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).

936 1 The Governor of California has a bug up his ass to complete this tunnel project his father as  This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
Governor began. He must really believe he is doing a good thing for California. His belief has response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
blinded him to the ecological reality of taking even more water away from a fragile Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
ecosystem already depleted by water export and drought conditions. As a fifteen-year index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
resident of the Delta, only this year have | had toxic blue-green (poisonous) algae developed to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
on the water in my backyard. We only have Mr. Brown to blame for this. If you allow this
tunnel project, you will be complicit in helping to forever destroy our California Delta. 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 14 (Water Quality).

937 1 Please don't destroy our state's natural resources to placate special interest groups and the This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the

agriculture industry. There must be a better way.

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. The documentation
generated by this proposed project has undergone extensive public and scientific input, discussion, and
transparency, including the posting of administrative draft chapters online and providing many more
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938

939

940

1

Water actions should encompass a different water use for industries rather than burdening
the already fragile ecosystem.

History teaches that often these massive changes to our environment later have drastic
and/or unexpected impact. We need to learn we are not as smart as we think. Conservation
first! There is so much we can do first -- then if necessary, reflect and act. Now we need to
continue the changes like those Californians are making -- prevent the terrible effects this
proposal will cause. Thank you for considering this and | hope you will stop. Or at least
pause for the present.

Love almonds, but they cost too much now! Move the growing to where there is water.
Keep the Delta!

opportunities for public participation than is normally required by the CEQA/NEPA processes (see Master
Response 41 [Transparency].

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) 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
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.

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

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

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume |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 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.
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941

942

943

944

1

A better option for the future seems to me to invest in desalination technologies. We won't
run out of seawater, while Delta water might be harder to come by [seeing] the current and
possibly future drought conditions.

Personally, | think this project is insane. We also need to take a hard look how water is used
and prioritize the most important uses. For instance, it makes no sense to allow new
water-intense farming when we don't even have enough water for already existing uses.

We simply cannot continue to devastate nature and expect to survive ourselves!

The importance of protecting our environment will be measured in our survival, not just the

survival of other species.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume 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.

While the proposed project does not include desalination as a project component, nothing about the
proposed project precludes water contractors near the coast from pursuing desalination projects to
supplement water supplies they receive from the State Water Project (SWP) and Central Valley Project
(CVP). These supplemental projects, in fact, would help water contractors to facilitate state policy, as found
in the 2009 Delta Reform Act, to “improve...regional self-reliance for water through investment in water use
efficiency, water recycling, advanced water technologies, local and regional water supply projects, and
improved regional coordination of local and regional water supply efforts.” (CA Water Code, § 85021).
Please see Master Response 4 regarding the development of alternatives, and treatment of desalination as
an alternative, and see Master Response 7 regarding desalination.

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 Master Response 3 for more information about purpose and need of the project.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume 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 project would help to address the resilience and adaptability of the Delta to climate change through
water delivery facilities combined with a range of operational scenarios. 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.
Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound science, data gathered from various
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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. For more information
regarding beneficial use please see Master Response 34.

945 1 Almonds should not be grown in a desert state like California! 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 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.

946 1 In times of drought farmers need to reduce water consumption and not drain other already This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
at-risk resources. 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 EIR/S was prepared in a manner to comply with the 2009 Delta Reform Act, as described in Appendix 3I,
BDCP Compliance with the 2009 Delta Reform Act, of the EIR/S. The range of alternatives in the EIR/S
includes alternatives which result in reductions in SWP and CVP water deliveries south of the Delta as
compared to the Existing Conditions and the No Action Alternative. However, SWP and CVP water deliveries
would continue under all alternatives.

The hydrologic analysis in the EIR/S considered changes over long-term conditions which includes high flow
events and drought periods, conditions similar to the 1976-1977 and 1987-1992 droughts, as described in
Appendix 5A, Modeling Technical Appendix. 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 range of alternatives in the EIR/EIS includes alternatives which result in reductions in SWP and CVP
water deliveries south of the Delta as compared to the Existing Conditions and the No Action Alternative.
The No Action Alternative and Alternatives 4H1, 4H2, 4H3, 4H4; 5; 6A, 6B, 6C; 7; 8; and 9 would result in less
SWP and CVP water deliveries south of the Delta than under Existing Conditions (shown in Tables 5-5 and
5-8). Similarly, Alternatives 6A, 6B, 6C; 7; 8; and 9 would result in less SWP and CVP water deliveries south of
the Delta than under the No Action Alternative (shown in Tables 5-6 and 5-9). However, SWP and CVP water
deliveries would continue under all alternatives.

The proposed project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to all of California’s water problems,
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947

948

949

950

951

1

Find another solution to big agriculture.

Governor Brown, When is enough enough? When do you realize that the DWP [Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power] or whoever bills us for water usage need to raise the
prices so greatly people will stop wasting! And the big corporations that waste should pay
100 times their billl Money is the only thing that talks!

Please work to make sure that less detrimental and less expensive alternatives are seriously
considered.

Why don't we start solving the water problem by making agriculture pay much higher fees
for water intensive food like almonds, rice, and cows? We are running out of water, but

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.

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.

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.

The comment does not raise any environmental issue related to the 2015 RDEIR/SDEIS or the 2013 DEIR/EIS.
Please refer to Master Response 4 for additional details on the selection of alternatives.

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

until we stop growing water-intensive food, our problems will never be solved and a 35-mile Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the

underground tunnel may be a short-term fix, but will devastate the region's ecology and
salmon populations. Let's be smart for a change. We're so fond of supply and demand, let's
utilize basic economics to jack up the prices for the highest users, and then taxpayers won't
be on the hook for an expensive 35-mile tunnel that will do nothing in the long term to
address our water problem.

The best way to solve this problem is to stop growing water intensive crops and allowing
over withdrawals from our waterways. Corporate growers are out of control and should be
better regulated.

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 California WaterFix project is being proposed to address the conflict between the ecological needs of a
range of at-risk Delta species and natural communities, while providing for more reliable water supplies for
people, communities, agriculture, and industry. The proposed project does not propose any changes to
existing agricultural practices.

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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952

953

954

1

Leave the Delta alone. AlImonds, pistachios and agriculture do not need the water!
Agriculture of this type is sustainable without extra water.

The water from the Sacramento is too important to wildlife and plants.

Please leave it alone.

| truly understand the problem we're having with water, but reducing the flow of water to
the Sacramento river and the Delta will have long-term effects we can't even begin to
imagine. That's not the answer. Agriculture is important but destroying our ecology and
threatening endangered species isn't a good trade off.

The environment is more important than farmers. The Delta is a precious and necessary part

of the health of the San Francisco Bay and all that goes with it -- [e.g.] fish, etc.

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 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. Please refer to Master Response 34
for additional details on the determination of beneficial use. 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.

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
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 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
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
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955 1 This is a non-starter. Not a fix, this is a big F.U. to all of us.

Please do not back this nature-killing project.

956 1 There are other alternatives to provide water to the state of California.

- Water purification systems

- Recycle water from the kitchen sink to flush the toilet and irrigate the garden

957 1 We need to find better ways of conserving both water and food resources. Massive projects

aren't always the answer and this one certainly isn't.

958 1 The fight to divert Delta water has gone on for years. George Miller fought this in Congress
yet it keeps coming back. The answer to water shortage is not to take water from one of the
areas hardest hit by the drought. Let Southern California build the line from the ocean and

[desalinate] it for use.

Species Acts, as such it is intended to be environmentally beneficial, not detrimental. By establishing a point
of water diversion in the north Delta and new operating criteria to improve water volume, timing, and
salinity, the proposed project is designed to improve native fish migratory patterns and allow for greater
operational flexibility.

See Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

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) 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
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 Master Response 6 for additional details on 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.

DWR'’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations. Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on sound
science, data gathered from various agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies,
stakeholders and independent scientists, and more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and
stakeholder briefings.

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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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 7 regarding desalination. For more information regarding purpose and need
please see Master Response 3.

959 1 Every other measure possible (e.g., drip irrigation, water conservation, capturing more This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
snow-melt when there is snow) should be taken before such an eco-damaging "solution" is  response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
taken. Also, an El Nino is expected December-March, so no action should be taken until Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
we can know whether the water crisis has been eased. 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
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.

960 1 The agricultural industry must develop new ways of irrigating crops, which so far they have  This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
not done. It is not feasible to grow certain crops in California, such as cotton. These crops response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
should be developed elsewhere. The industry should revise its policies. They should be Volume |l of the Final EIR/EIS, and cross reference the Form Master letter number shown there with the
conserving water just like everyone else, not taking water away from where it belongs and  index of Form Masters also provided in Chapter 4 of Volume Il of the Final EIR/EIS. The text below responds
thereby destroying precious ecosystems. This drought is real and permanent. State policy to the specific substantive portions of the comment letter that were submitted by the commenter.
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961

962

963

964

1

should reflect that.

Westlands Water Dist. (So. SanJoaquin V.) by overwatering for years has leached toxic levels
of Selenium into valley sumps, where many waterfowl hatch out chicks horribly malformed.

Please don't sacrifice our Sacramento River, Delta and Bay environment, and the
irreplaceable wildlife upon which it depends, for industrial agriculture. | love almonds, but |
love and depend more on our ecosystem.

Huge amounts of water to be diverted from natural sources for a commercial usage is not in
the best interest of California, especially in our drought conditions.

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.

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 Master Responses 14 regarding selenium.

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 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.

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

California needs its Delta. This Delta is the largest on the West Coast. Once it is destroyed by This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the

these tunnels and water grab, it cannot be repaired and your grandchildren and their
grandchildren will be left with the biggest sewer bowel in the world. Please stop the
insanity.

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
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965 1 Most of this water is for growing water-intensive crops--ones that are not core dietary

necessities. These tunnels are a terrible idea.

966 1 To restore and protect critically endangered salmon and other fish species in the Delta and

San Francisco Bay downstream is a priority not to be ignored.

967 1 Having lived in California all my life, | have experienced several droughts. All have been bad
but this is the worst. What angers me the most is that | have friends who live in Southern
California and who tell me they don't conserve like we are required to do. | strongly believe
that the water we have in the north belongs in the north. We should not be supplying water
for crops that require watering year-round, such as almonds and walnuts, which are grown
for sale overseas. We need to rethink how we use water and farmers need to rethink what

they grow.

It is also ludicrous to expect that building 2 40-foot diameter tunnels to take water from
north of the Delta to give to the Westlands Water District (welfare for the rich) and to

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.

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.

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.

It is important to note that the proposed project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to all of
California’s water problems and it is not an attempt to address directly the need for continued investment
by the State and other public agencies in conservation, recycling, desalination, treatment of contaminated
aquifers, or other measures to expand supply and storage. Nor is the proposed project intended to solve all
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Southern California, will help to preserve the Delta. A 4-year-old can see if you take water
away from the Delta, the Delta will dry up!  We must stop this theft of desperately needed
water by the south. Northern California and the San Francisco Bay and Delta need the influx
of fresh water that scours out and keeps our waterway clean and healthy. We must not
sacrifice the health and future of such a special area for the greedy water takers in the
south!

No tunnels, no Delta plan as it now stands!

968 1 We need our water for ourselves. The people in the south should be looking to desalination

to support their water needs. Leave our northern water in the north.

969 1 Underneath all the "process" and "studies" and "mitigations" (the most recent, now 30K
acres of "restored" wetlands -- down from 100K acres!); the 44'-diameter twin peripheral
tunnels are simply a  huge water grab of what's left of Northern California's fresh water by
powerful Southern California water/agricultural interests. The San Francisco Bay/Delta is
already devastated by water diversion and the drought. This last nail in the coffin will
guarantee the Delta will turn into nothing more than a dead Salton Sea backwash. Let's quit

all the pretense and stop the water exploitation of Northern California.

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.

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

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

The Lead Agencies do not have land use planning authorities (such as changing local land uses and zoning
ordinances or controlling what crops should be planted). Providing regulatory oversight to agribusinesses is
outside the scope of the proposed project and environmental analysis. Contractors and their customers
must make economic decisions about planting in light of the amounts of water they are likely to receive
going forward. (Master Response 34 [Beneficial Uses])

It is projected that water deliveries from the federal and state water projects under a fully-implemented
California WaterFix project would be about the same as the average annual amount diverted in the last 20
years. The plan does not increase the amount of water to which DWR holds water rights or for use as
allowed under its contracts. Although the project would not increase the overall volume of Delta water
exported, it would make the deliveries more predictable and reliable, while restoring an ecosystem in steep
decline. Please refer to Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports) and Master Response 35 (MWD
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 Master Response 6 for additional details on demand management. Also, please see Master
Response 7 for information on desalination and why it was not included as a project alternative and Master
Response 34 for additional details on the determination of beneficial use.

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.

Master Response 36 explains how the proposed project is different from the previously proposed Peripheral
Canal. The Natural Resources Agency and DWR staff will continue seeking improvements and refinements to
the current proposal in order to enhance species benefits and to avoid, reduce or mitigate for negative
impacts to people, communities, sensitive species and habitats.

It is important to note that the proposed project is not intended to serve as a state-wide solution to all of
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970 1 What a nutty idea, to give the almond consortium even more water.

971 1 Saving species in their natural habitat will endanger and disrupt  the equilibrium of the
Bay-Delta ecosystem. Politicians are one of the last ones to even acknowledge the so-called

‘circle of life'.

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.

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

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

Although Alternatives 4A, 2D, and 5A include only those habitat restoration measures needed to provide
mitigation for specific regulatory compliance purposes, habitat restoration is still recognized as a critical
component of the state’s long-term plans for the Delta. Such larger endeavors, however, will likely be
implemented over time under actions separate and apart from these alternatives. The primary parallel
habitat restoration program is called California EcoRestore (EcoRestore), which will be overseen by the
California Resources Agency and implemented under the California Water Action Plan. Under EcoRestore,
the state will pursue restoration of more than 30,000 acres of fish and wildlife habitat by 2020. These
habitat restoration actions will be implemented faster and more reliably by separating them from the water
conveyance facility implementation.

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 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. Project operations will be
governed and monitored consistent with permit restrictions. Project analysis indicates that annual water
diversions from the Delta would be about the same as the historic 20-year average. For additional
information on water operations under the proposed project, please see Chapter 5, Water Supply, EIR/EIS.
Please see Master Response 26 for additional discussion of changes in exports.

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
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973

974

1

With how bad this drought has affected us, water intensive crops will need to stop being
grown until we've got the water levels back to normal and also got them higher so we're
prepared should this happen again.

Everything about nature is special and important! Please, you cannot act on this
narrow-minded act that would devastate the ecology and the species that live there. We
have to be responsible about our water usage. Please, | am pleading with you not to
continue with this project.

We need to practice every conservation and storage technique known rather than work
against our environment and endanger more species.

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.

Providing regulatory oversight to agribusinesses is outside the scope of the proposed project and
environmental analysis. The Lead Agencies do not have land use planning authorities (such as changing local
land uses and zoning ordinances or controlling what crops should be planted). Please note that the preferred
alternative is now Alternative 4A (i.e., the California WaterFix Project) and no longer includes an HCP. 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.

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
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
conservation, more storage) and does not raise a specific issue related to the adequacy of the EIR/EIS.
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975 1 It is impossible to "fix" California's waters by destroying ecosystems that depend on existing
water resources. Yes, we need to address the crisis in water availability; however,

underground export tunnels are not the way.

976 1 This corporate water grab would be a disaster for California. On no condition should
underground water export tunnels in the Bay-Delta be allowed. Instead, California needs to
speed up the timetable for regulating groundwater and agricultural water use throughout

the state.

977 1 13 million cubic yards of cement! Taking how much fresh drinking water in the midst of a
drought? Let alone, destroying the farms of 300 families whose acreage is not in danger of
drought conditions because they are in the Delta. This is not the time to break a perfectly

good, food-producing area to supply water to frackers in Southern California!

Please see Master Response 4 regarding the range of alternatives selected.

The alternatives included in the Draft EIR/EIS represent a legally adequate reasonable range of alternatives
and the scope of the analysis of alternatives fully complies with both CEQA and NEPA. The Lead Agencies
carefully considered all potential alternatives that were proposed during the scoping process and during
time of preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS. In response to public input, several new alternatives have been
studied in the Recirculated DEIR/EIS and a new Preferred Alternative (4A) identified. Please see Master
Response 3 for additional information regarding the purpose and need behind the proposed project.

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume 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.

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 5 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.

Please refer to Master Response 34 (Beneficial Use), Master Response 26 (Changes in Delta Exports), Master
Response 3 (Purpose and Need), and Master Response 35 (MWD 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.
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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.

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

978 1 This project is especially bad now that we are in this historic drought. The Delta ecosystem This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
needs to be preserved for future generations, not depleted for industrial purposes. 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 primary goal of the BDCP would be to restore wetlands and protect Delta habitats. However, please note
that the preferred alternative is now Alternative 4A and no longer includes an HCP. Alternative 4A has been
developed in response to public and agency input.  The EIR/EIS analyzes all alternatives, including
Alternative 4A. The preferred alternative includes AMMs for reducing impacts and mitigation measures
compensating for significant impacts on wetlands and habitats, but wetland restoration would take place
under a separate program. Chapter 11 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses measures to protect aquatic ecosystem,
and Chapter 12 of the Final EIR/EIS addresses measures to protect terrestrial ecosystems.

979 1 Whenever humans mess with things, they seem to mess them up. Please do not go through This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
with the Delta tunnels project. Let us adjust to what nature is telling us rather than try to response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
adjust to what agribusiness thinks it needs. 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 34 (Beneficial Use of Water).

980 1 We do not need a fix, but a long term sustainable solution for water conservation and This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
usage. 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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981

982

983

| work for a water utility in the East Bay in water conservation. This project is not the
answer! It's more of the same bad water policy, and must not go forward.

I don't think it's a good idea for an oil tunnel, why can't they instead think of using tunnels
to bring water in from these east coast flooded states, we need water!

Please stop environmental degradation!

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.

DWR’s fundamental purpose of the proposed project is to make physical and operational improvements to
the SWP system in the Delta necessary to restore and protect ecosystem health, water supplies of the SWP
and CVP south of the Delta, and water quality within a stable regulatory framework, consistent with
statutory and contractual obligations.

Please also refer to Master Response 4 (Alternatives) and 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.

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 does not entail an oil tunnel. 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.

For more information regarding purpose and need please see Master Response 3.

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
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984

985

986

987

This proposal fixes nothing. It does, however, make a bad problem much worse.

Leave the water where it is!

Stop this now! | have always been against this. Do not destroy our Delta and wildlife. I will
vote against anybody [who] is in favor of this!

The damage and losses that will happen if this takes place are too great for this idea to even

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 documentation generated by this proposed project has undergone extensive public and scientific input,
discussion, and transparency, including the posting of administrative draft chapters online and providing
many more opportunities for public participation than is normally required by the CEQA/NEPA processes
(see Master Response 41 [Transparency]. The project would help to address the resilience and adaptability
of the Delta to climate change through water delivery facilities combined with a range of operational
scenarios. 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.

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).

This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
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be considered. 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
project has been initiated and carried forward by two Governors acting on a mandate from the voters of the
State as a whole.

988 1 | am strongly opposed to the state diverting even more of the fresh water that would This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
naturally flow to the San Francisco Bay [and] Delta. 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.

989 1 This action is not the solution to our water problems in California. It will only add to them.  This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume |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 the late 1800s, the Bay-Delta ecosystem has been substantially altered. Changes in key environmental
attributes of the Bay-Delta have contributed to the current degraded state of the ecosystem and appear to
be proximate causes of declines in desired fishes and increases in non-native species. Though the proposed
project is not intended to address all the factors that have contributed to the Delta's decline and briefly
summarizes a few but not all of those factors. Many factors that have contributed to the decline of the
Delta's ecosystem including the conversion of tidal marsh and floodplains to farmland, construction of levees
and altering of tide flows, in-Delta and upstream water diversions, contaminant discharges, ammonia and
nutrient discharges and changes to the food web, increases in water temperatures, and introduction of
non-native and invasive species. The Delta will remain in a highly altered state for the foreseeable future and
California Waterfix is not intended to address all the past harms or restore the Delta to a pre-altered state.
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
project has been initiated and carried forward by two Governors acting on a mandate from the voters of the
State as a whole.

990 1 Is destroying wetlands the solution we are looking for? 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
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991 1 When | was in college, | worked summers as a river runner in the Grand Canyon. | have seen,
firsthand, the on-ground problems of tampering with waterways. | feel we need a superior

water collection system instead of this type of action.

992 1 | am strongly opposed to the Delta tunnels project as it would surely be devastating to the
entire region for the Delta [and] Bay area! Also, it would destroy ecological and endangered

species!

993 1 Please protect this delicate and crucial area from ecological and wildlife harm!

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 proposed project is just one element of the state’s long-range strategy to meet anticipated future water
needs of Californians in the face of expanding population and the expected effects of climate change.
Although conservation components and demand management measures have merit from a statewide water
policy standpoint, and are being implemented or considered independently through the state, they are
beyond the scope of the proposed project. The California WaterFix is not a comprehensive, statewide water
plan, but is instead aimed at addressing many complex and long-standing issues related to the operations of
the SWP and CVP in the Delta, including reliability of exported supplies, and the recovery and conservation
of threatened and endangered species that depend on the Delta.

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

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
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
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.
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994 1 Please don't sacrifice our magnificent 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 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. The project would help
to address the resilience and adaptability of the Delta to climate change through water delivery facilities
combined with a range of operational. 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.

995 1 "Strong opposition" does not do justice for my feelings about the proposed plan. This insane This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
quick-fix plan will only promote the continued wasting of our most precious resource. response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Devastating one region to benefit another is sheer lunacy. Don't do it. 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.

996 1 This whole scheme ignores the need to protect the species in the Bay-Delta. This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume 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 lead agencies disagree that the project ignores the need to protect the species. Chapter 11 of the Final
EIR/EIS addresses the potential for project alternatives to affect fish. Chapter 12 of the Final EIR/EIS
addresses the potential for project alternatives to affect plant and wildlife species. Both chapters describe
the impacts, both negative and positive, and discuss the mitigation measures and avoidance and
minimization measures proposed to avoid, minimize, and compensate for any significant impacts.

997 1 This proposed fix will seriously harm Northern California. Other solutions need to be found. 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 documentation generated by this proposed project has undergone extensive public and scientific input,
discussion, and transparency, including the posting of administrative draft chapters online and providing
many more opportunities for public participation than is normally required by the CEQA/NEPA processes
(see Master Response 41 [Transparency]. Since 2006, the proposed project has been developed based on
sound science, data gathered from various agencies and experts over many years, input from agencies,
stakeholders and independent scientists, and more than 600 public meetings, working group meetings and
stakeholder briefings. Additionally, refer to Master Response 4 regarding the selection of alternatives
analyzed and Master Response 26 for possible effects to Northern California.

998 1 Back to the drawing board for better [water] options, and ditch the Delta tunnels project. This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
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response to the form letter portion of the comment, please refer to the index of commenters in Chapter 4 of
Volume 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.

999 1 | experienced a similar project in rural Orange County years ago. All is cement and lost This comment letter is in part a form letter that has been submitted by many commenters. To locate the
forever. Please preserve and protect this Delta. 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. No issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS were raised.
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