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Letter from Shasta County Board of Supervisors
 Dated December 15, 1999

3359-1 As stated on page 1-4 of the DEIS/EIR, Section 1.2.2 Goals and
Objectives represents the CEQA-required statement of objectives. As
the lead CEQA agency, Trinity County has among its objectives the
minimization of flooding, as well as a number of other goals and
objectives, including the primary goal listed on page 1-4 “to restore
and maintain a healthy Trinity River.” This objective is only one of
many that was used by the co-lead agencies to identify potential
alternatives, as evidenced by including the Maximum Flow
Alternative and its associated high peak releases within the range of
fully analyzed alternatives.

3359-2 As stated in Section 2.1.7 of the DEIS/EIR, additional channel
rehabilitation projects were not included as part of the alternative
because the river channel geomorphology would not accommodate
sufficiently beneficial projects at such a decreased level of flow. The
expense of constructing such projects for a relatively minor gain in
habitat was judged not to be cost effective. As the commentor points
out, the alternative itself does not meet the purpose and need of
improving the fishery, and the inclusion of restoration projects was
not considered a feasible method to make such an alternative result
in any improvement over existing conditions. Such restoration
projects are included in the Mechanical Restoration, Percent Inflow,
and Flow Evaluation Alternatives.
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Letter from Shasta County Board of Supervisors continued

3359-3 The commentor's recommended alternative is within the range of
alternatives considered in the DEIS/EIR. The Flow Evaluation
Alternative is designed to use pulse flows and mechanical restora-
tion to improve habitat and increase natural fish production while
continuing to export the majority of natural inflow into Trinity
Reservoir. The Flow Evaluation flow schedule and restoration
approach is the culmination of a multi-year study to determine the
optimum approach to improving inriver habitat.

3359-4 Impacts of the various alternatives on water supply and power are
discussed in Sections 3.3 and 3.10 of the DEIS/EIR. Impacts for
water supply were separated regionally, with specific consideration
given to the Central Valley. Power resources were evaluated for
impacts to power customers.

3359-5 Relative percentages of Trinity water in proportion to other flows is
presented in Section 3.3 Water Resources.

3359-6 The $100/af number cited by the commentor includes multiple use
of water. The $100 million figure cited in text is reflective of this
multiple use.

3359-7 As stated on page 1-4 of the DEIS/EIR, the purpose and need of the
proposed action is to restore and maintain the natural production of
anadromous fish on the Trinity River mainstem downstream of
Lewiston Dam. A number of potential harvest management methods
were assessed (see Response 5313-6), yet it was judged that while
managing harvest would result in greater spawner escapement,
these fish in turn would ultimately oversaturate the existing habitat.
In essence, more fish would be competing within the existing
amount of habitat. As such, natural fish production would actually
be expected to decrease, given fish would be expected to be
damaging existing redds in an attempt to spawn, and the production
of fry and juvenile would exceed the rearing habitat capacity.  Given
the purpose and need of the proposed action is to increase
production, this alternative was eliminated.
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Letter from Shasta County Board of Supervisors continued

3359-8 The simulation estimates are in fact correct. As discussed in
Section 3.3 Water Resources, pages 3-58 through 3-63, alternatives
were analyzed at the 2020 level of development and demand, while
the existing conditions model run used 1995 development and
demand. The modeling effort assumed that under the 2020 level of
development, both the CVP and SWP would deliver more water to
M&I to meet projected demands than under existing conditions in
most years. Under the Maximum Flow Alternative, for example,
CVP M&I (Figure 3-18) deliveries are greater than existing condi-
tions until approximately 70 percent exceedance. Because of this,
alternatives were compared to both the No Action and Existing
Conditions scenarios to allow for readers to see the projected
impacts. The assumptions of the No Action Alternative are
addressed on pages 2-4 through 2-7 of the DEIS/EIR. Please see
thematic response titled “No Action Alternative/Existing
Conditions Scenario and Range of Alternatives.”

3359-9 Two types of recreation impacts are described in the DEIS/EIR: 1)
changes in facility availability (e.g., boat ramps), and 2) changes in
visitor use and subsequent revenue impacts. In terms of facility
availability, the Preferred Alternative (i.e., the Flow Evaluation
Alternative plus watershed improvements) would cause minor
ch o Shasta Reservoir facilities:

•  McCloud Arm ramps would be available 90 percent of the
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time compared to 92 percent under the No Action Alternative

The Sacramento Arm ramps would be available 91 percent of
the time compared to 92 percent under the No Action
Alternative

The Pit Arm ramps would be available 96 percent of the time
compared to 98 percent under the No Action Alternative

o changes to the Sacramento Arm Marina or the Centimudi Ramp
e expected. The lead agencies determined that the limited extent of
verse changes to ramp availability under the Proposed
ternative does not warrant mitigation (e.g., funding ramp
tension projects).

 addition, expected visitor use and revenue impacts are described.
sitor use was predicted using a regression equation based partly
 reservoir elevations.
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Letter from Shasta County Board of Supervisors continued

3359-9
cont’d

Revenue impacts are then estimated by multiplying predicted visitor
use by $10.90 per visitor-day. The resulting values are useful in
predicting the relative changes in these outputs relative to the No
Action Alternative. For Shasta Reservoir, revenues from recreation
are predicted to decrease from about $61.9 million per year to about
$60.9 million per year. The lead agencies determined that the extent
of this change is not significant. Although $1 million is a large
amount of money, it does not represent a substantial change relative
to the overall financial benefit (> $60 million) that Shasta Reservoir
contributes to the region.
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Letter from Shasta County Board of Supervisors continued

3359-10 Contrary to the comment, the DEIS/EIR does not assume that
“additional supplies will be developed to cover the shortfalls with
regard to irrigation districts.” For agricultural impacts, the model
used to analyze impacts considers groundwater pumping and
changes in agricultural practices to adjust to changes in CVP water
delivery, as described on page 3-321 of the DEIS/EIR.

In essence, it is assumed that CVP water is replaced with ground-
water (to the extent that groundwater is available and/or that such
pumping is economically feasible) or lands will be fallowed. Where
land fallowing is projected to occur due to reduced CVP supplies,
the resultant decrease in agricultural production is identified in
Environmental Consequences as well as Section 3.11 Socio-
economics. No other sources of water are assumed. Even though
options such as water transfers have occurred in the past and could
lessen impacts, the DEIS/EIR conservatively assumes that such
actions are speculative and are therefore not considered in the
model.

With regard to M&I supplies as described on page 3-302 of the
DEIS/EIR, additional supplies are assumed to be developed to meet
demand in times of shortfall, at an increased price. In general, it is
assum d that unlike farmland that can be fallowed, M&I demand
must  met, which during drought conditions can result in very
costly eplacement supplies. Similar to the agricultural impact
analy
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sis, these increased costs and associated environmental impacts
resented in Environmental Consequences, as well as Section
ocioeconomics. Mitigation that is determined to be feasible is
ified for all environmental impacts judged to be significant.
 impacts that are significant but cannot be feasibly mitigated

eemed significant and unavoidable.

n 3.11 Socioeconomics identifies a number of potential adverse
ll as beneficial economic impacts. Those that are judged to be
antial are acknowledged as such, although it is recognized that
ons vary greatly as to what qualifies as “substantial.” The term
ificant” is not used in this section given CEQA defines
icant impacts as those that can only occur to environmental
rces. Regardless, the document and associated Socioeconomic
ndix G presents a detailed identification of potential
economic impacts throughout the state of California.



COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

RDD/TRINITY3359-3398.DOC D3-1331

Letter from Tom and Charlene Mills Dated December 9, 1999

3360-1 The Preferred Alternative prescribes maximum Lewiston Dam
releases of 11,000 cubic-feet-per-second (cfs), which with tributary
accretion would produce maximum prescribed flows of 11,500 cfs at
Bucktail subdivision. Flows of this magnitude are well within the
range of river fluctuations that riparian parcels experience under
existing conditions and No Action, though the Preferred Alternative
would likely increase their frequency. A similar flow occurred most
recently at this location on New Year's Day of 1997. For reference,
the 100-year flood volume at this location is 20,500 cfs.

No residences at Bucktail subdivision would be inundated at the
maximum prescribed flow of 11,500 cfs. A study conducted by the
California Department of Water Resources (Trinity River Damage
Report, Lewiston to Douglas City-May, 1997) indicates that the
lowest floor of commentors' residence would remain 4 feet above the
maximum flood surface elevation during 11,500-cfs flows.

One section of roadway would be inundated by the prescribed flows
in its current alignment; this section would be replaced by the
proposed Bucktail Bridge replacement, with the result that no roads
in this neighborhood would be inundated during 11,500-cfs flows.
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Letter from Tom and Charlene Mills continued

3360-2 The Preferred Alternative prescribes maximum flows at Bucktail
subdivision of 11,500 cfs for 5 days in late May/early June of
“extremely wet” years. Under the criteria used, about 12 percent of
the years for which records exist have been “extremely wet.”
Sections 1.1 (Introduction), 1.2 (Purpose and Need), 1.4 (Legislative
and Management History), and 1.5 (Indian Tribes) of the DEIS/EIR
discuss the reasons for the proposed action.

3360-2
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Letter from Tom and Charlene Mills continued
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Letter from Tom and Charlene Mills continued
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 Letter to Tom and Charlene Mills from Trinity County Dated July 2, 1997
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Letter from Stewart E. Clegg Dated August 4, 1999

3361-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. No
response is required.
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Letter from Denver Nelson Dated December 6, 1999

3362-1 Under California law, the state has a continuing affirmative duty to
evaluate the impacts of water allocations on public uses of navigable
waters, including, but not limited to, uses for navigation, commerce,
fishing, recreation, and ecological benefit, and to prevent or
minimize harm to such uses so far as feasible. California's Supreme
Court has determined that the state's public trust responsibilities are
perpetual and cannot be relinquished; state-issued permits to divert
water from navigable water bodies or their tributaries must be
reviewed in light of changing conditions and changing public
priorities, and may be revoked or amended as necessary to protect
public trust interests.

The U. S. Supreme Court has held that, under the Reclamation Act of
1902 (and subsequent amendments), management of federal water
projects must be consistent with state laws unless Congress
explicitly directs otherwise. Congress has not directed otherwise in
the case of the Trinity River.  To the contrary, the Central Valley
Project Improvement Act (P.L. 102-575, Sec. 3406(b) has directed that
the CVP be operated to meet “all decisions of the California State
Water Resources Control Board establishing conditions on
applicable licenses and permits for the project.”  Therefore, the
Public Trust doctrine is applicable to Reclamation’s operation of the
CVP through permit terms and conditions imposed by the SWRCB.

The purpose and need statement of this DEIS/EIR and the proposed
federal action are consistent with protection of public trust assets
under state law; and the document provides the information
necessary for the state to carry out its public trust responsibilities,
should the matter ever come to the State Water Resources Control
Board (see DEIS/EIR, pages 1-21 and 5-3), and for the federal
agencies to take action consistent with state law in this regard.  The
public trust assets of the Trinity River (fishing, recreation,
navigation, and ecological benefits) are the same resources that will
benefit from implementation of the Preferred Alternative.

3362-1



COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

RDD/TRINITY3359-3398.DOC 

Letter from Denver Nelson Dated December 6, 1999 continued
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Letter from Affiliated Researchers, LLC Dated December 15, 1999
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Letter from Affiliated Researchers, LLC December 15, 1999 continued

3363-1 Thank you for your comment; however, the commentor is referring
to the technical merits and considerations of the Trinity River Flow
Evaluation Study (TRFES), not the DEIS/EIR. The TRFES was
subject to its own review process. The DEIS/EIR used the conclu-
sions of the TRFES as an alternative (the Flow Evaluation
Alternative) and considered the environmental effects of implemen-
tation of that alternative. Please see thematic responses titled
“Fisheries.”

3363-1
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Letter from Affiliated Researchers, LLC December 15, 1999 continued
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Postcards from Guy Michael Turner, Alice L. Bachelder,
and Michael Rokeach

3364-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3365-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3366-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
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Postcards from Kirsten Olson, Mari Erin Roth, and Jodie Newton

3367-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3368-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3369-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
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Postcards from C. Mark Rockwell, Barbara Ogden, and Ronald K. Ashley

3370-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3371-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3372-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
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Postcards from Roger Herick, Mark Adams, and Kristian Morley

3373-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3374-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3375-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
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Postcards from Cory Sbarbaro, Alan D. Barron, and Rebecca Aalts

3376-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3377-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3378-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”



COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

RDD/TRINITY3359-3398.DOC D3-1348

Postcards from Patricia Ashley, Lucille Kibbee, and Linda Stile

3379-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3380-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3381-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
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Postcards from Thomas McKenna, C. Ferrara, and Tom Frame

3382-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3383-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3384-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
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Postcards from Ted Weston, Nicholas Hinz, and Mullaney Hardesty

3385-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3386-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3387-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
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Postcards from David Coppedge, Gabriel Ross, and Jason Sevier

3388-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3389-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3390-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”



COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

RDD/TRINITY3359-3398.DOC D3-1352

Postcards from Graysen Gaine, Mary Gillis, and Tom Beck

3391-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3392-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3393-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
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Postcards from Norm Lipperd, John Schinnerer, and Charles D. Aalts

3394-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3395-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3396-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
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Postcards from Diane C. Brown and Vince Chafin

3397-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3398-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
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