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

Officiat Pubtic Comment 3 Bq 3 Postcards from Albert G. Smith, Neil Strutters, and Patricia L. Black

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no maore that 30 percent of the natural water flow 3843-1
from the Triniey River Basin, While 1 suppart the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by . . .
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river. 3844-1 Please see thematic responses tlﬂed “Flsherles.”
Legislation creating the Trnity River Division, and additional logislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water

Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

. . us P
to the CYP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative doss not go far enough o 3845-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the zcosystern
Thank You,

Name: A’!ECJ"I\L G Sh»\:’:Hl ;

oo
P

Address: Sige Dl‘d.mohd{ (#S B;’Val C30’
CitylSwe/Zips _S4n Francisw  CA W3]

Qfficial Public Comment 3 8 4 4
Dear EIS/E{R Team Members:

T support a diversion of ne more that 30 pereent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin, While I suppert the seience and srudy that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the tecommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that couid be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does net go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.,

Thank You,

Name: m Laae e

Address: 150 pitce ey rue

Ciry/State/Zip: ot B Kl
_—

Qfficial Public Comment 3 q S
‘Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

[ suppert a diversion of ne more that 30 percent of the natural water Jow
trom the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evalvation Report, the recommendarions were limited by
2n assumptian about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Diviston, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priocity over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Altenative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the SCOSYSEETL,

Thank You,

Nams:

Address:
. e M Parrici L. Black
City/State/Zip: 1167 Bresa. 51
Crearnt Gy, CA 985312277

<~ V’“"\
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

Isuppm'adiversionofnommeth;mpmmﬁﬂmnmmmﬂow
ifrom the Frinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that

38"' b Postcards from Gary Dillon, E. Rabinowe, and Tim Paik-Nicely

3846-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the dations were limited by 3847-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
an assumption gbout the amount of water that could be available for the river.

Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation . . . .
clearly gives Tﬁnigr fish andtirildliﬁe priom;n’ over the diversion of any water 3849-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

1o the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alkernative does not go {ar enough ie

achieve a legally d s ion of the
Thank ¥ou,
Mame: 6 AEGEIVED
Address: VL&A) {j_
City/State/Zip: San T e FORNES 200
JS Fish & Wildlifa Sepc:
Arcatz, CA

ftio Pac Come 3?4 1

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members: -

I support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I suppott the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Reporr, the recommendations were limited by
an asswmption about the amount of water that could bs available for the river,
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priocity over the diversion of any water
fo the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far epough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ccosystem. 3 E G EFWE T

Thaak You, E R
Name: g. ey JAN 35 2000
Address: 7 A ay S Frehi & Wildife Servie
City/State/Zip: ¥

7

Argatz. e
TR 3

o 33 yg

Deur EISTEIR Team Members:

E support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natyral water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Repott, the recommendations were limited by
an asswnption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Frinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Altemnative does not go far enough to

hieve a legally dated ion of the ecosystem.
Thank You,
Nm:_ Fal - 1= ',f ﬂiﬂ!”iﬁ
Address: X296 Qe roe ln JAN 05 2060
Citysaerzip: _ MeKini caviver EATCCG ZS ik & Wildife S5
. Arcata- ©

<~ v ALY
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Postcard from Marc Villania

3848-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

R T A SRS

" . Ojfficial Public Comment s
“ Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the na

from the Trinity River Basin. While I su;pon the mienoehal;agl :ui:g tfll::?
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the yacommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legistation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Altemnative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem, :

Thank You, ‘ .

Name: Mm M t I m‘/./
Address: 1dé629 Larelen kK 2L
CiySuteizip: _ WhiHier (A G960(

<~ V< AY
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Offcat Pubic Commens 38 S50 Postcards from Janelle Thompson, Nina Groth Ghera,
Deac EIS/EIR Team Members: ' ' and David COpPEdge

I support 2 diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natwral water flow
from the Trinity River Bagin. While 1 support the science and study that

produced the Flow Bvaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by 3850-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
an assumption about the amovnt of water that couid be available for the river.

Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation . . P, .
clearly gives rﬁﬁé fish md?:rildlife priongnéver the diversion of sny water 3851-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

w the CVP. Therefors, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enongh to

achieve a legally mandated ion of thie ecosystem. 3852-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
Thark You,

Nawme: {£8E1YED

Address:- o/ Je S JAN £n 200

City/State/Zip: YOM?CU‘/ é S RSB

av— 7?1

" Dear EES/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no more that 30 perent of the natural water flow
fram the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an essumpticn about the amount oF water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Aiternative does not go far enough to
achieve ¢ legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Name: Nlna_ él’;ﬂ'l Eherzc JAN 95 2080
Address: PO Box 653 oo o wiamo servie.
CityfState/Zip; C O Arerds. CA

oo rascommm 3BQY

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members: :

I suppont a diversion of ne more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin, Whiie I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluati the dations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thaalk You, aeRIvES
Name: Ve, - .. o
Address: Jad 3 2006

City/State/Zip: Ss. . Wl 5-33323 i-'lsﬁ!f_ Wildiife $or

T b D3-1545

Main TOC Comments TOC Next Page

RDD/TRINITY3843-3923.D0C



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

Postcards from Daniel Spero, C. T. Newmyer, and Ronald Stone

OHfficial Public Comment 385 3
Dear EIS/EIR Team Members: ' 3853-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
I support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow . . . A
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that 3854-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
produced the Flow Evaluation Repoit, the rect d ‘- were limited _by
b thout the o wyater that eould be availsblo for the river. 3855-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

Legislatiorn creating the Trivity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough to

achieve a legally mandsted restoration of ihe ecosystem.

Thank;{ou. ﬁEGEI“EB
Name: — Sah g5 2008
Address: — 1) Tish & Wildlife Sersic
Ciry/State/Zip: : Arcata, CB

e e et e i = 3 e i = % i, T

Official Publie Commant 3 gs q

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

1 suppart a diversion of no more thet 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I suppen the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limiced by
an assumption sbout the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Divisicn, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priecity over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does net go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem. 3z EI1YED

Thank You,

Name: ST NHloo P JAN§F 2000
Address: 22 5. Darland 3 T & WA 0
City/State/Zip: o e 53" Ao L

Official Public Comment 3%55
Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:
1 support & diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the r fations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that eculd be available for the tiver.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legistation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
10 the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far encugh to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You, ) , AEGEIVED
Mame: AL ‘

E 5 1!
Address: . JaN 05 200 |
City/State/Zip: IS Fish & Wilaife Ser.

<~ v =\
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Official Public Comment 3 86 b Postcards from Robert B. Flint, Jr., Hannah Parkinson, and Vern Powell

Dear EIS/EIR Team Meambers: -

. . “" : : ”
I support a diversion of ne more that 30 percent of the natural water flow 3856-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that . .,
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by 3857-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.

an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the Gver.

Legisiation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation . . i c
clexrly gives Trinity fish and wildfife priorizy over the diversion of any water 3858-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.
to the CVP. Therefore, the Prefarred Alternative doss not go far enough 1

achieve a legally m ted restorajon of the ecosystem,
Thank You, m,

Wame: - . REBE“JE?
i YA Boberc B, PmkJr.
Adldress: ALY 180 Bear duih B4 AN 1z 2650
Ciry/Stae/Zip:  emwe®  Woodoide, CA 84088 .
8 Figh & Wiidlife Sejvic-
Arratz, CA

Officiel Public Comment 385 1

-~ Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
irom the Trinity River Basin. While I suppert the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were ilimited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly pives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Altermative does ot go far enough 1o
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosyslem.

Thaok You, v
Name: M&ﬂ REGEIVED
Address: W LERD

i 9% 2006
City/State/Zip: o Jal 95 2 |
JS Fish & Wildfife Servic
Arcata. Cf

Offfcial Public Comment 38 Sg

Dﬁ"’ﬂ@k Team Members:

I support a diversion of no more that 3¢ percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were Limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additfonal legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the BCOSYSERINL.

Thank You, e =

Name: C\\}QI"N ?\J""'LL-L HEBEIVES

Address; s € ch DTAN o2 o

City/State/Zip: cdd iy, Glososg Fishi & Wiidiife Sovic
: Arcata. s

Ca

<N v =\
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Opciat Public Comment 385q Postcards from Odus Powell, Melinda Parks, and Barry Powell

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

L support & diversion of o more thar 30 percent of the natural water flow 3859-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
from the Trinity River Basin. While 1 support the science and study that . . .
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by 3860-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

an assumption about the amounni of water that could be available tjnr the river.

Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation . . . .
c]eEr]y gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water 3861-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Aliemative does not go far enough te

achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You, REREIVED
Name: OL‘“:‘_PQW'Q L ) 'JAH DE 200
Address: PoBarlay

-1 Tigh & Wiidlife Servics

City/State/Zip: _ouv it Bemch  G8S0%F  amcata, CA
Ca

. .T Official Public Comment 3 ? bo

L7 Jyear RIS/EIR Team Members:
e

T support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natral water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While 1 support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that ¢ould be available for the river,
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife pricrity over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not o far enongh to
achieve 2 legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,

Name: Metinesa, el AEBEIVED
Address: HORL Zi) JAN 05 200

City/StaterZip: Mq% 5 Wildie Sen:
-8 Wildlife Seric
Areata. G

Official Pablic Comment 36 b'

ar HSFEIR Team Members:

T support 2 diversion of ne more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumplion about the amount of water that could be available for the river,
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and zdditional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish ang wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
w the CWP. Therefore, the Preferred Altemnative dpes not go far encugh to
achieve-a legzlly mandaied restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,

Name: ’?M\.! ?.—)\:.;{[,\,_ AEGEIVED
Address: Yo Boy §ad JAN 05 2000
City/State/Zip: d%\.\r nY B endy, G688 'VTJS FieH & Wildiife Ser

C. Arcata, CA

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

Offcial Public Comment 3802 Postcards from Keefe Goldfisher, Richard Brakken, and Bonnie Thomas

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow . . s . ”
from the Trinity River Basin, While | support the science and study that 3862-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.

produged ttge Flow Evaluvation Report, the recommendations were limited by . . P .«
an assumption, about the amount of water that conld be available for the river. 3863-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legisiation

clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife pricrity over the diversion of any water . . u: P
o the CVP. Therefore, the Praferred Aliomative does xot go far enorigh fo 3864-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem,

Thank You, . Y
Name: REGEIVED

Address: y SAN 05 2000

City/SiaterZip: __ T O2efin , (A F2700 iq pisi & Widife Seric
i Arcata. Ch

Officiat Public Comment 38 b 3

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no mere that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Repore, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of warer that eould be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and addirtional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mardated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank Yo, JECEIVED
Name: I 2t

8 -4 i
Address: & Geapos T . —JAN 25 Z[Iﬁ:. .
City/State/Zip: SHwWIALiTD, rn 99945 5 Psh—"gr!\: ;"f;'d"éf Serat

Official Public Comment 38 bq

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

[ support a diversion of ne more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
fram the Trinity River Basin. While I suppon the seience and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislatien ¢reating the Trinity River Division, and additional I=giskation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You, "
Name: ‘gpm,'?'ﬂ,’mﬂ 5 Bt F e
Address: 1318 Dale Geck of HEGSEIVER
City/State/Zi: _Weed L CA TE05% AN 05 2o

JS Fish & Wildhife Ser .-
Arcats ~p

é/\l v > -’A.

T b D3-1549
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

ol Pubic Commars Myl D Postcards from Julia Hesse, M. H. Riley, and Robbin Lacy

" Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no more that 36 pereent of the natural water flow

from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the seience and study that 3865-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by

an assumpiion abont the amount of water that could be available for the river. . . pya— c
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additions! legislation 3866-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.

clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water

to the CVP. “Thercfore, the Preferred Altemative docs no go far enough to 3867-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,

Name: %rza_wm_ AELEIVED
Address: i : .6’!'.,

' § 45 ZUUT'
CityState/zip: _[rallan) Cf Sszes P03
r e Fisti & Wildile Sa7 ot

Arcata, Cf

(miad? Public Comment 3 8 ‘0‘0

Dear EIS/EIR Team Membirs: . c-: :

M5
I support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin, While I suppoct the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that coyld be availabie for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
cleatly gives Trinity fish end wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
o the CVP, Therefore, the Preferred Ahernative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem. RECEIYED

Thank You,
Name: JAN 05 2006
Address: 8 Fish & Wifdlfe Serin-

Arcata, CA

City/State/Zip: I/ 1 ¥ A AI
ONOT ADD My MANE/ADIKESS +p
MALING LISTL! oIR

Official Public Comment 3 8 b 1

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

1 supperi a diversicn of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Besin. While I support the science and study thet
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the rver.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough ta
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,

Hame: it Lac RETEIVED
. Address: o B E ) |
City/State/Zip: i_-]gﬂ%: g‘gﬂp Cok 16039 JAN 55 2004

- JS Eish & Wildlife Seiric

Arcata, CA

<~ v AY

T b D3-1550
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

o Postcards from Delma Powell, Dixie L. Mcintosh,
Official Public Comment 38 bs and D. Jenason

< wsPear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow

from the Trinity River Basin. While 1 support the svience and study that = : . ups P
produced the Fiow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by 3868-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.

an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river. . . P .,
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legistation 3869-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.

clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water

to the C¥P. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough 0 _ . . P, .
achieve & logally mandated restoration of he-ecosystem. 3870-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.

Thank You,

Mame: -Dog)-lh?uwaL}-r Bﬁgﬁd‘JEB
Address: o Butiay JAN 55 2008
City/State/Zip: i =g

US Fish & Wildlife Servics
Ca areata, CA

Officiat Public Comment 3 8 bq

\ Déar EIS/EIR Team Members;

#31 support a diversien of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the mcommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legistation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislatien
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVE. Therefore, the Preferred Altsrmative does not go far snough o
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosysiem.

Thank You, .
Name: &7, 56 RE&E!U&E.
adtres: 0. Box Jialbe BRARYE

ciswezip: Willow Creek CA. G557 2405 200

s Esi Wildife Se=
Arcata, G5

. .
Official Pablic Comnrent o

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no more that 3} percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I suppert the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amouit of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough o
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystemn.

. Thank You, -
Name: A
Address: J’f F)/Iéy Z)*/M

City/SwneiZip: _ L2 vpmes (oF P2 F

<~ VoD

T b D3-1551
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter from Arthur N. Stewart Dated December 19, 1999

3871-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3871-1

/M&,MWM‘/@Z:“J:'M‘
H Frni T e A E

381

é\% PRI
RDD/TRINITY3843-3923.00C v «.p D3-1552
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

~
- _ 3872 Letter from Barbara J. Stickel Dated December 27, 1999
Barbara J. Stickel 3872-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.
P.0.Box 75 .
Moss Beach, CA 04039-0075
(850} 207-1238
aabrabatickeckcom
December 27,1999
Mr. Joe Polos
U.S, Fish & Wldlife Service
1125 18th Street, Room 209
Arcats, CA 96521
Re:  Dyaft Trinlty River B tal kmpact St
Dear My, Poles: o -
| batigve the Prefemed Altomative does not go for erough to achieve a legalty mandatad
Evaluation m the lamrrmdaﬁ:ms m‘f:ihd by mmmﬁmm -t :gu o Flow - 3872'1
water that could be avallable forthe river. - . the sbout of
Legislation creating the Trinity River diversion and additional legisiation
Trinty fish and wikdife priority Wnym diversion of any waler 1o the CVP. |m:$
dwmwﬁunmydomﬁvem.mhmemmlsuppnﬂammmmmmnm :
percenst (30%) of the natewal water fow from the Trinity River Basin, The people of the State of
Cahforria and the fish and wildiife of the Trinity River deserve a year-round fimctioning river 3872-1
ysiom. contd.
Yaurs truly, - A
Barbars Stickel
REGEIVED
JAN 95 2006
US Fish & Wiliife Servies
 Arcata, Ca
w p N A
v N D3-1553
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~ | ] 3373

BUARD OF SUPERVISORS

COUNTY OF HUMBOI.DT
825 STH STREET
EUREKA, CALIFORNIA 93501-1172 PHDONE [7073 445-7471

December 14, 1999

M. Joe Polos

LS. Fish and Wildltie Service
1655 Heinden Road :
Arcaty, CA 95521

Re:  Joint Draft EIS/ BIR for Trinity River Maimstem Fishery Restoration (SCH94123009)

Dear Mr. Polos:

mummwammwsmmmmmmyﬁmmmmmm
of'NEPAdeEQA In addition the Board would like to go on

mmrdaswpporhng!hz which i ofﬂleﬂowmlumonalmmvewupled

with additional watershed protection efforts.

The Board appreciated the age of the p inl effects on Tribal trust assets of the

| ive and was B mnmﬂmﬂnmwmmwﬂmhmlﬂwaﬂuvmluwmodel

as a tool for assessing impacts. -

[t is recommended the Finat EIS/ EiR contain a section on the responsibility of the Burean of } 3873-1

Reclamation to protect the natural resources of the Trinity River under the Public Trust Doctrine.

1t was my Board's imderstanding that the purpese of the four public hearings was to receive
nmnmmmmﬂnmﬂﬁlsfm,mdﬂmm&mmmdﬂsmlmﬂhanmm 1999,

anmmyaumﬂsmmmngmmymymemmmmmemmdm{e
d protection

efforts at # Iater date.

RDD/TRINITY3843-3923.D0C
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Letter from Board of Supervisors, County of Humboldt,
Dated December 14, 1999

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. 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.

<~ V< AY

4 D3-1554
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Letter from Trinity Public Utilities District
Dated November 11, 1999

PUD. 1

Bruce Babbitt, Secretary
United States Department
1849 C Streat, NW
Washington, D.C. 20240

RE: Public Draft

Dear Secretary Babbitt:

On October 25, 1999, the Trinity Public Utilities District (TPUD) recsived the
public draft of the Trinity River Mainstream Fishery Restoration, Environrmental
Impact Statement/Report (DEIS/EIR). The TPUD is a publicly ownéd non-profit
utility district serving most of Trinly Coumly, with low cost electric energy
resulfing from the Trinity River Division (TRD) of the Central Vailey Project
{CVP). Congress, by adoption of the TRD At of 1955, made this low cosi
energy available to the citizens of Trinity County to offset some of the negative
impacts the project would have on the local economy. The action proposed by
the DEIS/EIR would have a significant adverse impact on Trinity County citizens.

The TPUD respectiully requests that the date to present comments on the

DEIS/EIR be extended untit March 17, 2000. We aleo request that, in the next

few weeks, workshops be held to answer guestions the TPUD or oitier interested .
parties may have regarding the data presented and the conclusions reached in

the DEIS/EIR, as well as the assumptions and methodolegies used in the report.

As you know, seventgen years of study and research, and five years of drafting,
have gene into preéparation of this document. The final draft, numbering in the
hundreds of pages, contains a staggering amount of information. The dollars and
man-hours that went inio the DEISVEIR dwarfs the TPUD's total annual operating
budget. It is simply not remsonabie to expect the TPUD to find the time and
monay, given Hts limited rescurces, to' respond to such a detailed and
comprehensive document within 60 days. Without an extension of the comment
period, it will not be possible for the TPUD 1o submit comments that fully address
the TPUD's concerns or the interests of its customer/owners.

Cur initial and cursory review of the document has generated many questions
{see attached lis). We believe that our comments would be much more
constiuctive, and some of our concems might be alleviated, if these questions

RE G £ Wee ‘answered early in the comment period. We understand that during the
‘ BEE 2 su‘rréeégﬂy scheduled public hearings, the lead agencies infend to only fake

i.%i’s‘;?g&%ﬂfmcam + Cust Secvice (30} 623-5536 + Administration (530) 6234569 » Fax (530) 623-5549
Ifint Trinity County, Call 1-800-968.7783

w ;_l
v S D3-1555
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. ) , - _ Letter from Trinity Public Utilities District continued

Interior Secretary Bruce Bahbitt
November 11, 1999
Page Two

comments and will not be a forum to explain the methodologies and rationale
used to develop the DEIS/EIR, nor will questions be answered. Given the
potential economic and social impacts implementation of the DEISEIR's
recommendations might have on our local citizenry, we believe these meetings
should be changed fo informational workshops. Such workshop shoulkd allow for
sufficient dialogue to befter understand the DEIS/EIR's recommeandations,
explore alternatives, and formulate more informed comments on the DEIS/EIR.

In sumimary, the TPUD believes that a substantive comment period, preceded by
informational workshops, is vital for resolution of the local, regional, and national
issues addressed in the DEIS/EIR. A more reasonable length in the comment
pericd will help us batter reach our common goals. Once again, we request that
you please exiend the comment period to March 17, 2000, and change the
scheduled hearings to informational warkshops.

If you have any comments or questions, please contact our General Manager,
Rick Coleman, at (520) 623-4564, or mysetf, (530) 628-5686. Thenk you for your

consideration,
Respectfully yours, j
Richard Adkins, Board President
Trinity Public Utilities District
RAMhs
Attach.
ce: . Senator Dianne Feinstein
Senator Barbara Boxer
Congressman Wally Herger
State Senator Maurice Johannessen

Assemblyman Richard Dickarson

) ) . . s
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-:Nwwasrtdectdedﬁomakenearlyallmeaxmmbasedon
projections to 20207 ;

Why isn't there any discussion about how nebulous, uncertain, and
inacctiate the 2020 projections are?

Fwsmﬁmamds,mysﬁmeanammp&sbmmpareensﬁrg
conditions to the 2020 *“No Action,” maiaaﬂofpmvldngmiscnmpensm
for all impacts?

When -discussing the “Environmental Justice™ respensibifiies, the
Documents nefer o the need for fair: treatment 10 “mingrifies-and low-
income populations.” The Execiitive Order clealy directs:auch trealment
for “minority populations and bw-incompopulaﬁom' Why:

- Doesn‘t Tnmty County qualifyas 2 low-income: aopulahur? -

« Shouldn't the recommended allemative soak to makeSure: that Trinity
County’s citizens do not bear a disproportionate share of the negative
impacis?

. Shwldn'tﬂ)erebedlsdosureonﬂlenegaﬁvenpmtsFederaiachon
‘has alieady caused Trinfty County, both pastand fuhare?

5 Myvsﬂmemdsmononﬂmceﬁaiﬂlyofnearteﬂneﬁsdsversusﬂle
less cedtain long term?

6. Waslliaraanyammptmphmﬂ\enwnadofdularﬁguresmammmon

? in most instances, ltisvewdlfﬁwltmtellﬂ'lhedalarﬁgum

is in current dollars, 2020 dollars, or a sum of nominal dollars.

7. Why do some parts of the report combine Trinity and Humboldt Counties,
and other parts -combing Trinidy -and Shasta Counties, and with the
exeeptcnofpmr.meraﬂarpttopmwdelmmaﬁmonmm
‘happen to just Trinify County?

8.  Did the projscted Increasa of 66 jobs in Trinity and Shasta Counties
Jinclude the effects of reductions in’ manufacturing jobs as a result of
inéraasod slochic ratés?

3 Why do the CEQA obgechv&s include protection of Counfy of Origin water
rights, but not protedie_n of the County’s First Preference endrgy rights?

RDD/TRINITY3843-3923.D0C
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3874-3

3874-4

3874-5

}_ 3874-6

>= 3874-2

3874-1

3874-2

3874-3
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Letter from Trinity Public Utilities District continued

Please see thematic response titled “No Action Alternative/Existing
Conditions Scenario and Range of Alternatives.”

The percent of population in poverty was used as the low-income
indicator for this analysis. The most recent data for percent of
population in poverty available at the time of the analysis was for
1996. This data indicates that California’s percent of population in
poverty is 16.5 and Trinity County’s is 16.9. Therefore, the percent of
population in poverty in Trinity County is not substantially different
from the percent of population in poverty in the State of California
as a whole. Consequently, Trinity County was not determined to be
a low-income county.

Counties and sectors having substantial adverse economic (output,
income, and employment) impacts were identified by alternative
and region in Section 3.11 Socioeconomics. For the Flow Evaluation
Alternative, no substantial adverse economic impacts were
identified for Trinity County. In fact, positive, although not
substantial, impacts were identified for the County.

While Section 1.2 Purpose and Need for the Action acknowledges
the detrimental effects caused by past actions, the objective of the
DEIS/EIR is to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the
Trinity River restoration alternatives within the context of current
and future 2020 conditions. Consequently, the baseline framework
precludes substantial consideration of past actions.

Up-front cost impacts are likely to have a greater degree of certainty
than the 2020 impacts because of their near-term nature. Despite the
dam modification costs being based on preliminary
“reconnaissance-level” estimates, many of the other cost elements
are seen as reasonably accurate given they are based on recent
experience. The aggregated long-term 2020 impacts are based on a
series of input analyses and projection factors (e.g., population
estimates) involving a range of certainty levels; it is therefore very
difficult to speculate about the certainty of those estimates. The
DEIS/EIR has been changed. Please see Chapter 2 of the FEIS/EIR,
Changes to the DEIS/EIR.

While footnote 19 on page 3-356 indicates that all monetary values
referred to in Section 3.11 were derived using 1997 dollars unless
otherwise stated, we agree that this statement was not visible
enough. The DEIS/EIR has been changed. Please see Chapter 2 of
the FEIS/EIR, Changes to the DEIS/EIR.

<~ ~, =\

-
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Letter from Trinity Public Utilities District continued

3874-4 Because Trinity County is where the costs are incurred, the up-front
cost analyses measure impacts in Trinity County only. Table 3-54 of
the DEIS/EIR has been changed. Please see Chapter 2 of the
FEIS/EIR, Changes to the DEIS/EIR.

The power analyses, despite having implications primarily for
Trinity County, actually measure impacts to both Trinity and Shasta
Counties to be consistent with the recreation analysis. The initial,
direct impacts to personal consumption within Trinity County are
accurate, but the total impacts for Trinity County are slightly
overstated due to the use of the two-county model. The recreation
analyses use a Trinity-Shasta County region because of the strong
linkage of recreation-related spending between the two Counties.
For example, most visitors to the Trinity River and Trinity Reservoir
pass through Redding to reach these locations. Because of Redding’s
close proximity to these recreation areas and the limited amount of
recreation-serving businesses in Trinity County, the recreation
economy within these two Counties (Shasta and Trinity) is closely
linked. Despite the focus on the two-county region, attempts were
made to evaluate recreation effects within Trinity County alone by
estimating Trinity County business revenues for the recreation
activities. Trinity and Humboldt Counties were not combined for
any of the socioeconomic analyses. However, as part of the analysis
for the Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area, Humboldt and
Del Norte Counties were combined to assess the sportfishing
impacts along the lower Klamath River.

3874-5 The Trinity County analysis includes the impacts of changing
hydropower costs. The analysis measured impacts by assuming the
increased power costs were passed on to the final consumer (please
see Response 5311-28). If costs were passed on to manufacturing
industries, reducing their net income, and this reduced net income
also reduced payments (profits, wages) to local residents, then the
results would be the same. In either case, the increased costs would
reduce household disposable income, thereby generating adverse
regional impacts across the entire economy, including secondary
effects in the manufacturing sector.

N ‘j
) V\ °
RDDITRINITY3843-3923.D0C —_~o D3-1558
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Letter from Trinity Public Utilities District continued

3874-6 Protection of First Preference energy rights were not identified by
Trinity County as a CEQA objective during the initial development
of the DEIS/EIR because, under CEQA, project objectives must bear
some relation to the nature of the regulatory approvals for which an
EIR will be used. In other words, such objectives should include
economic, social, or environmental benefits that could flow from the
approval of a proposed project or an alternative to the project. In
contrast, there is no point in defining as a project objective a goal
that simply cannot be met by the various state or local approvals for
which the EIR will be used.

In this case, the County, acting as lead agency, identified its own
project objectives, and also articulated objectives of the other state or
regional agencies that would or might rely on the EIR in granting
some sort of regulatory approvals for the project. The latter entities
include the State Water Resources Control Board, the North Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the Department of Fish
and Game. Among them, the County and these other agencies have
or may have the opportunity to influence the amount and timing of
water stored in Lewiston and Trinity Reservoirs and flowing down
the Trinity River, as well as the means of avoiding biological and
other environmental impacts associated with channel modifications.
No entity relying on the EIR portion of the EIS/EIR, however, has
the regulatory power or authority to impose conditions on the
power-generating aspects of the Central Valley Project.

The Department of Interior, in contrast, could have defined as part
of its “statement of purpose and need” - a NEPA requirement - a
goal of protecting Trinity County’s First Preference energy rights,
but chose not to do so. This decision reflects the Department of
Interior’s belief that the primary purpose of the project was to
restore the Trinity River fishery, consistent with various federal
statutory mandates and other regulatory directives.

N ‘j
) V\ °
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10.  The following questions relats fo the estimated power cost impacts:

- Howdo&:aﬁ%dacreasemCVPgenembonresunnon[yass%
increase in cogt for the District?

-+ Do the modets assume that there won't be any spilling of excess
watar? How much water is spilled historically-versiis the modél's
projections?

+ Why would the District, thehzgrmt “High-allocation” customer, realize
a cost increase of cnly $0.86/miWh, when an average “Higb-allocation”
customer is expectod {0 realize a $1.25/mWh increass?

« Why are the estimates of fulure market values used m the

- determination of Trinity County costs, instead of the changes iin price of
Westem powés?

. Dldmeprqewedumpadsonpowercostsmtndudeanﬁarpomgncf
the $72-115 thillion implementatian costs power will ety fund?

. Hownsttihatas%reducﬁnnmmergypmdudmnbadsmaﬁﬁ
mﬂionmueasempowercosts.Maa%redummemsesaWnﬂmn

nuease,anda4%redu¢tuona$59mﬂionnmase,acostper .

percent of reduction of (.93, 2.33, and 1.47, res|

« To maximize capacity, was the re-regulation available from Lewiston,
‘Whiskeytown, and Keswick Reservoirs optimized for each scenario?

» Why would less water over the mountaln’ mean less pumping loads,
when such an event will likely lesd to more pumping loads for ground
and off stream water storage?

= Did the analysis account for the fact that, under the 2004 Marketing
Plan, mpacﬂyandmeumngofﬂ'leTRDenergylsmtrrmﬁalfcr
Trinity County, but tetal annual energy production is?

+ Was the effect on Keswick generation considered?

+ if there is a valid argumanthatmpaﬂ!yvahesmrelavanttome'

TPUD, was the fact that we frequently peak in the wintor considered? -
« Was Trinity County’s load growth to 2020 considered? -

11. - Did.the analysis consider the effect that the. flow: decision weuld- have on
Trinity’s Maodmum Entitlement of First’ Preferenee Customeirs (MEFPC)
under the 2004 Marketing Plan? In particular, was there any analysis on.
the cumulative impact on the MEFPC from the prafarred Trinity Flow
Decision, the CVF'IA, and CalFed?

12.  Wouldn't the District’s current need be met entirely by Westem under all of
the altematives, since 25% of the energy generatad by Just the Trinity
Dam meels our load? If so, why is this identified in only fhe No Action
Alternative?

3.  Why did the listing of wnh‘ovalsaal impacts include impacts on CVF water,
but not CVP power?

RDD/TRINITY3843-3923.D0C
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} 3874-10
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Letter from Trinity Public Utilities District continued

A 6-percent reduction in generation results in a 3.5-percent increase
in cost because not all power is priced at the same rate. Seasonal and
daily fluctuations in demand influence cost to customers.

The models include reservoir spills. Historical spill rates are difficult
to compare to model results because the model operates on a
monthly time-step, whereas actual spills may occur over much
shorter time frames. Further, spills are partially a function of
downstream flow requirements and flood storage rules, both of
which have changed for many CVP reservoirs since their
completion.

It is not clear where the $0.86/MWh figure was derived. The change
in cost to high-allocation customers was included to disclose the
relative impact to customers who rely on Western power for a large
percentage of their power supply.

Changes in the value of power were used because it was assumed
that customers who suffered a reduction in power supply would
replace Western power at market rates. It was noted that the
customers would also be affected by an increase in Western rates.

Please see thematic response titled “Implementation Funding and
Relationship to Repayment, Reimbursement, and the CVPIA
Restoration Fund” for a discussion of project repayment. Please also
see the thematic response titled “Power Analysis” for additional
information on the analysis conducted for the DEIS/EIR.

The relative changes in energy occur in different seasons, which
affect both the value of marketable power (summer power is
generally more valuable than winter power) and system demand for
power (project use varies by alternative). The interactions of these
two phenomenon affect the dollar impact of each alternative.

Re-regulating reservoirs were included in the analysis.

The primary source of pumping for the CVP is the Tracy Pumping
Plant in the Delta and the San Luis Canal. Reductions in the
availability of water can reduce the ability to pump water from the
Delta, thereby reducing project use.

- D3-1560
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Letter from Trinity Public Utilities District continued

3874-7 Trinity County PUD’s annual energy requirements were not

cont’d specifically analyzed in the DEIS/EIR. However, Trinity County
PUD’s load was projected to 2020, and it was determined that its
load would not exceed its 25-percent First Preference entitlement
with implementation of the Preferred Alternative.

Keswick was included in the analysis.

Western did not consider any CVP preference power customer’s
individual load requirements. For purposes of impact analysis,
Western aggregated CVP preference power customer total load, and
dispatched power into that load curve. Trinity County PUD’s
individual load curve is a component of the aggregate curve.

3874-8 Western did not specifically evaluate the impact to the MEFPC for
the Cumulative Impacts Alternative. Western did perform an
evaluation of the potential impact to the overall CVP power
resources for the Cumulative Impacts Alternative. For information
on how the Preferred Alternative would affect the First Preference
status of Trinity County, please see thematic response titled “Power
Analysis.”

3874-9 For information on how the Preferred Alternative would affect the
First Preference status of Trinity County, please see thematic
response titled “Power Analysis.” Trinity County PUD would
continue to have access to First Preference power under all the
alternatives.

3874-10  The issues listed as controversial are by no means an all-inclusive
list. Given the nature of the proposed action, the range of anticipated
beneficial and adverse impacts, and the wide range of comments
received on the DEIS/EIR, the definition of “controversial” is based
on one’s perspective.

> 2
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15.

16.

97,

18.

18,

20.

21.

24.

Ara the $/mWh impacts in the report just Wastem power, or some kind ﬂf} 3874-12

Why do the first 6 of 8 mitigation measures for power impacts basically
eliminate the need for-water deliveries? How does this significantly
mitigate power impacts?

3874-11

averaging of the various mixes of generating sources from all Wastem
customers?

MydoesTabieES-SuflhaExeu.mveSmnmalyh\dmmatﬂm
Prefarrad Alternative and Cumulabive Impacts resulf in more water being
delivored to CVP watler customers?

3874-13

Why are the air quality impacts of replacement generation tréated as an
aﬁemmugrnnmannwersemnammmmnedmmhuuamy 3874-14
saction? Why is there no mifigation for power related Air Quality mpads?

Is & possible that the projected job increase ‘of 68 in Trmiy.and Shasta-

Counties is a-net figure resuling in one County gaining, and anoﬂler} 3874-15
losing, for a net sffect of 867

It appears that the purposeofmer!y hak the mcreasedﬂmvnsto move} 3874-16
éarth and vegetation; couldn't this be done at a much lower cost
machinery?

Is there no discussion of the billions of doliars of historical benefits that
have resulted from the TRD?

3874-17

Is there any discussion of the drastic fishery declines that have occurred

ﬁ_ﬁh«:&%mdhersims,ﬁhehSmiﬂlRWandﬂmSwm Fork of
ni

fy Riv _ 3874-18]

Shouldn't the TRD's responsibility fo improve the fishéry be limited to

some. kind of proration of old. versus cument populations in the Smith

mr‘? Beyond that point, something besides the TRD is aifecting the
ine.

Does the "Adaptive Management Procsss” include provisions to reduce
ﬂmlnﬁﬁﬁwerrfheﬁsherydoesndm‘prove or if there is more than

what coukd be reasonably expecied, given the Smith River sltuation? 3874-1 9|

Wil there ever be another process to decide if the changes ware worth the 3874-20)
sacrifices? If $0, by whom, when, and how?

RDD/TRINITY3843-3923.D0C
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3874-15
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Letter from Trinity Public Utilities District continued

Mitigation measures included in the Power Resources section
include actions that could reduce CVP water requirements, thereby
reducing project use and increasing the amount of power available
for marketing to customers. Further, several of the measures
outlined under mitigation include potential increases in power
supply (e.g., new surface-water reservoirs and constructing new
generation). Please see thematic response titled “Mitigation for
Significant Impacts.”

The dollar figures used in the report include both the increase in
Western power rates and the cost of accessing additional power
resources to offset reductions in Western power supply to
customers.

Please see Response 3359-08.

Air quality impacts are not treated as an “afterthought” in the
analysis. Because a reduction in electricity is not a direct impact on
the environment, a reduction in generation in and of itself could not
constitute a significant impact on the environment. However, when
the reduction is considered as a direct cause of an increase in air
emissions, the reduction in electricity supply is an impact on the
environment, and therefore may be significant. By considering the
impact in this manner, reductions in generation can be considered
significant under NEPA and CEQA. Air quality impacts were not
discussed in detail in the Air Quality section because the actual
locations and emissions of the power plants are speculative at best.
Further, the impact of increased emissions is noted as a significant
impact in the Power Resources section.

As noted on page 3-382, under Flow Evaluation Alternative Annual
Impacts: Recreation-related spending associated with increases in
use of the Trinity River and Trinity Reservoir would more than
offset the decreases in recreation-related spending associated with
projected declines in use at Shasta Reservoir. Neither the positive
impact in Trinity County nor the negative impact in Shasta County
were seen as substantial.

- D3-1562
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3874-16

3874-17

3874-18
3874-19

3874-20
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Letter from Trinity Public Utilities District continued

Representative costs and benefits for both alternatives are presented
for the Trinity River Basin, Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal
Area, and the Central Valley (including the San Felipe Unit of the
CVP). Costs and benefits associated with the alternatives are
discussed in detail in Chapter 2 Description of Alternatives and
Sections 3.5 Fishery Resources, 3.8 Recreation, 3.9 Land Use, 3.10
Power Resources, 3.11 Socioeconomics, and 4.1 Cumulative Impacts.

It is difficult to determine a simple “cost” for a particular aspect of
an alternative. For example, it is more expensive to retain bulldozers
to implement restoration activities in the Mechanical Restoration
Alternative than it is to release water from Lewiston Dam. However,
the benefits that accrue from water releases in the Trinity Basin
result in “costs” (i.e., forgone benefits) in the Central Valley. The
relative effects and costs of the two alternatives for a range of
resources are discussed in the sections named above.

The benefits derived from the operation of the TRD are
acknowledged in the selection criteria identified in Sections 2.1.1
Selection of the Preferred Alternative, as well as Section 2.2
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated.

Please see Response 3874-17.

Any decision to reduce flows in the Trinity River, regardless of the
status of the fishery resources of the Trinity River, would be the
result of the Adaptive Environmental Assessment and Management
(AEAM) process, and specifically determined by the Management
Council and the Secretary of the Interior’s designee. Please see
thematic response titled “Fisheries” concerning Smith River
population comments.

Any action taken beyond the scope of the DEIS/EIR would be
subject to appropriate NEPA and CEQA compliance and associated
public input.
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25,

k1R

32,

K, as the report states, over-harvesting is not the reason for the fishery
dedline, but rather Eimited habitat, why has the fishery production on the
South. Fork of tha Tnmty River decilned?

3874-21

I thers any discussion of the possihlllty that the fishery decline is due to
generations of Indians, and more recently commercial fisheftmen, catching
the large healthy fish, and letfing the runts go to propagate?

Do the *Implementation Costs™ ($71.8 to $115.8 million ) include all costs,
stich as increased power and water costs, or]usihedradmslcfsheam
impravements and continued studies?

3874-22

Did the projectad increass in recreation-spending account for the amount
of exdsting spending that would shift from catching bass and frout fo
catching salmon, or did the models justaddexpededgainsmﬂleemshng
conditions?

3874-23

If every Recreation Resource Coricam will either not change, or will be
further constrainad (Table 3-33), how could the result be a 22% increase
in racreational activity?

If the Flow Evaluation will lower the Lake level for Trinity
Reservoir and increase the frequency of fluctuations (pg. 3-217), why was
the amount of camping and visitor days expected to increase as compared
1o No Action (pg. 3-283)7 -

3874-24
3874-25

Are the various conclusions in the sociofeconomic section limited to|_ 3874 0¢
recreation, with the other aspects congidared insignificant, even though
ﬂtesumofﬂleomeraspedscouldexceedﬂtemeahenm

VWhat is the expected total cast for each expected additional fish? What is ~
the expected total benefit for each expected additional fish? -

Which communities or societal sectors are the biggest winrers, and m@_ 3874 28
are the biggest losers in the "Preferred Altemative?”

3874-27

RDD/TRINITY3843-3923.D0C
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Letter from Trinity Public Utilities District continued

Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

The DEIS/EIR examined increased harvest management as an
alternative to restore anadromous fish populations. Historical over-
harvest is partly responsible for the decline of some West Coast
anadromous fish populations and was cited as a causative factor in
the decline of the Southern Oregon/Northern California Evolution-
ary Significant Unit (ESU) of coho salmon (U.S. National Marine
Fisheries Service, 1997). Although harvest has been identified as a
problem in the past, harvest management and restrictions have
significantly increased in recent years.

Harvest (ocean troll and sport, inriver sport, and inriver tribal) of
Klamath River Basin fall chinook (including Trinity River Basin fall
chinook) is currently managed for a 33- to 34-percent brood
spawning escapement rate, or a minimum natural spawning
escapement level of 35,000 fish, whichever is greater. This
management scheme is based on the biological productivity of the
stock, maturity rates, and impact rates of the various fisheries.

The harvest of any fishery resource creates a shift in the age com-
position of the spawning stock because of the decreased probability
of surviving to an older age with the execution of fisheries. In this
instance, it is possible that there has been some influence on the age
of the spawning populations in the Trinity River, but this probably
occurred in the early 1900s when large commercial fisheries occur-
red at the mouth of the Klamath River. Although the age compo-
sition of the spawning escapement is quite variable, there is no
indication that over the past 20+ years fishing has caused a change
in this age composition.

The implementation costs, assuming to be incurred starting in 2001,
are listed in Table 2-10 and reflect only the following cost elements:
spawning gravel placement, construction of new channel projects,
maintenance of new and existing channel projects, dredging, water-
shed restoration, AEAM, and dam modification. Other “costs” or
negative effects of an alternative are evaluated based on 2020
conditions under the various resource areas: fisheries, recreation,
land use (agriculture, M&lI), and power. The 2020 condition more or
less reflects the high point of expected annual impacts; it does not
imply that impacts do not start until 2020.

<~ ~, =\
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3874-23

3874-24

N
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Letter from Trinity Public Utilities District continued

Trinity River fishing activity and spending were estimated as
functions of instream flows and salmon catch rates. Estimating
substitution of fishing activity between species was beyond the
capability of the models. To the extent that fishers would substitute
species, the results of the recreation analyses may be overstated. The
DEIS/EIR has been changed. Please see Chapter 2 of the FEIS/EIR,
Changes to the DEIS/EIR.

The commentor is correct in stating that every Recreation Resource
Concern in Table 3-33 will either not change when compared to No
Action/Existing Conditions, or will be further constrained. Also, as
shown in Table 3-34 of the DEIS/EIR, the total number of Trinity
River Visitor Days increases by 22 percent as compared to No
Action. Although this conclusion may appear counter-intuitive, it is
important to understand that two methodological approaches were
used to assess impacts: one method was used to estimate the worst-
case impacts to recreation opportunities in the Trinity River Basin
and Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area, and one to estimate
the changes in recreation use and benefits. Therefore, the purpose of
the recreation opportunity analysis presented in Table 3-33 of the
DEIR/EIS was different than the recreation use and benefits
analysis, which is presented in Table 3-34. The analysis of changes in
recreation opportunities focused on the frequency during which
flows associated with the alternatives would be outside the
preferred ranges identified in Table 3-33 for different recreation
activities, and identifying potential adverse flow-related effects of
the alternatives.

Alternatively, the net effect of flows on recreation activity was a key
objective of the recreation use and benefits analysis presented in
Table 3-34. As outlined in Methodology on pages 3-264 and 3-265 of
the DEIS/EIR, “the recreation use and benefits analysis is somewhat
more comprehensive than the recreation opportunities analysis since
it considers the entire river, the entire year, and variables other than
flow (i.e., fish harvest).” Use-estimating regression models were
used to predict the level of use for four types of recreation activities
only: boating, fishing, swimming/wading, and off-river activities
such as hiking and nature study. These regression equations
quantify the relationship between river visitation and river flow and
salmon populations.

° ‘j
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Letter from Trinity Public Utilities District continued

3874-24  As shown in Table 3-34, the higher flows associated with the Flow

cont’d Evaluation Alternative would have a positive effect on all four of
these recreation activities. These results suggest that the positive
effect of these flows on recreation opportunities would more than
offset the negative effects identified in the Recreation Opportunities
Analysis associated with flows being outside the preferred range
more frequently for other activities, including recreational mining.
As identified by the commentor, the net effect of the Flow
Evaluation Alternative on recreation activity is an estimated
22-percent increase over use levels predicted under No Action
Conditions.

For a description of the two methodological approaches, please see
the Recreation Opportunities Methodology on page 3-264 of the
DEIS/EIR, and Recreation Use and Benefits Methodology on page 3-
265 of the DEIS/EIR. For additional details on these methodologies,
please see the Recreation Resources Technical Appendix D,
specifically pages D-5 through D-8.

3874-25  The statement that “Trinity Reservoir levels would be lower than
levels under the No Action Alternative in all months” on page 3-417
of the DEIS/EIR is incorrect and has been deleted. Please see
Chapter 2 of the FEIS/EIR, Changes to the DEIS/EIR. In addition,
Trinity Reservoir elevations have been revised. Please also see
Chapter 2 of the FEIS/EIR, Changes to the DEIS/EIR, for specific
changes to Trinity Reservoir elevations as shown in Tables 3-3, 3-36,
3-37, and 3-38.

An error was found in the Trinity Reservoir No Action Alternative
elevation data used to calculate impacts to recreation opportunities
in the DEIS/EIR. As shown in revised Table 3-36 in Chapter 2 of the
FEIS/EIR, Changes to the DEIS/EIR, the revised data resulted in a
change in the projected recreation facility availability during the
primary recreation season. With the new data, the availability of
Stuart Fork Ramps increased by 3 percent under the No Action
Alternative. The availability of Fairview Ramp increased by

N ‘j
) V\ °
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Letter from Trinity Public Utilities District continued

3874-25 2 percent under No Action, as well as the requirement to relocate

cont’d major marinas. The availability of Trinity Center Ramp increased by
1 percent under No Action. Campground availability increased by 4
percent under No Action, and the availability of Minersville Ramp
increased by 1 percent. Because the remaining alternatives are
compared to the No Action Alternative, further changes are shown
in the table. However, it is important to note that the data revisions
did not result in a change in the level of significance of any reservoir
opportunity impacts as stated in the DEIS/EIR. All impacts that
were noted as significant in the DEIS/EIR remain significant, and all
impacts noted as less than significant remain as such.

3874-26  The Trinity River Basin socioeconomic impacts stemmed from up-
front costs and 2020 recreation and power effects. The up-front
impacts are separated from the 2020 impacts due to the time
difference. The 2020 impacts include both recreation and power
effects.

3874-27  Despite the efforts of the economic analyses to cover a broad
spectrum of effects, some impacts have been neglected (e.g., tribal
fisheries, nonuse values). The intent of the analyses have always
been to provide enough information for alternative selection, and
not necessarily to provide all the results required for a full-scale
benefit-cost comparison. Therefore, it is not possible to make such
calculations and comparisons without a considerable number of
assumptions.

3874-28  The socioeconomic analyses are separated by region and subregion
to reflect the varying geographic impact areas associated with each
analysis category (fisheries, recreation, agriculture, M&I, power,
cost). Table 3-54 presents employment impacts by region, and most
impacted sector for each alternative; and this information should
provide an overall sense as to the “winners and losers.” Although
impact estimation down to the community level was not possible
with the models, qualitative interpretations to the community level
were made where possible.

N ‘j
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Letter from Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Coalition
Dated January 4, 2000
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o pa. ' Letter from Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Coalition continued

ca mb’S&L&:fﬂg#»ESTEELHEAD RE_?S;E::: ?&LITION - ' 3875-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
Northarn. Cafomia. - ' 3875-2 Regarding dam removal, please see Response 1389-4.

LTI, eth River Atligncs

M.n; J.,,{ St ] 3875-3 Please see thematic responses titled “Implementation Funding and

_ngsmmﬁ&mmm ‘ Relationship to Repayment, Reimbursement, and the CVPIA

Janssary 4, 2000 - B Restoration Fund,” “Fisheries,” and “No Action Alternative/
R _ Existing Conditions Scenario and Range of Alternatives.”

Mr. Joe C. Polos
U5, Fish & Wildlife Services
1123 16th Street, Rooin 209
Arcatn, CA 95521

RE: Mmmmﬁmmwxmm etal I
Statement/Repert (BIS/R). i ) ect

Dear Mr. Polos:

Please acvept these conmasnts of the Sabmon and Steethead ion :
Frinity River Mui F‘_ : . WW{SSRC)mm

We strongly suppert the full restoration of the Trinity River in Nerthérm Caltfornia. snd -
imcdiate implememation of the Maximem Flow Alergitive, m&v«?mmnﬁm' ricl
Depmmqmﬂnm:hm&dwubﬁﬂuﬂow_n@mﬂmaumthhhﬂyhhepuhmw
mjmtofnsanmalms.hd;moﬁinu»ﬁm Thig is the minitem that shogld be
(TRD}fndlpm:{unposrumwﬁhmﬂuCgmmV&mejux_ Clearly; the fish snd wildlife of
d:ebmhwapnmtymﬂmﬁwmoﬂmymﬁmﬂnm ’

3875-1

The draf indieates that the Macciotum Flow Alteenative could restor the fisbéries 5o 81 pesoent
&mmm_mmtﬂmkmm&mmwm
mm:@mﬂmﬁ.&ﬁm-&mhkhﬂuﬁiﬂumw 3875-2
G, 103 ot o o e o e e onkd b 0 renonsthe -
3 viver s alternative was not considered. it been, th

WWmemﬁ;&éﬂyh“wﬁme levels. Thi
is imadex This option compromis w'ﬁmhmwwmhw-»?: :
Water usets and olhers that heve beneiited from the excess diversions for the Iast thres and a half. - 3875-3

w p N A
V RO D3-1569
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~2000 S:StPM
Letter from Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Coalition continued

_ : 3875-4 These types of administrative details do not need to be established
The goel of the I L
M“ﬁ“”“:a:m?‘mmgu:me%w prior to the Secretary of the Interior making a decision. Please see
Loy m“mmmmeMumem _ thematic response titled “Description of the Proposed Action/

] ' Segmenting.”

b Sdaplive M punet of hoth the Prefersed Ahermative and the Maximam -
It G Bogm o il & doptiv: Misagemeat e oo 1t s ot clearly ined 3875-5  Please see thematic response titled “Implementation Funding and
Mwwmﬂﬁaawﬁqmmm.m,%, Relationship to Repayment, Reimbursement, and the CVPIA
mmmwammmmmmm,#m 3875-4 Restoration Fund.”

fishery ’
tnadeling and atialysis tosm. Also, the draft does ot specify in what capacity e stakehoidery
graup, the scientific advisory board, or the < peet tese woutd -

wnwwwmhmm,mmmmmmm

Including a sinkeholders group thatis comyised.of those who direcdly bemefit fiom divertng
water from fhe Trinity is an invitation to compromise the extire p mw twade
vegarding flows and tinitng of releases should be dotie in accopdaoe with the nerds of the vagious
fish spesies in the Trinity, nut the comvenience or needs of the vister and powes users, We

pport the of an independ  peer review puncl made up of sifentists sepemte fiom -

s 3875-5
flows, as well as the necessary alterations to Trinity Dem, should be secured apd Iaid out i
ﬁnlldnﬂ. MMMWWEWMmm&mﬁ; }
the higher flows on the flovial geoworphilosy of the basin and sccompanying chenges in figh
wambers, The Feders! Govemmeatt, not Trinity Cotiny, should fitnd hess projects:

The fimal Record of Decision should oalf fo the impltmmentation of e Ml Flow
Aimve brined with the Wi hed Proty dement of the Mechsnical Restoration
Altemative, Mdmhﬁoduﬁubiliwﬁnamlminﬁmmﬁuwm-
sediment s5d corplying with the Pretident's Forest Plan and Option 9. It7s vital, should the :
in the bastn, that other steps be takew o increass flows-or stady removal the dam. Whilo we can.
hmﬁqmﬁiﬁqmm&i@mﬁh&hmmwts'
mdmmmmmmmmhm'mmm-m.wmh ’
Enmalt_mqfnlﬁ&wlhemmmhomﬂumm Wi gt encvro that the

¥ it given v 1o fake S TN - .
. Sy i3 ghven y authority to ¢ mwh&rwﬁsmw

"Tho people, fish and wikilife in the Trinity Basin have suffered Sor tho past 36 yoars whik the
xpayer aibsidized sgti-business in fhe Central 1nd Sen Joaquin Valley bave ghvwn ich
oo diversions, Now the coho are lisied a« an endmgered mm%mwm woa e

- RERE
Thinley River Moinire i Fiskery Restoration EISR
Page 2of3

AN\ ¢ y -ﬂ
V RO D3-1570
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Letter from Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Coalition continued

December 1996; however dek
numbers 1

) ) . . s
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Officiet Pabiic Comment 381 o Postcards from Gaye Kelly, Priscilla D. Reichert, and D. Randolph
Dear EIS/EIR Team Members: ' '
I support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the nawral water flow 3876-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
from the Trinity River Basin, While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Repar, the recommendations were limited by 3877-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation . . pya— c
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water 3878-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough to
achieve a legaliy mandzated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You, ;
Name: Gﬁ‘f E KELW
Address: 3303 LAy 9-
| citysuwzip: _ MMAMENS CA QYBO]

S

Oﬂic:hl Public Comment 3 8 11

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the rece dations were litnited by
an assumption: about the amount of water that could be available for the tiver.
Legislation creating the Trinity*River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

N TR AN v v |

Address: proud Sapporeet of The Fand for Aakmals bnc.

City/State/Zip: ﬁ prinailla D, Relchert
St
S s

Official Public Comment 3 8 7 s

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

1 support a diversion of no more that @,;;ement of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the rver.
Lepislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You, . o
Name: -:"'.’L'r-f .-‘}\:a-mé‘{)zK

Address: G4 Mo Gl 1 H 1S
City/SwateZip: B /L 1o A 5 tp) ‘f/

]

<~ v =\
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a,gfcw.,mcc.,;..;,m' 3571 Postcards from Dana Ewell, Mona Pagaard, and Rik Thorensen
Bear EIS/EIR Team Members: ’

L suppoet & diversion of 0o more that 30 percent of the natural water flow 3879-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that

produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by

an assumption ahout the amount of water that could be available for the river. 3880-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and addi.tiona.l legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlfe priority over the diversion of any water 3881-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,

Name: Wnd ﬁueﬁ/

Address: ; ﬂ
City/State/Zip:

6

Offtciat Public Comment 3 8 80

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I suppart a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
fror the Trinity River Basin, While 1 support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaloation Repoert, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river,
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legistation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefors, the Preferred Alternative does net go far encugh to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the scosystem. ’

Thank You, P
Name: /f’{ A Caf oy g Q/
Address: AP

CityfStte/Zip: L/ fomer £ G2UQE-F5 3 o

fcial Pablic Comment 38 s‘

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
froans the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Repert, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could e available for the cver,
Legistation ereating the Trinity River Divigion, and additivnal legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far encugh to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,

Name: PSR

Address: , X +

City/State/Zip:  _ bl @'gos. I |

3oz

<~ V’“"\
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Official Public Comment 388 ‘ Postcards from Kenneth Heckart, Ann Randolph, and Brian Casby

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

%;‘,’E‘iﬁ;‘%;’;f;“ﬁ."f; e ey 2.,‘,’,';'3;“ :h:rsz]}:m au.i :;?; 3,‘;}” 3882-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by

an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river. 3883-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
Legislation creating the Trinity Rivér Division, and additional legislation

i inity fish ildli iori the di it f ate: . . . .
fclf:gcg:f‘;s '%:L;?}m IﬁdP‘::fmedd o PAltesative doss ;::l;;o?a: eﬁig‘; © 3884-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.
Thank You,
Name:
Address:
City/State/Zip:

Official Public Comment 38 8 5
Dear EIS/EIR Team Members: )

I support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
2n assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
w0 the CVP. Therefors, the Preferred Alternative doss not go far enongh to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosysten.

Thank You,

Neme: Ao Bawoores
Address: B4z fisy Sspoo g iy e
City/State/Zip:  Mowwrrw Vi L <A Gyt

Official Public Comment % 8 q

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no more that 36 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the scivnce and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that conld be available for the river.
chislar.ion creating the Trinity River Division, end additional legisiation
cleatly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
10 the CVP, Therefore, the Preferred Altemative does not go far enongh to

hieve a legally. dated r of the
Thank You, (P s
Name: )
Address: S0 Kepmes  d

City/State/Zip: Spn e (o, ASHE

<~ o
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ot ruic conmers SES TG Y Postcards from John S. Scheibe, Janet Ferges, and Barbara J. Ferges
Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:
Iﬁi‘ﬁf"é‘ﬁ ‘?nﬂ;m é?i'efia'é?in"f"'&h'?ﬂ lsgupp;r:::h:rsﬁ:nl:ﬂ $ Iu];;:v 3885-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendmions_ were limited _by
an sssumption shout the of water that could be available for the river, 3886-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

Legislat'mn creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
cleasly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water

to the CVP. Therefore, meerrcd Altcrnatwe does not go far enogh o 3887-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
achieve a legally man stem.
Thank You, z

Mr. Sobm 8. Sohedbe

30T m wn. Ave

Cnnytaiei'le —h, ie

Oﬁcm Prblic Comment 3 8 8 b

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support 2 diversion of no more that 30 peccent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I suppont the science and study that
produoed the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
pticn about the of water that could be available for the river.
Leglslanou creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity {ish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Altemative does not go far enongh to

hieve a legally dated cation of the ecosystem.
Thank You,
Name: Jaenet Feyges

Address: E{]‘ 52; 223
City/State/Zip: _Idéa_Eézm'_Alggiﬁfﬁ 73285

Ojfficial Public Comment 3 8 s 1

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no mere that 30 percent of the natual water flow
frem the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation R the recommendations were limited by
an assumption abeut the amount that could be available for the river.
Legislatmn creating the Trinity R: Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fisk and wildiffe priority over the diversion of any water
to the CYP. Therefore, the Pref::r@ Alternative does not ge far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoratfon of the ecosystem.

Thank You,
Name:
Address: Toroml MS. BARBARA J. FERGES

uk S406 W11 7&91?-304
City/State/Zip; —— lwkewoslCa

<~ v =\
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

ogicat rusic Commers. B DO Postcards from Michael J. Hogan, Richard Schieffer, and Gary Stull

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

1 suppart a diversion of no mors that 30 percent of the natural water flow

from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the seience and study that . 3888-1
produced the Flow Evaluation Repert, the recommendations were limited by . . P .
&n asgumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river. 3889-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional Jegislation
cleatly gives Trinity fish and wildiife priority over the diversion of any wa : : 4T tac 7
o theYCgVP. Thcrz'ore, the Preferredljﬁltemtyatlve does notr;::orilhr e.nnigh f 3890-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.

achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,

Name: “;;,L}gg 5[. H f+ LY
Address: LYt Hoew Lo

City/State/Zip: _ Gpmto Rocy , CA AsYoe

Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

Official Public Comment 3 8 sq

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support 2 diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science acd study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an ption about the of water that could be avsilable for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and addirional legislation:
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefots, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough to

achieve a legally dated of the ecosy
Thank You,

Name; BIACHARDY SoljrCrem,
Address: ZFRE MIX paANNGN R

City/State/Zip: YAGAVILLE 64 45638

Official Public Comment 3 8q o

Bear EIS/EIR Team ¥embers:

I support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin, While I support the science and study that
preduced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumplien about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation ereating the Trinity River Division, and additicnal legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife pricrity over the diversion of any water
w0 the CVP, Therefore, the Preferred Altermative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,

Name: A .

Address: S7b Wtemins P Q.
City/State/Zip: L CHARLES M el )

b5304

<~ v =\
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Official Pablic Commens 33‘!] Postcards from Martin Musgrove, Jeanne Gasen, and Christie Dunn

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members: -

L support a diversion of 10 more that 30 percent of the natural water flow 3891-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that

produced the Fiow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by

an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river. 3892-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Divisios, and additional legislation ) Y o
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife pricrity over the diversion of any water 3893-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.

to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Altemative does not go far encugh to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,
Name: In u.
Address: 09 NE . !Qﬂ)ﬂh Aud,

City/StaterZip: A puyce Wil IBbed

Officlal Public Comment 3 6q z

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

1 suppart a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluztion Report, the tecommendations were limited by
an agsymption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional iegislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildiife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Thersfore, the Preferred Altemative does not go fr enough to
hizve a legally dated ¢ ion of the ecosystem.

Thank You,

Name: }A;A&
Address: IE DL A RNINY_ A PRIy Yy
City/State/Zip: ‘Efﬁﬂ?_@ﬁ%ﬁ_ﬁam

Official Public Comment 38 q 3

Dear EIS/EIR. Team Maembers:

1 suppert a diversion of no more that 30 percent-of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While [ support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearty gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
10 the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Aliernative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,

Name: =

Address: L0Cox VG4

CityStaterzip: _(pe e (DR A5DD

é/\l v > -’A.
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

o o 38qq Postcards from Julie Hochfeld, Debbie O’Banks, and Nat Childs

0T
i " Official Public Comment

Dear EJS/EIR. Team Me;nbgrs:

1 suppost a diversion of no mére that 30 percent of the natural water flow 3894-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

from the Trinity River Basin. While [ suppert the science and study that

produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommeadations wore limited by 3895-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

an asgumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation . . . .
¢clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water 3896-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,

Name: LJ-LCII‘C;E HOChﬁfo)
Address: 167 345 Fal | gﬂ‘:@d"ﬂ Rd
City/State/Zip: 55;%,[5 [éﬁ, oA 9552y

Official Public Contment 3 8 q 5

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recomumendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife pricrity over the diversion of any water
to the CVF. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far encugh to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem,

Thank You,
Name:

Address: ‘ 7O Beox \28%

Citystateizip: Wil Creall. CA- 45273

L Official Public Comment 38 q b

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members: .

1 support 2 diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumpticn abowt the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priotity over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Aliemative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You, o
Name: /‘/ o2 { C ﬁu‘ QS
Address: 'Qd ciSox 346

City/State/Zip: ﬂum&dzle

AN\

2
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

sgq 1 Hensw HerP RESERE Postcards from Rufus J. Pederson, Sean Carlson, and Tom O’Banks
Official Publiz Comment Lk @t A T

Deer EIS/ETR Team Members™ # Joffanfpte. |

. 3897-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
I support a diversion of ne morv%}tlhlat I:‘»D percen:.h of the naf : Wnid g?:
from the Trinity River Basin. ile I support the science and study . ) . o,
pmnd‘uc;i the Flow Evalation Report, the recommendations were it oy 3898-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.
an asswmption about the amount of water that could be §yailab]e for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, aud additiona legisiation 3899-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife pricrity over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough te
achieve a legally niilited restoration of the ecosystem.

Rt vl S 3 s

Mame:
Address:

92?7»‘
City/State/Zip: w

s e ——————

Official Public Comment 38q ?

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While [ suppoct the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the dations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Ttinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
1o the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Altemative does not go far enough to
achieve a legaily mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,
Name; .5 Eey (Cocisnen

AddiEd: ZALT  Fregnmmer
CityfState/Zip: Evveban  £A4 35503

"Offfciat Public Comment S‘q : i
Dear EIS/EIR Team Members: —

I support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I suppert the science and study that
praduced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearty gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alernative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,
Name: TTom O'BmKS
Address: PO Rox 128

citysterzip: _Willen Coree k. QA qumya

<~ v =\
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

[ cwﬂ;b;c Comment 3q o0 Postcards from Paul Morgan, Jane Baker, and Keith Kataoka

Dear EES/EIR Term Members:

1 support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow 3900-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
from the Trinity River Basin. While 1 support the science and study that ’

produced the Flow Evalvation Report, the recommendations were limited by . . u: sV
an assumption about the amount of water that could be evailsble for the river. 3901-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.

Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation

clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority cver the diversion of any water 3902-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
o the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far encugh to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystern.

Thank You, .
MName: Bl, U‘i’ ™ OQ&M
Address:

Caty/State/Zip: &MLZD’\/_E S_?',_’ %)

. omcm ﬂuysc Citment q O‘
Dear EISJ’EIR Teim Members: -
1 support a diversion of 10 mare that 30 peroent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evalvation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that cculd be available for the river,
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife prionty over the diversion of any water
to the CVP, Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You, -

Name: \h\»&.%@k/\

Address: 2200 e a
City/State/Zip; M&Q@&\_\l&, C e S'Sﬁ

—r - Offieind Public Conmtent 3q o z
Dear-EIS/EIR Team Members:

1 support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While [ support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additicnal legisiation
clearly pives Trinity fish and wildlife pricrity over the diversion of any waler
o the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Altemnative doss not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandaed restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank Yoo, .

Name: ‘4—@'\- Kﬂéﬁf}a{
Address: = F
City/State/Zip:

<~ v =\
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Official Public Comment 3‘]05 Postcards from Ken Kawafune, Ann McClain, and Scott Fleming

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

1 support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow . . . .
from the Trinity River Basin, While I support the science and study that - 3903-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
produced the Flow Evaluation Repor, the recommendations were limited by
an assumpiion about the amount of water that could be available for the river. 3904-1
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation 3
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife pricrity over the diversion of any water . . s o
10 the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Altemative dbes not go far enough to 3905-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.
‘Thank You, .

Name; KER v mEopiE
Address: ITRTT M G STE 57

City/State/Zip:  W/Bo P ialvy ;.r_:.-Tl i 8072

Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

Official Public Comment 3q oq

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

[ support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin, While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommestdations were limited by
an assumplion #bout the amount of water that conld be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Divisian, and additiona! legislation
claarly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Altemative does not go far enough to
achieve a lepally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thznk You,

Name: w4n)h-) fhelemrd
Address: 22z FAca ,_4;1/&‘

City/State/Zip: Picpnoyt, QA F¥EN

Official Public Comment 3q o s

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no more that 30 percant of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that

duced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that conld be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Teinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearty gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
10 the CVP. Therefore, the Freferred Alternative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosysteni,

Thank You,

Name: Seodt Flewn &
Address: pNE I 2213:]{2. RJd

City/Stale/Zip: feef CH T470%

<~ v =\
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Postcards from Robert Von Raesfeld, Elise Dickenson, and David Espy

Cficial Public Comment 3q o b

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members: 3906-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
1 support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow . . “Fisheries.”
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that 3907-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by

an assumption about the amount of water that eould be available for the river. . : up: ries.”
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation 3908-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries

clearly gives Trinity fish and wildiife prierity over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Altemative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You, : .
Name: RO\D@(-\- Yo Esqe,s?e,\d
Address: 400 L—ﬁ‘?ﬂj&&g S 8% ?'0[0
CiyStateizip: | outw, Clava, OF -

Official Public Comprent 3 q 07

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

! [ support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow

f from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limised by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the Hver.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
te the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Altemative does not go far enowgh to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You, . - b .
Name: é’/fs-% (L2 1250y

Address: / C’ /MAI./\_, ’
City/State/Zip: CA A5/

Official Public Comment 3q og

Bear EIS/EIR Team Members:

T suppart a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin, While | support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Repor, the reconmendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP, Therefore, the Preferred Alternative doss not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,
Name: D il L5
Address: f177 B fentl 2L

City/State/Zip: _Liddany o FBaof!

<~ v AY
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Official Public Comment 3q oq Postcards from Alan Baird, Marilyn Sterling, and Janice Parakilas

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no more that 36 percent of the natoral water flow . _ : . u: P
from the Trinity River Basin, While I support the science and stady that 3909-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.

produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by

an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river. 3910-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation

clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water . . . .

to meyc'fgvr, Therg'ort, the PrcfcrtcdpAheniLive does not go far mo?lgh to 3911-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

achieve a legally mandated restoration of the scosystem.

Thank You, *

Name: /ﬁ v ﬂﬁf/’-./ﬁ'
Address: Yo fleyw 38
City/Srate/Zip: =l =

?5024.

Qfficial Public Commsent 3q ' o

Dt EIS/EIR Team Members: N

- "Feupport a divefsion of no more that 30MRercent of the natural water flow
from the Trioity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the dations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clewrly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough 1o

achieve a legally dated o ion of the ecosy
. Thank You, -
Name: h\ir ‘-("\i\) W
T
Address: & u- ,Laa,i P’ ¢ ';?C?q )

A s o

City/Stare/Zip:

- Official Pablic Conment 3q | '

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

1 suppert a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natral water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study thai
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional iegislation
elearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife pricrity over the diversion of any warer
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alernative does not go far'enough to
achieve a legally mandated restortion of the ccosystem.

Thank You,

Name: Y 7
Address: o Bex 1490
City/State/Zip: w alf.

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

Oyfcia Ptic Comment 3Q| y A Postcards from Roy Baker, Sue O’Reilly, and Tim Kauai

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

{ support a diversion of o more that 30 percent of the natural water flow 3912-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
m t}:!T;lmty River Basin. While I support the science and smdy that

uced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were Hmited b: i i i i
an asswption about the amount of svater thet coald be available for the Hvar 3913-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water 3914-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
1o the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does ot go far erough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,
Name: _R‘f“l -Bdlt{(
Address: .0 LBH)‘ 1950

Cry/State/Zip: _ﬂ_ﬁJmaer bo

Official Public Conunent 3q ' s

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

{ support a diversion of nc more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While 1 support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an asswmption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Divisior, and additional legislation
clearly gives Tiinity fish and wildlife priocity over the diversion of any water
to the CVP, Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the scosystem.

Thank You, - .
Name; C'EUL{ O‘Ed? l_j_e')
Address: p(} o> ﬁ

Ciyswmezi:  COTWRA (A
T Tt 4

Official Public Comment Sq‘q

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

[ support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While [ suppori the science and study that
produced the Fiow Evaluation Repon, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the miver.
Legistation creaiing the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does 1ot go far encugh to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You, r
Address:

City/State/Zip: _éré?ﬂ_ﬂ.ﬁ-_-ﬁ? gf

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

£ e . .y . .

TR g Pubic Commens 3Q‘ S Postcards from Koalani Kauai, Kai Hamilton, and Jamie Maddox
Dear EIS:’EIRETS-'m}Iembers:
£ support 2 diversion of %0 more that 30 percent of the nanwal water flow 3915-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

from the Trinity River Basin. While [ support the science and stud
in. that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were li.rs:lited by

an assumption about the amount of water that could be availadle for the river. 3916-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
Leglslatl9n creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and willlife priority aver the diversion of any water 3917-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

o t]lle CW¥P, Therefore, the Prefgére'd Altemative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restofation of the ecosystem.

Thank You, ;
Name: ) ot !
Address;

CitylSwie/Zip: _ Krenogs, T Gz 251,

D_Il

Official Publlc c;mm | 3 q l b

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

1 support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluztion Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amonnt of water that could be available for the river.
Legisiation creeting the Trinity River Division, arnd additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
10 the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far ¢nough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystern.

Thank You,
Naine; KA—'{ %DM terond
Address:

_oxoss
Ciysterzy:  Kiepage, HE TEPSY-

Qfficial Public Comtment 3q ‘ 1

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

I support a diversion of no more that 3¢ percent of the natral water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,
Name:
Address:
LT Py s J—
City/State/Zip:  _ DISCOVEAY BAT Ch $314-3449

<~ v =\
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Official Public Comment 3q| 8 Postcards from Todd Tucker, Mike Purcell, and Marisa Fitch

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

iversi i tural water fl . . s .
Lﬂm;ﬁiﬁ ﬁ?:; %ﬁ,?&\:ﬂf 13' i;:’ﬁ;“{hfsﬂ};’li and ft.a;; dat 3918-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by

an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the civer. 3919-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, end additional legislation

i ind ildli igri the diversien of any water . . e .
e e i sl A neiative doos But B ¢ 3920-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.

to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Altemative does not go far enough to
achieve a lsgally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You, — .
Name: { @k{u&u\
Address: Nileo BB R

City/State/Zip: R @own Cofes ekt

Official Public Comment sq l q

Dear EIS/ETR Team Members:

I support 2 diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I suppurt the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption zbout the amount of water that could be available for the river.
Legisiation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Aliernative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You,
Name: ﬂ:'{ ;’ gf/é/"ee Pl
Address: P Wi ST

CitySweiZip: _Sow Lathe 1 £ Fdon/

R ..-'. N - ’
- o " . Official Public Comment 3q zo
* | 'Dedi EIS/EIR Team Members:

1 support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
from the Trinity River Basin, While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the recomimendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that eguld be available for the river.
Legislation creating the Trinity River Division, and additionat legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority cver the diversion of any water
to the CVP, Therefore, the Preferred Allernative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thank You, -

Name: Macs T
Address; LMD Geeeacnond Hbs
CitylState/Zip: | faecland. A GSSHT
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Postcards from Heather Hamilton and Eric Humphreys

3921-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

3922-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”

Offtcial Peblic Comment Sq u

Dear EIS/EIR Team Members:

1 support a diversion-of no more that 30 percent of the natural weter flow
from the Trinity River Basin. While I support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluation Repori, the recommendations were limited by
an assumnption about the amount of water that could be availabie for the river.
Legisiation creating the Trinity River Division, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative does not go far enongh to
achieve a legally mandated restotation of the ecosystemn.

Thaak You, .- Aé
Name: _Heathor o o
Address: 7] L55
CitySue/Zip:  ALaiaokn LS Qég?-‘

o s conmen. DN L

Dear EIS/EIR Tezm Members:

1 support a diversion of no more that 30 percent of the natural water flow
frem the Trinity River Basin. While [ support the science and study that
produced the Flow Evaluatior Report, the recommendations were limited by
an assumption about the amount of water that could be available for the tiver.
Legisiation creating che Trinity River Divisign, and additional legislation
clearly gives Trinity fish end wildlife priority over the diversion of any water
to the CVP. Therefore, the Preferred Altemative does not go far enough to
achieve a legally mandated restoration of the ecosystem.

Thexk You, p REGEIVED
Name: Erree Horeghirogs
Address: TE90 ERDAN S JAN (6 2008

. . - JS Fish & Wikilife Servic-
City/State/Zip:  _ Sen Baypno (A, Y08 Accata, CA

w . > 4
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COMMENTS ON THE TRINITY RIVER MAINSTEM FISHERY RESTORATION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Letter from Ron Vanbianchi Dated December 29, 1999

RON VANBIANCH_I Bq z3 3923-1 Please see thematic responses titled “Fisheries.”
7035 Crawford Drive :

" Kingston, WA 98346

December 29, 1999

Mr. Joe Polos

United States Fish & Wildlife Service
1125 16 Street, Room 209

Arcata, CA 95521

Dear Mr. Polos:

1 support a diversion of no more than 30 percent of the natural water flow from the
Trinity River Basin.

Although I support the science and study that produced the Flow Evaluation Report, the
assumpﬁonabomdw_amountofmterﬂntmuldbeavaﬂableﬁartheﬂver limits the > 3923-1
report’s recommendations. In addition, the Preferred Aliernative does not ensure
adequate resources t achieve the legally mandatwed restoration of the ecosystem.
Legislation cregting the Trinity River Division and additional legislation clearly gives
Trinity fish and wildlife priority over the diversion of any water 1o the CVP.

~/

<~ v AY

Main TOC Comments TOC Next Page

D3-1588

RDD/TRINITY3843-3923.D0C



	Postcards from Albert G. Smith, Neil Strutters, and Patricia L. Black
	Postcards from Gary Dillon, E. Rabinowe, and Tim Paik-Nicely
	Postcard from Marc Villania
	Postcards from Janelle Thompson, Nina Groth Ghera, �and David Coppedge
	Postcards from Daniel Spero, C. T. Newmyer, and Ronald Stone
	Postcards from Robert B. Flint, Jr., Hannah Parkinson, and Vern Powell
	Postcards from Odus Powell, Melinda Parks, and Barry Powell
	Postcards from Keefe Goldfisher, Richard Brakken, and Bonnie Thomas
	Postcards from Julia Hesse, M. H. Riley, and Robbin Lacy
	Postcards from Delma Powell, Dixie L. McIntosh, �and D. Jenason
	Letter from Arthur N. Stewart Dated December 19, 1999
	Letter from Barbara J. Stickel Dated December 27, 1999
	Letter from Board of Supervisors, County of Humboldt, �Dated December 14, 1999
	Letter from Trinity Public Utilities District �Dated November 11, 1999
	Postcards from Gaye Kelly, Priscilla D. Reichert, and D. Randolph
	Postcards from Dana Ewell, Mona Pagaard, and Rik Thorensen
	Postcards from Kenneth Heckart, Ann Randolph, and Brian Casby
	Postcards from John S. Scheibe, Janet Ferges, and Barbara J. Ferges
	Postcards from Michael J. Hogan, Richard Schieffer, and Gary Stull
	Postcards from Martin Musgrove, Jeanne Gasen, and Christie Dunn
	Postcards from Julie Hochfeld, Debbie O’Banks, and Nat Childs
	Postcards from Rufus J. Pederson, Sean Carlson, and Tom O’Banks
	Postcards from Paul Morgan, Jane Baker, and Keith Kataoka
	Postcards from Ken Kawafune, Ann McClain, and Scott Fleming
	Postcards from Robert Von Raesfeld, Elise Dickenson, and David Espy
	Postcards from Alan Baird, Marilyn Sterling, and Janice Parakilas
	Postcards from Roy Baker, Sue O’Reilly, and Tim Kauai
	Postcards from Koalani Kauai, Kai Hamilton, and Jamie Maddox
	Postcards from Todd Tucker, Mike Purcell, and Marisa Fitch
	Postcards from Heather Hamilton and Eric Humphreys
	Letter from Ron Vanbianchi Dated December 29, 1999

	Main TOC: 
	Comments TOC: 
	Next: 


