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CA_EM_1003_001

From: Marcelino Gonzalez[SMTP:MARCELINO GONZALEZ@DOT.CA.GOV]

Sent: Monday, October 03, 2011 1:36:17 PM

To: BOR-SHA-KFO-Klamathsd; KSDcomments

Subject: Sis-5, Sis-96 Klamath River Dam Removal EIS EIR Auto forwarded by a Rule

Caltrans is reviewing the EIR?EIS for potential impacts to the bridges that cross
the river at 1-5 and State Route 96. As indicated below, we would like to obtain

a copy of the HEC-RAS model to see what the modeled water surface elevations are
at our bridges. y\\\\\

Assistance appreciated Comment 1 - Transportation/Roadways

Marcelino "Marci" Gonzalez

Local Development Review

(530) 225-3369

(530) 225-3020 FAX

————— Forwarded by Marcelino Gonzalez/D02/Caltrans/CAGov on 10/03/2011

12:32 PM -——--
Brett
Ditzler/D02/Caltr
ans/CAGov To
Marcelino
10/03/2011 11:03 Gonzalez/D02/Cal trans/CAGov@DOT
AM cc

Subject
Re: Reply: Sis-5, Sis-96 Klamath
River Dam Removal EIS EIR(Document
link: Marcelino Gonzalez)

Sorry for the confusion...the bedload chapter helped with the sediment transport
issues. | still need the HEC-RAS model though in order to see what the modeled
water surface elevations are at our bridges.

Thanks,
Brett Ditzler, P.E.

Caltrans North Region Hydraulics & Office Engineer - Redding
(530) 225-3199
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Marcel ino
Gonzalez/D02/Calt
rans/CAGov

10/03/2011 10:59
AM

To
Brett
Ditzler/D02/Caltrans/CAGov@DOT
cc
Subject

Reply: Sis-5, Sis-96 Klamath River
Dam Removal EIS EIR(Document link:
Brett Ditzler)

Did the bedload chapter help or would you like me to still request the model?

Marcelino "Marci' Gonzalez
Local Development Review
(530) 225-3369

(530) 225-3020 FAX

Brett
Ditzler/D02/Caltr
ans/CAGov

09/30/2011 12:42
PM

Vol. lll, 11.4-4 - December 2012

To
Marcelino
Gonzalez/D02/Caltrans/CAGov@DOT

cc
Steve Thorne/D02/Caltrans/CAGov@DOT

Subject

Re: Sis-5, Sis-96 Klamath River Dam
Removal EIS EIR(Document link:
Marcelino Gonzalez)
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Hi Marci,

We will need their complete HEC-RAS model in order to assess impacts to our Route
96 and 1-5 bridges. Can you request this? We need at a minimum, 10, 50, and
100-year flow profiles for before and after the proposed project.

Thanks,
Brett Ditzler, P.E.

Caltrans North Region Hydraulics & Office Engineer - Redding
(530) 225-3199

Marcelino

Gonzalez/D02/Calt

rans/CAGov To
Brett

09/23/2011 01:58 Ditzler/D02/Caltrans/CAGov@DOT

PM cc
Steve Thorne/D02/Caltrans/CAGov@DOT

Subject
Sis-5, Sis-96 Klamath River Dam
Removal EIS EIR

Attached is the Flooding Chapter and related Appendix for the EIR/EIS for the
removal of 4 dams. Potential impacts to 1-5 bridge and several bridges on SR 96.

Document says there are many structures that would currently get wiped if dam
failure. Since similar impacts would occur from flooding after dams removed
impacts are similar to existing.

Comments, concerns or suggestions requested by October 28.

[attachment "Appendix J Modeled Changes to the 100 year Floodplain.pdf"
deleted by Brett Ditzler/D02/Caltrans/CAGov] [attachment "Klamath Dam Removal 3
6_Flood Hydrology.pdf'" deleted by Brett Ditzler/D02/Caltrans/CAGov]

Marcelino "Marci' Gonzalez
Local Development Review
(530) 225-3369

(530) 225-3020 FAX

Vol. lll, 11.4-5 - December 2012
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Gonzalez, Marcelino
California Department of Transportation
October 03, 2011

Comment Code

CA_EM_1003_001-1 &

Vol. lll, 11.4-6 - December 2012

Comment Response

The HEC-RAS model has been provided through email to the
California Department of Transportation (CalTrans) on Oct 11, 2011
to: Brett Ditzler, P.E. Caltrans North Region Hydraulics & Office
Engineer - Redding (530) 225-3199.

Change in
EIS/EIR

No
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NOV-17-2011 THU 10122 AM CALTRANS FAX NO, 530 225 3020 P, 01/01

CA_LT_1208_005

STATE OF CALIFORNIA--eanae

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF COMMUNITY PLANNING
1657 RIVERSIDE DRIVE

P.0. BOX £56073 TRECEIVED

REDDING, CA 96049-6073

PHONE (530)229-0517 NOV 19 2011

FAX (530) 225-3020 . Fiex yonr pawer!
TTY (530)225-2019 STATE GLEARING HOUSE Be energy offlclent!
IGR/CEQA Revicw
Sis-5-58
Klamath River Dam Removal EIS/EIR
SCH# 2010062060
ADDENDUM COMMENTS

November 17, 2011 :

U.S. DOI and California Department of Fish and Game
619 Second Street
Eureka, CA 95501

Dear My, Leppig:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Environmental Impact Statement and Envirenmental
Impact Report (EIS/EIR) prepared for the Klamath River Dam Removal Project. The project
includes the removal of Iron Gate, Copco 1 and 2, and I.C. Boyle dams and their associated
facilities. The Iron Gate and Copco dams are located in Siskiyou County. Iron Gate Dam is the
furthest downstream and is located at River Mile 190,

On Pape 3.22-15 the EIS/EIR Section 3.22 Traffic and Transportation includes a discussion of
Road Condition Effects. Due to the increase in large trucks necessary for deconstruction and
construction, Caltrans requests that the analysis of road conditions include the Interstate 5 (1-5)
ramyp intersections affected by the project. Consistent with the EIS/EIR impact discussion, we
request that following completion of dam deconstruction additional analysis of road conditions at
the ramp intersections be completed and where needed, as a result of wear gencrated by
deconstruction that repair or replacement actions be required.

. ] Comment 1 - Traffic and
If you have any questions, please call me at (530)225-3369. Transportation

Sincerely,

MoK

MARCELINQ GONZALEZ
Local Development Review
Office of Community Planning
District 2

“Colirana impraves mobility across Califarnic”

Vol. lll, 11.4-7 - December 2012
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Gonzalez, Marcelino
California Department of Transportation
December 08, 2011

Comment Code

CA_LT_1208_005-1 &

Vol. lll, 11.4-8 - December 2012

Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR
Text on p. 3.22-15 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Yes

/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) has been changed to reflect
the potential impacts to the ramp intersections at Interstate 5.
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NOV-17-2011 THU 08:38 AM CALTRANS FAX NO. 530 225 3020 P. 01/01

CA_LT_1208_006

STATE OF CALIFQRNIA-——— RUSINESS TRANSFORTATION AND MTOUSING AGENCY Edinung G, Browo i, Governir

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF COMMUNITY PLANNING

1657 RIVERSIDE DRIVE cleav : IT=al
P. 0. BOX 496073 1) 2 200 RECEIVED \
REDDING, CA 96049-6073 : o)
PHONE (530) 229-0517 @ NOY 17 200
FAX (330) 225-3020 /J Fiex your pmwer!
TTY (530)225-2019 STATE CLEARING HOUSE Be energy efficlent!
IGR/CEQA Review
Sis-5-58
Klamath River Dam Remaval EIS/EIR
SCH# 2010062060

U.S. DOI and California Department of Fish and Game
619 Second Street ‘
Eureka, CA 95501

Dear Mr. Leppig:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Envivonmental [mpact Statement and Environmental
Impact Report (EIS/EIR) prepared for the Klamath River Dam Removal Project. ~ The project
includes the removal of [ron Gate, Copeo | and 2, and J.C. Boyle dams and their associated facilities.
The Iron Gate and Copca dams are located in Siskiyou County. Iron Gate Dam is the furthest
downstream and is located at River Mile 150.

The primary concern for Caltrans is whether Interstate 5, State Route 96, or State Route 263 bridge
structures will be negatively affected by the project. Caltrans requested the FEC-RAS model
prepared for the project by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. Thank you for providing this
information during the EIS/EIR review period. The model provides adequate information to assess
the potential impacts to the highway structures. We have determined that significant impacts to the

structures are not expected 1o occur, -
. Comment 1 - Traffic and

If you have any questions, please call me at (530)225-3369. Transportation

Sincerely,

Mty

MARCELINO GONZALEZ
Loca| Development Review
Office of Community Planning
Distriet 2

“Colryons impronea mobilily asvass Californic”

Vol. lll, 11.4-9 - December 2012
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Final EIS/EIR
Comment Author Gonzalez, Marcelino
Agency/Assoc. California Department of Transportation
Submittal Date December 08, 2011
Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR
CA LT 1208 006-1 Comment noted. No

Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record.

Vol. lll, 11.4-10 - December 2012
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[OA LT 1130_002 |

[Comment 1 - Cultural Resources]|

v

!Comment 2 - Cultural Resources |

A

Comment 3 - Cultural Resources |

v

Comment 4 - Cultural Resouces |

v

{Comment 5 - Cultural Resources |

v

Comment 6 | Cultural

Resources

NComment 7 - Cultural Resources

Vol. lll, 11.4-11 - December 2012
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/IComment 8 - Cultural Resources

NComment 9 - KHSA |

\iComment 10 - Cultural Resouces |

Vol. lll, 11.4-12 - December 2012
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Comment Author Gonzalez, Marcelino

Agency/Assoc. California Department of Transportation

Submittal Date December 08, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Changein
EIS/EIR

CA LT 1208 005-1 & Texton p. 3.22-15 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Yes

/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) has been changed to reflect
the potential impacts to the ramp intersections at Interstate 5.

Vol. lll, 11.4-13 - December 2012
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CA_LT_1230 010
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/]Comment 1 - General/Other |

Vol. lll, 11.4-16 - December 2012
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[Comment 2 - Algae

Comment 3 - General/Other

?

Nl(‘nmmnnf A - \Mater Qualityv |
‘SO HRERt —=—\Aate-HaHty—

\{Comment 5 - Sediment Transport |

Vol. lll, 11.4-17 - December 2012
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Comment 6 - Hydrolo
/ y ay

Comment 7 - Water Quality

v

IComment 8- Water Quality|—

K

|[Comment 9 - Water Quality |

Vol. lll, 11.4-18 - December 2012



Chapter 11 - Comments and Responses

<«—|Comment 10 - Water Quality |

Comment 11 - \\ater QI |n|if\]/

e

P WY AL b £\ Lok
CUITHTICTIU L£ = vvdlEl Judlily

|Comment 13 - Water Quality |

/

!Comment 14 - Water Quality |

/

Vol. lll, 11.4-19 - December 2012
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/|Comment 14 cont. |

Comment 15 - Water Quality

e

mmant 16 \Alatar O
ert—=o <

o
SO T vvoceT

Comment 17 - Water Quality

e

Vol. lll, 11.4-20 - December 2012

\|Comment 18 - Water Quality
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[Comment 18 cont. ™A

PN —a0 el
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Comment 21 - Fish

Comment 22 - NEPA/CEQA

v
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/|C0mment 23 - NEPA/CEQA |

Comment 24 - Water Quality

/

[Comment 25 - Alternatives |

V4

Vol. lll, 11.4-22 - December 2012



Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date
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Kuhlman, Catherine
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region
December 30, 2011

Comment Code

CA_LT_1230 010-1

CA_LT_1230_010-2

CA_LT_1230_010-3

CA LT 1230 _010-4
CA_LT_1230_010-5

CA_LT 1230 _010-6

CA LT 1230 _010-7
CA LT 1230 _010-8
CA LT 1230 _010-9

CA_LT_1230_010-10

Comment Response

The timeline in the EIS/EIR was revised to include some of these
events. The timeline is intended to summarize major actions in the
Klamath Basin and does not capture all events. Section 3.2, Water
Quality, of the EIS/EIR further describes water quality events and
decisions in the Klamath Basin.

Consistent with text clarifications in Section 3.4, the footnote has been
revised to be the following:

"Increased periphyton (attached algae) biomass would not lead to
increased algal toxin concentrations in the Klamath River. The primary
habitat for supporting seasonal nuisance and/or noxious phytoplankton
(suspended algae) blooms in the Hydroelectric Reach would be
eliminated and there is little reason to suspect that large blooms of
Microcystis aeruginosa from Upper Klamath Lake would be
successfully transported into the Klamath River downstream from Iron
Gate Dam (see Section 3.4). Therefore, the overall occurrence of
nuisance and/or noxious phytoplankton and associated toxins in the
Klamath River downstream from Iron Gate Dam would be substantially
reduced or eliminated.”

These measures are included in the project description in Chapter 2
d do not fit in the format of the table.

Change has been made.
Change has been made

As stated on p. 2-61, "The Partial Facilities Removal of Four Dams
Alternative would include removal of enough of each dam to allow
free-flowing river conditions and volitional fish passage at all times."
Alternative 3 would remove a large enough portion of the dams that
the hydrology would not be affected. Text has been added to
Section

Change has been made.

The capitalization has been corrected.

Change has been made.

Change has been made and now reads "Farther downstream, the
presence of the Four Facilities exerts less influence and water
temperatures are more influenced by solar energy, the natural heating

and cooling regime of ambient air temperatures, and tributary inputs of
surface

Changein
EIS/EIR

Yes

Yes

No

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Vol. lll, 11.4-23 - December 2012
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Kuhlman, Catherine
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region
December 30, 2011

Comment Code

CA_LT 1230 010-11

CA_LT_1230_010-12

CA_LT_1230_010-13

CA_LT_1230_010-14

CA_LT_1230_010-15

CA_LT_1230_010-16

Vol. lll, 11.4-24 - December 2012

Comment Response

Change has been made and now reads: “By the Salmon River (River
Mile [RM] 66), the effects of the Four Facilities on water temperature
are significantly diminished. Downstream of the Salmon River, the
influence of the dams on water temperature in the Klamath River is not
discernible from the modeled data (PacifiCorp 2004a, NCRWQCB
2010a, Dunsmoor and Huntington 2006).”

The reference to full attainment of the California temperature total
maximum daily load (TMDL) has been deleted. This issue is discussed
correctly in Section 3.2.4.3.1.1 Water Temperature.

Comment noted. No change needed.

Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.5 Mitigation Measures states that “the timing
of reservoir drawdown under the Proposed Action was optimally
developed to minimize environmental effects (i.e., high suspended
sediment concentrations, low dissolved oxygen concentrations) (see
also Section 2, Proposed Action and Description of the Alternatives).”

Revised EIS/EIR as follows: “Within the period of analysis (i.e.,

50 years), implementation of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) Fisheries Service 2010 Biological Opinion (BO)
mandatory flows and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
Code Section 5937 instream flow mandate for tributaries to the
mainstem Klamath River (see Section 2.3.1 and Section 3.2.4.1, No
Action/No Project Alternative) would increase seasonal stream flow
and may result in minor increases in water temperatures in the
Klamath River downstream from Iron Gate Dam during summer and
fall months.” Footnote: 5 The effects of increased tributary flows on
lower Klamath River temperatures were evaluated as part of the
analyses conducted for the California Klamath River TMDL
development. The evaluation indicated little temperature effect on the
Klamath River, and only when the tributaries were assumed to have
full natural flows (see Section 4.2.4 of North Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board [NCRWQCB] 2010b).”

Change has been made to reflect Salmon River rather than Seiad
Valley. Paragraph now reads as follows: “The Klamath TMDL model
indicates that under the No Action/No Project Alternative (similar to
TMDL T4BSRN scenario), water temperatures from Iron Gate Dam
(RM 190.1) to the Klamath Estuary (RM 0-2) would improve towards
modeled natural conditions (similar to the TMDL T1BSR scenario)
(NCRWQCB 2010a). Some delayed warming of springtime water
temperatures (February-March) and delayed cooling of late
summer/fall (August-November) water temperatures would still occur
under the No Action/No Project Alternative due to the large thermal
mass of Copco 1 and Iron Gate Reservoirs. This temporal shift may
continue to occur under the No Action/No Project Alternative from

Change in
EIS/EIR

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes
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Comment Author Griffin, Dennis
Agency/Assoc. Oregon Parks and Recreation Agency
Submittal Date November 30, 2011
Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR
information is not known at this time. Should an affirmative alternative
be selected, additional efforts to identify historic properties would be
done in consultations under NHPA Section 106.
&
OA_LT_1130_002-7 & As noted in the Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, only one interim fishing No
site is being proposed in the stretch of the Klamath River between the
Iron Gate Dam and Interstate 5. No interim fishing sites are proposed
for construction in Oregon.
OA LT _1130_002-8 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No
OA LT _1130_002-9 As noted in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Secretary of the No
Interior will designate the Dam Removal Entity (DRE) as a part of an
Affirmative Determination. A mitigation, monitoring, and reporting plan
will be presented in the Final EIS/EIR that outlines implementation,
monitoring and permitting responsibilities for the mitigation measures
described in the Draft EIS/EIR.
OA LT _1130_002-10  The Cultural Resources Report was authored by John Nadolski at No

Cardno.

Vol. lll, 11.4-25 - December 2012
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Comment Author Kuhlman, Catherine
Agency/Assoc. California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region
Submittal Date December 30, 2011

Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR

CA_LT_1230_010-20  The EIS/EIR text has been revised to be consistent with the Basin Yes
Plan, as follows, "Klamath TMDL model results for riverine conditions
between Link River Dam and the upstream end of J.C. Boyle
Reservoir predict that dissolved oxygen concentrations will meet the
6.5 mg/L objective year round and achieve the modeled natural
conditions baseline during the warm summer and fall months (see
subsection under Section 3.2.4.3.1, Upper Klamath Basin).

Thus, full attainment of the Oregon TMDLs would eventually be
beneficial for dissolved oxygen in this reach. Under full TMDL
compliant conditions, the California 90 percent saturation (October 1-
March 31) and 85 percent saturation (April 1-September 30) objective
(based on natural receiving water temperatures; see Table 3.2-4) is
also met at state line under the No Action/No Project Alternative (see
subsection under Section 3.2.4.3.1). Thus, full attainment of the
Oregon and California TMDLs would eventually be beneficial for
dissolved oxygen in the Hydroelectric Reach. Full attainment could
require decades to achieve and it is highly dependent on
improvements in dissolved oxygen in Upper Klamath Lake and the
upstream reach from Link River Dam to J.C. Boyle Dam (particularly
Keno Impoundment and Lake Ewauna).”

CA LT 1230 010-21 Interim measures prescribed in the Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement No
Agreement (KHSA) and described in Chapter 2 of the EIS/EIR are
being completed by PacifiCorp. PacifiCorp initated work on the actions
described in these measures following signing of the KHSA and will
continue as described in Chapter 2.

In the event that the dams are not decommissioned PacifiCorp has no
obligation to perform those Interim Measures not included as part of
the Interim Conservation Plan (ICP). Those non-ICP Interim Measures
are detailed in Appendix C of the KHSA.

Master Resposne AQU-34A-Trap and Haul/Keno Water Quality.

Master Response WQ-4D-Hydroelectric Project Impacts to Water
Quality & Anticipated KHSA/KBRA Improvements.

As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR on p. 2-39, trap and haul around Keno is
seen as a temporary solution, for a single fish stock (fall Chinook
adults) and would only be done seasonally when water quality cannot
meet certain criteria (U.S. Department of the Interior [DOI] 2007;
NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service [NOAA Fisheries Service]
2007 - modified fishway prescriptions). These conditions generally
occur during the period July- October, however they can occur over a
broader period on occasion. In some years it may not be necessary.
In the long run, implementation of Klamath Basin Restoration
Agreement (KBRA) and TMDLs may eliminate the need for trap and

Vol. lll, 11.4-26 - December 2012
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Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date
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Kuhlman, Catherine
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region
December 30, 2011

Comment Code

CA_LT 1230 010-22

CA_LT_1230_010-23

CA_LT_1230_010-24

CA_LT_1230_010-25

Comment Response Changein
EIS/EIR

haul around Keno Impoundment/Lake Ewauna, or sooner if
engineering solutions to the low summer dissolved oxygen (DO) in the
Keno reach can be found and implemented.

KBRA restoration efforts would be coordinated with the removal of the No
Four Facilities, whenever feasible, to address refugia needs of aquatic
organisms.

The comment author has identified an error on p. 4-53 of the Draft Yes
EIS/EIR. Suspended sediment concentrations (SSCs) in the lower

Klamath River would be sufficient to substantially adversely affect

beneficial uses throughout the lower River and Klamath Estuary for 6-

10 months following drawdown (Bureau of Reclamation [Reclamation]

2012d), as described on p. 4-43.

The text has been revised on p. 4-53, Section 4.4.1.3 Mitigation
Measures, to state “Suspended sediment concentrations would remain
a cumulatively considerable water quality impact for up to 6-10 months
following reservoir drawdown. DO levels would remain a cumulatively
considerable impact for up to 2 years after reservoir drawdown.”

Section 5.5.3 is a summary of the analysis presented in Section 3.3. No
The analysis on algae presented Section 3.3 has undergone revision

in response to comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR. These

revisions are now also reflected in Section 5.3.3.

In Section 5.8, Environmentally Preferable/Superior Alternative, the Yes
second sentence has been deleted because it is redundant.

Vol. lll, 11.4-27 - December 2012
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Sanchez, Katy
California Native American Heritage Commission
October 03, 2011

Comment Code

CA_LT_1003_002-1 &
&

CA_LT_1003_002-2

CA_LT_1003_002-3

CA_LT_1003_002-4

Vol. lll, 11.4-30 - December 2012

Comment Response

As presented in EIS/EIR 3.13, Cultural and Historic Resources, record
searches were conducted at the appropriate Information Centers to
obtain information on known cultural resources within the study area.
The level of additional surveys required will be determined based on
the selected alternative, its specific area of potential effect, and
mitigation measures, through the NHPA Section 106 consultations if
applicable, during the subsequent planning phases.

If the U.S. DOI selects an alternative other than the No Action
Alternative, cultural resource studies would follow state and federal
guidelines for archaeological studies. Reports will be prepared to the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archeology
and Historic Preservation, Oregon and California State Historic
Preservation reporting guidelines, and other professional standards.
Site records will be completed on the appropriate state forms as
available from Oregon and California State Historic Preservation
Offices (SHPO). All survey reports and site records will be filed with
the appropriate California Historic Resources Information Center and
with the Oregon SHPO.

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted
and they conducted a Sacred Lands File Check and provided Indian
Tribes contacts. This information is incorporated as appropriate in
EIS/EIR Section 3.13, Cultural and Historic Resources. The DOI
conducted Indian Tribes consultations throughout the NEPA process.

Project related impacts and potential mitigation measures for
archaeological resources are presented in EIS/EIR Section 3.13,
Cultural and Historic Resources, and include the development of
agreements, cultural resources management plans, plan of action for
burials, and inadvertent discovery plans, all through consultations with
Indian Tribes. Federal and/or State laws pertaining to historic
preservation and human remains will be followed as applicable.

Changein
EIS/EIR

No

No

No

No
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CA_LT_1230_008

Comment 1 - General/Other

g
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<«——1Comment 1 cont. |

{Comment 2 - Approves of Dam Removal |

v
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Simon, Larry
California Coastal Commission
December 30, 2011

Comment Code

CA_LT_1230_008-1 &

&
CA_LT_1230_008-2 &

Vol. lll, 11.4-34 - December 2012

Comment Response

The following changes will be made to Draft EIS/EIR: (1) the language
in Table 6.1 will be modified to state that the relevant permits and
processes are the EIS/EIR and a consistency determination or
consistency certification; and (2) the language in Table 6.2 will be
modified to state that the statute is the California Coastal Act (CCA)
and the relevant permit and processes are a consistency
determination or consistency certification.

Comment Noted.

Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal,
Others Oppose Dam Removal.

Change in
EIS/EIR

Yes

No
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CA_LT_1130_003
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Comment 1 - CEQA

Y
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Comment 2 - KBRA

Comment 3 - CEQA

v

Comment 4 - KBRA

A

Comment 5 - Hydrology

v

Vol. lll, 11.4-38 - December 2012

Comment 6 - \Water Quality
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/Comment 7 - Water Quality

\ Comment 8 - Water

Rights/Supply

\

Comment 9 - Fish

\!Comment 10 - Water Supply/Rights

Comment 11 - Water Supply/
Rights
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Comment Code

CA_LT 1130 _003-1

CA_LT_1130_003-2

CA_LT_1130_003-3

CA LT 1130 003-4

CA_LT_1130_003-5

CA_LT_1130_003-6

Comment Response

The Lead Agencies recognize the California State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) maintains its independent authority and
jurisdiction over water quality and water rights in California. Table 6-1
lists the laws, rules, regulations, executive orders, and other
authorities the project must comply with, including Sections 401 and

The non-Federal parties to the KBRA are listed in Table 2-14 of the

This text has been revised. California has been replaced with “CDFG”
on p. 2-38.

A column indicating the state where each KBRA program if known
would be undertaken has been added to Table 2 15 as requested.

Additional details about the hydrology modeling assumptions are
included in Reclamation (2012d), “Hydrology, Hydraulics and
Sediment Transport Studies for the Secretary’s Determination on
Klamath River Dam Removal and Basin Restoration,” Technical
Report No. SRH-2011-02. Prepared for Mid-Pacific Region, Bureau of
Reclamation, Technical Service Center, Denver, CO. This report is
available on
informed/secretarial-determination/role-of-science/secretarial-
determination-studies

The drought plan was completed subsequently to the publication of the
draft EIS. In lieu of the completed drought plan, Reclamation made
assumptions of its content as stated in Appendix E of Reclamation
(2012d). A wide range of hydrologic conditions were simulated in
Reclamation (2012d), included projected conditions under climate
change. The projected stream flows under several conditions are
given in the report.

KBRA hydrology is included in the one-dimensional sedimentation and
river hydraulics model (SRH-1D) used to determine short-term
suspended sediment concentrations under the Proposed Action and
dam removal alternatives. Details can be found in Reclamation
(2012d). KBRA hydrology in also included in RBM10 water
temperature modeling conducted for the Klamath Dam Removal
Secretarial Determination Studies (Perry et al. 2011). Additional details
of the models used in the water quality analyses (and associated
analyses in Section 3.3 Aquatic Resources and Section 3.4 Algae) are
presented in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2.4.1 (p. 3.2-36 to 3.2-40) and
Appendix D.

KBRA hydrology is not included in the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) or TMDL numeric models, which are used to

Changeiin
EIS/EIR

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

No
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Comment Response

analyze the effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives on various
water quality parameters (e.g., water temperature, dissolved oxygen,
pH) and were developed prior to the KBRA.

Recognizing that implementation of many elements of the KBRA are
unknown and not reasonably foreseeable at this time, the connected
action analysis is being undertaken at a programmatic level. The
KBRA analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR is programmatic, as described in
Section 15168 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines. A program-level document is appropriate when a project
consists of a series of smaller projects or phases that may be
implemented separately. At a programmatic level of analysis,
increasing flows in the Upper Klamath Basin would be likely to
decrease the potential solar heating of stream flows during critical
summer months (Section 3.2.4.3.2.10 - Water Diversion Limitations).
Under the programmatic EIR approach, future projects or phases may
require additional, project-specific environmental analysis including an
evaluation of compliance with federal laws such as the Clean Water
Act (CWA) and the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Consequently,
appropriate NEPA compliance will be completed for the separate
KBRA components in the future.

The discussion of anticipated pH effects has been revised to provide
additional background regarding pH changes due to periphyton
colonization in the Klamath River downstream from Iron Gate Dam.
The revised text is as follows: “Similar to the pH analysis for the Upper
Klamath Basin (see prior section), the changes in daily fluctuations for
pH indicated by the Klamath TMDL modeling efforts immediately
downstream from Iron Gate Dam are not entirely certain because the
role of photosynthesis and community respiration from periphyton
growth in the free-flowing reaches of the river replacing the reservoirs
at the Four Facilities is not well known. The final Klamath TMDL
targets and allocations are based on several lines of evidence and
results from a number of different analytical tools; this is a particularly
important consideration for the reach immediately downstream from
Iron Gate Dam because the modeled pH changes are relatively larger
than those predicted further upstream in the Hydroelectric Reach (see
above discussion). The Klamath River mainstem periphyton target
(150 ug/m2 chlorophyll-a) was developed using the California Nutrient
Numeric Endpoints (NNE) framework and calculation tools (Creager
et al. 2006, Tetra Tech 2008). Building on the NNE analysis, Butcher
(2008) determined that the periphyton target is met for the TMDL
dams-out model scenario nutrient concentration targets (Total
Phosphorus [TP] and Total Nitrogen [TN] targets are presented in
Section 3.2.4.2.2.2, p. 3.2-44). Because it uses a slightly different
periphyton biomass estimate than the NNE framework tool, the TMDL
model may overestimate summertime pH levels and variability
immediately downstream from Iron Gate Dam. Additionally, based on

Changein
EIS/EIR

No
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Comment Code

CA_LT_1130_003-8

CA_LT_1130_003-9

Comment Response Changeiin
EIS/EIR

the NNE analysis, pH is not expected to exceed the NCRWQCB Basin
Plan objective of pH 8.5 on a regular basis for the dams out condition.
Mitigating factors that could potentially limit periphyton densities to
levels below the TMDL model estimate include increased scour and
alterations in nutrient dynamics in the free flowing river due to
retention from periphyton growth further upstream — see Section 3.4,
Algae). As discussed under the No Action/No Project Alternative (see
p. 3.2-61), adaptive management strategies will be employed to refine
efforts toward achieving water quality objectives and targets as part of
the TMDL process. Given that there are multiple lines of evidence
suggesting potentially different responses to pH from dam removal,
adaptive management monitoring under the Proposed Action should
include provisions for monitoring periphyton density in the reaches
downstream from where Iron Gate Dam is currently located. Overall,
the weight of evidence suggests that the potential for long-term pH
increases during the summer months immediately downstream from
Iron Gate Dam is less than significant.

Additionally, increased scouring in the Klamath River under the
Proposed Action would occur primarily due to greater movement of
gravel, cobble, and coarse sediment downstream from Reclamation’s
Klamath Project dams, rather than as a result of dramatic changes in
the flow regime.

Master Response AQU-20 Bedload Sediment and Fish Habitat.

The hydrologic modeling addressed flow-related charges associated Yes
with the KBRA, including the programs mentioned in this comment. A

sentence will be added to Section 3.8.4.1 (Environmental Effects

Determination Methods) to indicate that any flow changes downstream

from the Four Facilities from KBRA actions are incorporated into the

modeling analysis of removal of the Four Facilities.

Shovel Creek is of particular interest to fish managers because it has No
cold water temperatures (Beyer 1984) and it was used by salmon

historically. PacifiCorp is replacing unscreened gravity-fed diversions

in the J.C. Boyle peaking reach with screened pump systems and is

eliminating existing diversions on Shovel Creek and its tributary, Negro

Creek (United States 2008) to reduce entrainment and to increase

instream flows.

Up to 15 cfs has historically been diverted from Shovel Creek and
Negro Creek (a tributary of Shovel Creek) for irrigation purposes by
PacifiCorp during the summer (FERC 2007). Based upon available
information, the upstream most diversion on Shovel Creek is
apparently just over 1 mile upstream of the confluence with the
Klamath River. Based on the SWRCB Water Rights Web site, the
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Negro Creek diversion is just upstream of the Shovel Creek diversion
and diverts 5 cfs.

CA LT 1130 _003-10 Master Response WSWR-10 Effects on City of Yreka Water Supply. Yes

CA LT 1130 _003-11 Comment noted. Any modification to water rights in California would No
need to be submitted to the SWRCB. As stated on p. 3.8-17 of the
Draft EIS/EIR, Interim Measure 16 “would eliminate three screened
diversions... and would seek to modify PacifiCorp’s water rights to
move the points of diversion to the mainstem Klamath River."

CA LT 1130 _003-12 Mitigation measure REC-1 would serve to replace existing water No

supply wells with a new well. Additional ground water supply would
not be added through REC-1. All state and local regulations that
would pertain to this type of supply well would be followed, including, if
required, water quality testing. Furthermore, REC-1 would not impact
ground water supply. Any new well developed under mitigation
measure REC-1 would replace an existing water supply well.
Additional water supply would not be added through REC-1.
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OA_LT_1122_001-1 &

OA_LT_1122_001-2

OA_LT_1122_001-3

OA LT _1122_001-4

OA LT _1122_001-5

OA_LT_1122_001-6

OA_LT_1122_001-7

OA_LT_1122_001-8

&
OA_LT_1122_001-9 &

OA_LT_1122_001-10

Comment Response

Master Response GEN-2 Some People Approve of Dam Removal,
Others Oppose Dam Removal.

The text of the Final EIS/EIR has been revised to address this
comment.

The incorrect reference to Section 401 has been replaced with the
correct reference to Section 303(d) in the Final EIS/EIR.

This change has been incorporated.

Detailed cost estimates for Alternatives 2 and 3 are included in
Attachment D of the Detailed Plan Report posted on the project
website. The estimated potential construction cost savings to the
project by retention of the 14-foot-diameter pipeline and associated
features (represented by pay items 64 and 79), including
contingencies and markups, is over $1 million. However, estimated life
cycle costs for security fencing and maintenance of the pipeline over
50 years could approach that amount, resulting in little overall potential
savings to the project. Additional features such as the pipeline can be
removed under Alternative 3 if shown to be in the best interests of the
project, after consideration of all factors.

Bullet point added to Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.14.2.2 to address this
state authority.

The Oregon Department of State Lands Authority (DSL), Oregon
Removal-Fill Requirement is listed in Table 6-3 in the Final EIS/EIR.

These rules have been added as a bullet point in Section 3.20.2.2 of
the Draft EIS/EIR, as follows:

# Oregon Parks and Recreation Department, Oregon Scenic
Waterways Act

This change has also been made in Sections 3.3, Aquatic Resources
and 3.5, Terrestrial Resources.

Text in Section 3.5.4.4 was revised to state that the Compensatory
Wetland Mitigation Plan would comply with the Oregon Removal-Fill
Law, and that the Plan would be reviewed and approved by Oregon
Department of State Lands (DSL).

Department of State Lands Authority under the Oregon Removal-Fill
Law has been clarified in Table 6-3 of the Final EIS/EIR.

Change in
EIS/EIR
No
Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Vol. lll, 11.4-55 - December 2012



Klamath Facilities Removal
Final EIS/EIR

Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Various
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, High Dessert Region
November 22, 2011

Comment Code

OA_LT_1122_001-11 &

&
OA_LT_1122_001-12 &
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Comment Response

The comment appears to be referring to the following statement on p.
3.2-32 of the Draft EIS/EIR: “No consistent pattern of elevated
chemical composition was observed across discrete sampling
locations within a reservoir and no single reservoir was observed to be
consistently more or less contaminated.” This statement is taken from
Camp Dresser and McKee (CDM) (2010) and is repeated in Draft
EIS/EIR (Appendix) Section C.7.1.1 on p. C-65. The sentence on p.
3.2-32 is also followed by the qualifying statement “Where elevated
concentrations of chemicals in sediment were found, the degree of
exceedance based on comparisons of measured detected chemical
concentrations to SLs was small and in several cases (i.e., arsenic,
mercury, 2,3,7,8-TCDD, total PCBs) may reflect regional background
conditions (CDM 2011; see Section C.7.1.1 for more detail).”

Source identification was beyond the scope of the Klamath Sediment
Contamination study. However, since the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality (ODEQ) appears comfortable with the level of
detail presented in Appendix C, the text in the main EIS/EIR has been
revised to be the following: “No consistent pattern of elevated chemical
composition was observed across discrete sampling locations within a
reservoir and no single reservoir was observed to be consistently more
or less contaminated with respect to the large suite of chemicals
analyzed. Sediment in J.C. Boyle Reservoir does have marginally
higher chemical concentrations and more detected chemicals of
potential concern (COPCs) as compared to Copco 1 and Iron Gate
Reservoir and Klamath Estuary sediments, including some dioxin,
furan, and dioxin-like PCBs (see Section C.7.1.1). However, in the
case of J.C. Boyle Reservoir and other instances where elevated
concentrations of chemicals in sediment were found, the degree of
exceedance based on comparisons of measured detected chemical
concentrations to screening levels (SLs) was small and in several
cases (i.e., arsenic, mercury, 2,3,7,8-TCDD, total polychlorinated
biphenyls [PCBs]) may reflect regional background conditions (CDM
2011; see Section C.7.1.1 for more detail).”

The reference to 2,3,7,8-TCDD has been removed from the Final
EIS/EIR. As reported in CDM (2011) Table 24, 2,3,7,8-TCDD
(tetrachlorodibenzodioxin) was estimated since the analytical result
was less than the laboratory method detection limit (MDL). CDM
(2010) Table 24 does not include other dioxin or furan congeners
because there were no available toxicity reference values (TRVs) for
those congeners.

The Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.4.3.3 discussion of phytoplankton in
Upper Klamath Basin cites Eilers et al. (2001). Citations for Eilers et al.
(2004), Bradbury et al. (2004), and Coleman et al. (2004) have been
added to Section 3.4.3.3 along with the statement that “These studies
provide a comparison between natural conditions (i.e., prior to human

Change in
EIS/EIR
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Yes

Yes
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settlement) in Upper Klamath Lake and current, anthropogenically
disturbed conditions and show that the lake has been significantly
impacted by human activities (see Appendix C, Section C.3 for
additional detail).” Eilers et al. (2004) and Bradbury et al. (2004) were
already cited in Draft EIS/EIR Section 3.2 and Appendix C, Section
C.3; a citation for Coleman et al. 2004 has been added to these
sections as well. The following sentences have been added to
Appendix C, Section C.3: “However, research published in peer
reviewed journals demonstrates that although levels of naturally
occurring phosphorus are elevated in Upper Klamath Lake, historical
land use activities in the Upper Klamath Basin resulted in increased
nutrient loading to the lake, subsequent changes in its trophic status,
and associated degradation of water quality (Bradbury et al. 2004,
Coleman et al. 2004, Eilers et al. 2004). While Eilers et al. (2004)
focused on relatively recent limnological changes in Upper Klamath
Lake (i.e., changes over the past 1,000 years), Coleman et al. (2004)
studied more than 40,000 years of the continuous paleo-climate record
for Upper Klamath Lake and concluded that both diatoms and remains
of blue-green algae mark progressive eutrophication of the lake in the
20th century, especially after approximately 1920. Both studies are
compatible, but because Coleman et al. (2004) includes a longer
historical record, it provides a comparison between natural conditions
(i.e., prior to human settlement) in Upper Klamath Lake and current,
anthropogenically disturbed conditions, and shows that the lake has
been significantly impacted by human activities.”

Changed to "Ongoing". Yes

The Draft EIS/EIR includes mercury among the set of reservoir No
sediment contaminants for which there are potentially elevated

background levels (see p. 3.2-33). While there are multiple potential

sources of mercury in the Klamath Basin, identification of these

sources was beyond the scope of the Draft EIS/EIR.

For the No Action/No Project Alternative effects determination,
mercury is discussed with respect to methylation in anoxic bottom
sediments of the Project reservoirs (see Section 3.2.4.3.1.7, p. 3.2-73
and 3.2-75 to 3.2-78). We agree that conditions supporting mercury
methylation would be less without the dams in place.

Table C-8 reports PCB levels in fish tissue data collected by No
PacifiCorp in the Project reservoirs and Upper Klamath Lake. PCB

levels in sediments from the Project Reservoirs and the Klamath River

Estuary are described in Shannon and Wilson Inc. (2006) and CDM

(2010) and summarized in the Draft EIS/EIR in Section 3.2.3.8

Inorganic and Organic Contaminants (p. 3.2-30 to 3.2-33) and Section
(Appendix) C.7 (p. C-63 to C-72). As discussed in Section 3.2.4.3.2.7

(see p. 3.2-121 to 3.2-125), there were no positive exceedances of
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applicable freshwater, marine, or human health screening levels with
respect to PCBs. Elutriate samples representing the water that results
when sediments are re-suspended did exceed freshwater quality
criteria and human health criteria for some chemicals, including total
PCBs; however, the expected dilution and mixing that would occur
during reservoir drawdown is likely to be sufficient such that the
minimum relevant criteria would be met and these chemicals would
not be problematic.

An additional consideration, as indicated by CDM (2011), is that
estuarine sediment sampling was only minimally successful at finding
depositional sediment and the proportion of fine or organic material in
the estuarine samples was much smaller than in the reservoir
samples. This difference makes comparison of the estuary and
reservoir results difficult; it also appears to reflect the higher energy
and more dynamic nature of sediments in the Klamath Estuary,
implying that deposition of fine sediments and associated
contaminants in the estuary is likely to be minimal.

The comment is also in agreement with CDM (2011), which states
(Chapter 7, p. 7-8) that inclusion of riverine fish as a "line of evidence"
for evaluation of tissue-based TRVs is a "conservative line of evidence
for riverine fish because exposures would be greatly reduced from
those experienced by reservoir fish". The report goes on to state (p. 7-
9) "Furthermore, the composition of the food web including
invertebrate and fish species colonizing the newly formed riverine
sections will be very different from those inhabiting the reservoirs;
thus, extrapolation of reservoir results to this pathway provides a
conservative estimate of exposure."
&
OA_LT_1122_001-17 & As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR on p. 3.3-114, "steelhead are highly No
mobile species that have been known to stray to avoid habitat
degradation (Bisson et al. 2005), and regularly occur in environments
with high SSC, and therefore the predictions described here are likely
more dire than would occur. It is likely that at least some would enter
tributaries if conditions within the mainstem were adverse.”
&
OA_LT_ 1122 _001-18 & The Proposed Action and Alternative 3 include trap and haul under the No
conditions described by the comment author (under a limited seasonal
basis when water quality might be impaired and unsuitable for
upstream migration through the Keno Reach), This is noted in the draft
EIS/EIR on p. 2-78, 2-81,3.3-85, 3.3-95, 3.3-101, 3.3-146, 3.3-153,
3.3-155, 3.3-157, 3.3-158, 3.3-162, and 3.3-170. Alternative 4 similarly
calls for seasonal trap and haul operations from June 15 to November
15 when water quality conditions are not suitable for fish (dissolved
oxygen concentration less than 6 mg/l or temperature above 20
degrees Celsius).
OA LT 1122 001-19 & Text added to Section 3.3, Aquatic Resources in the analysis of Water Yes
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Temperature in the Lower Klamath River under the No Action/No
Project Alternative.

OA LT 1122 001-20  As noted in the EIS/EIR in the Aquatic Resources Effects, Critical Yes

Habitat Sections for Coho salmon and the Species-Specific Impacts
Sections for Chinook salmon and steelhead, dam removal will create
access to habitat currently under reservoirs. The EIS/EIR has been
revised to clarify that much of the habitat under reservoirs is low
gradient habitat of critical importance for spawning and rearing for
salmon, steelhead, redband trout, and Pacific lamprey. The upstream
half of the J.C. Boyle reservoir is shallow and considered low gradient
(Federal Energy Regulatory Commission [FERC] 2007, p 3-185).
FERC also considered the Copco No. 2 bypassed reach and reaches
inundated by Iron Gate and Copco reservoirs to be low gradient. For
these reaches, they estimated that the density of Chinook salmon
spawners per mile for mainstem habitat was twice that of high gradient
habitat (FERC 2007; p 3-315). The potential of this habitat now under
the reservoirs for the production of anadromous salmonids, redband
trout, and Pacific lamprey would be reached under Alternatives 2 and
3.

The EIS/EIR has also been revised to clarify that the potential of this
habitat under the two remaining reservoirs for the production of
anadromous salmonids, redband trout, and Pacific lamprey would not
be reached under Alternative 5.

As noted in the EIS/EIR in the Aquatic Resources, Species-Specific
Impacts Sections for Introduced Resident Species, dam removal under
Alternative 5 would reduce habitat for these introduced species and
benefit native species. The Alternative 5 impacts on water quality, fish
predation, passage, fish disease, and sediment supply are also
disclosed in the EIS/EIR in the Aquatic Resources Sections. The
EIS/EIR has been revised to clarify that spawning gravel recruitment
below J.C. Boyle and Copco 2 dams would continue to be
compromised under Alternative 5.

Vol. 1, 11.4-59 - December 2012



Klamath Facilities Removal
Final EIS/EIR
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Waggoner, Michael
California Department of Water Resources
December 30, 2011

Comment Code

CA_LT_1230_009-1

Vol. lll, 11.4-62 - December 2012

Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR
The DRE will comply with all State requirements, should the Secretary No

make an Affirmative Determination for dam removal.
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[CA_LT 0113 014 |

<—|Comment 1 - WR/S |

\{Comment 2 - WR/S |

R}Comment 3-WR/S |—
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<—|Comment 4 - WR/S |

{Comment 5 - WR/S |

v

|{Comment 6 - WR/S |

v

|[Comment 7 - WR/S |

[Comment 8 - WR/S |

4

Comment 9 -
WR/S

/

[Comment 10 - WR/S |

SJComment 11 - WR/S |
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Comment Author Watts, Jennifer
Agency/Assoc. California State Water Resources Control Board
Submittal Date January 13, 2012
Comment Code Comment Response Change in
EIS/EIR
CA LT 0113 0141 Text changed. Yes
CA LT 0113 014-2 Text changed. Yes
CA LT 0113 014-3 Text changed. Yes
CA LT 0113_014-4 Text changed. Yes
CA LT _0113_014-5 Text changed. Yes
CA LT 0113 _014-6 Text changed has been made to add "Upper Klamath Basin Yes
Adjudication." However, the text was not revised to include "Oregon"
before "water user" given the potential for confusion in the case of
water diverted in Oregon and used in California (a "California water
user" could be using Oregon water). This primarily includes the Lower
Klamath National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and irrigated lands in Tule
Lake Irrigation District (TID).
&
CA_LT_0113_014-7 & No change has been made because the analysis in Section 3.8.3.2 of No
the Draft EIS/EIR focuses on water rights, and it is unclear to what
other federally reserved rights the comment author is referring to.
CA LT 0113 _014-8 Master Response GEN-1 Comment Included as Part of Record. No
CA LT 0113_014-9 This information is included with the City of Yreka information (Section No
3.8) because CDFG has an existing water right for the Fall Creek fish
hatchery located near the City of Yreka diversion.
CA LT 0113_014-10  Text added. Yes
CA LT _0113_014-11 Text changed. Yes
CA LT 0113 _014-12 Text changed. Yes
CA LT 0113 _014-13 Section 3.8.4.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR has been revised to clarify that an Yes
existing water right or adjudication claim is one that was either being
used or was part of an existing claim at the time of the Notice of
Preparation (NOP).
&
CA LT 0113 _014-14 & Master Response ALT-4 Elimination of Alternative 8 - Dam Removal No

without KBRA from Detailed Study.

The flows assumed under Alternative 5 currently do not include KBRA
actions. The analysis requested by the comment author would not
change the significance findings related to Alternative 5 and therefore,
it has not been included.
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Comment Author
Agency/Assoc.
Submittal Date

Watts, Jennifer
California State Water Resources Control Board
January 13, 2012

Comment Code

Vol. lll, 11.4-68 - December 2012

Comment Response

At the time of developing a reasonable range of alternatives, the Lead
Agencies recognized that the inclusion of Alternatives 4 and 5 would
provide an assessment of the short- and long-term effects from a
broader range of reasonable alternatives. Alternatives 4 and 5 are
outside the authority of the DOI, the Four Facilities proposed for
removal are privately owned structures, and there was no provision in
the KHSA to include them in the Detailed Plan. The result is differing
levels of available information for alternatives carried forward in the
EIS/EIR consistent with the elements of each action alternative.

Change in
EIS/EIR





