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Email from Ken Hill, Dated November 30, 2002 

474-1 See Response to Comment 473-1. 
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Email from Fred and Carol Richelieu, Dated November 30, 2002 

475-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 
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Email from Bill Heins, Dated December 1, 2002 

476-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 
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Email from Chuck Knutson, Dated November 30, 2002 

477-1 The time extension request was granted. Comments have been 
accepted. 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Dated November 27, 2002 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 

478-1 The commentor is correct. USFWS is preparing an updated Fish and 
Wildlife CAR and will issue the update prior to final design. 

  

 
 

No. 478 

478-1 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023430013 (NLH2187.DOC) 4-608 

 

 

Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 

  

  

 
 

No. 478 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023430013 (NLH2187.DOC) 4-611 

 

 

Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 

478-2 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

478-3 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 

478-4 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

478-5 Water diversions at Stony Creek have been allowed under 
Reclamation’s existing water right. 

478-6 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. Adaptive management would be 
further developed in subsequent cooperative fashion with the 
federal and state regulatory agencies. 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 

478-7 See Thematic Response No. 3. Water temperature is a critical factor 
affecting survival and growth of Central Valley Chinook salmon. 
Elevated water temperatures affect pre-spawning egg survival, 
embryo and alevin survival, swimming performance, and growth of 
fry following suboptimal water temperature exposures. For spring-, 
winter-, and fall-run Chinook, effects on adults being blocked or 
delayed from reaching temperature-suitable habitats in the upper 
reaches of the Sacramento River upstream of RBDD can have 
significant adverse impacts to their annual recruitment rates and 
populations. The implication to adult spring-run and to winter-run 
Chinook salmon being blocked or delayed by RBDD are that these 
adults would be unable to reach their natal spawning areas or 
attempt to spawn in suboptimal water temperature habitats areas 
downstream of RBDD. In the case of the early arriving fall-run adult 
Chinook, delays at RBDD could also result in these fish spawning in 
marginal spawning areas downstream of the dam in areas of 
marginally suitable water temperatures in the autumn months. Cold 
water released from Shasta Dam for temperature control can be 
limited in quantity, especially in dry water years, jeopardizes the 
extent of habitat areas suitable for spawning, incubation, and 
emerging for Chinook salmon fry. The NMFS’s BO (1993) specified 
that a daily average water temperature of ≤ 56°F from April 15 to 
September 30 for the protection of egg incubation and ≤ 60°F for 
protection of post-emergent fry during October should be met from 
Keswick Dam to the Bend River Bridge. These water temperature 
“targets” have been established from the research of the effects of 
water temperature on Chinook salmon, including Sacramento River 
Chinook salmon. USFWS (1999) conducted water temperature 
investigations with Sacramento River fall- and winter-run Chinook 
salmon embryos, alevins, and fry and confirmed that the ≤ 56°F 
temperature requirement between Keswick and Bend Bridge should 
be retained. RBDD-caused delay and blockages of Chinook salmon 
reaching these habitat areas of suitable temperature conditions 
adversely affects their populations and hinders the recovery of those 
species listed under ESA. 
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 Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 

478-8 One of the major limitations to ensuring effective passage within fish 
ladders on large rivers is providing sufficient attraction flow to the 
ladders. According to NMFS’s guidelines and criteria for designing 
fish passage facilities for anadromous salmonids in the Pacific 
Northwest, ladder attraction flows from the fishway entrance should 
be between 5 and 10 percent of the high-design passage flow for 
rivers with mean annual discharges exceeding 1,000 cfs. Generally 
speaking, the higher the percentage of total river flow used for 
attraction into the fishway, the more effective the facility will be in 
providing upstream passage. The design criteria for the two 
improved fish ladders considered in the DEIS/EIR used a maximum 
river flow for fish ladder operation of 20,000 cfs. Through expansion 
of AWS, the improved fish ladders in the DEIS/EIR have a 
combined (right and left bank ladders) attraction flow of 
approximately 1,630 cfs. This combined attraction flow (1,630 cfs) is 
approximately 8 percent of the high-design passage flow of 
20,000 cfs. This attraction flow percentage falls within NMFS’s 
general guidance of between 5 and 10 percent of high-design 
passage flow. A consideration in fish ladder design is the biological 
effect of migration delay. Under current conditions, with the existing 
fish ladders, the average delay times are estimated to be as great as 
21 days or more, and significantly exceeds the general recom-
mendation that delays should be less than 3 days to avoid biological 
effects. The existing ladders have total attraction flows of approxi-
mately 776 cfs, or approximately one-half of that designed for the 
new improved fish ladders (1,630 cfs). Therefore, it is logical to 
conclude that although doubling the attraction flows for the new 
ladders might reduce delay times for salmon passing the new 
ladders, this might not sufficiently reduce the passage delays 
necessary to meet acceptable standards (<3 days). 

478-9 Adult Sacramento pikeminnow migrate upstream in the spring 
months to spawn. However, after the RBDD gates go in, passage of 
these fish is dependent on use of the fish ladders. This species can 
and does readily pass through the existing fish ladders at RBDD, but 
pikeminnow remaining downstream following gates-in operations 
tend to congregate below the dam. Thus, operation of RBDD under 
the Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives specified in the Winter-run 
Chinook Salmon BO (NMFS, 1993), which specified that the gates  
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 Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 

478-9, 
cont’d 

may not go in prior to May 15, has significantly reduced the impacts 
of pikeminnow predation on juvenile salmonids. However, there 
continues to be a congregation of predators, including pikeminnows, 
downstream of RBDD under existing conditions. Tucker (1998) 
found that during sampling in 1994 to 1996, the largest catch/per 
unit effort (26 percent of annual total) of Sacramento pikeminnow 
occurred at RBDD during June, during gates-in operation. 

478-10 See Thematic Response No. 1. The use of the Fishtastic! analysis tool 
is appropriate for comparing overall average-year effects and 
benefits of the proposed project alternatives and is suitable for a 
NEPA and CEQA analysis. As stated in the introduction to the 
approach and assumptions in Attachment B1 of Appendix B to the 
DEIS/EIR, the tool was developed to calculate an average (emphasis 
added) annual index of fish passage efficiency at RBDD. Also as 
stated in Attachment B1, the tool was not intended to predict actual 
changes in numbers of individuals or populations. Finally, the tool’s 
function was to distinguish differences between project alternatives 
under average or “typical conditions.” Because of the many 
generalized assumptions that were necessary to create and make this 
tool functional, specific detailed effects and benefits were unable to 
be identified. For example, small but biologically vital variabilities in 
the annual time of passage and proportion of presence for each 
species at RBDD was unable to be captured in the temporal 
distribution “lookup” tables used in the analysis tool. As a result, the 
calculated annual passage efficiency index was an average or 
“typical” value, and did not discriminate annual differences of 
passage efficiencies due to run timing, wet- or dry-year conditions, 
or other environmental variables. As a result of this type of 
“average” or “typical year” index value output, key biological 
information might have been “lost” in the analysis results. For 
example, where the analysis of the benefit of Alternative 2A 
determined that there was 9 percent improvement in the annual 
passage efficiency index for endangered winter-run Chinook salmon 
compared to the No Action Alternative, it does not provide the 
specific details of the remaining impact to the species as a result of 
conditions under this alternative. In contrast to the results generated 
by the DEIS/EIR analytical tool for discriminating project effects and 
benefits useful for the purposes of NEPA and CEQA, fishery 
managers would not find the tool useful for managing winter-run  
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478-10, 
cont’d 

Chinook salmon in the upper Sacramento River watershed. For 
example, although the Fishtastic! analysis indicated benefits of 
Alternative 2A, the alternative would continue to impact the last 
portions of the winter-run adult population attempting to pass 
RBDD when the gates are in during July and August. This portion of 
the run, although it is a small percentage of the entire run passing 
RBDD, it is a biologically important component of the winter-run 
spawning population. For management of this species under ESA 
and other state and federal mandates, the inability to discriminate 
impacts to this species limits the usefulness of the Fishtastic! tool. 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 

478-11 In the significance criteria discussion on page 3-34 of the DEIS/EIR, 
it is stated that under CEQA, any adverse impact to state-listed 
species would be considered significant, and mitigation would be 
necessary to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. This also 
is applicable under CESA. As the purpose of the project was to 
improve fish passage at RBDD, all alternatives were developed so 
that they would benefit fishery resources attempting to migrate past 
RBDD. Therefore, in regards to operational effects of fish passage at 
RBDD, the results of the fish passage index calculations for all 
alternatives were expected to result in benefits to fish migration, and 
any differences between an alternative and the No Action was a 
measure of the extent of that benefit. In the DEIS/EIR where adverse 
construction impacts were indicated for any alternative, any adverse 
impact identified would be significant and would require mitigation 
to reduce that impact to less than significant, as required under 
CEQA and CESA. 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 

478-12 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

478-13 One purpose of the TCCA Fish Passage Improvement Project, as 
stated on page 1-2 of the DEIS/EIR, is to “substantially improve the 
long-term ability to reliably pass anadromous fish and other species 
of concern, both upstream and downstream, past RBDD.” This 
project purpose may differ somewhat from the goals and objectives 
articulated in the CVPIA legislation and the CALFED Programmatic 
EIS/EIR ROD. Section 3406 (b) (10) of the CVPIA directs the 
Department of the Interior to develop and implement measures to 
minimize the fish passage problems for anadromous fish at RBDD. 
The project’s purpose to “substantially improve fish passage” as 
opposed to the CVPIA’s goal to “minimize fish passage problems at 
RBDD” are not equivalent. USFWS in their Draft Fish and Wildlife 
CAR (Appendix I to the DEIS/EIR) states that existing conditions do 
not meet the objectives of Section 3406 (b)(10) of CVPIA because of 
unmet needs for improvements for the passage of spring- and 
winter-run Chinook salmon. USFWS further finds in the CAR that 
Alternatives 1A and 1B would also not meet CVPIA Section 3406 
(b)(10) objectives to minimize the fish passage problems at RBDD. 
USFWS does find in their CAR that Alternatives 2A and 2B provide 
“substantial benefits to fish passage,” but further recommends that 
an AMP be developed to monitor the progress of those alternatives 
should one of those alternatives be chosen for implementation. 
Finally, USFWS finds that Alternative 3 meets the CVPIA objective 
identified in Section 3406 (b) (10) for minimizing the fish passage 
problems at RBDD as well as meeting objectives in CVPIA 3406(b) 
(1) (A) to prioritize projects that restore natural channel and riparian 
habitat values. USFWS in the CAR also addresses the project 
alternatives in regards to their meeting the goals and objectives 
identified in the CALFED ROD, CALFED Multiple Species 
Conservation Plan, NMFS’s Winter-run Chinook Salmon Recovery 
Plan, CDFG’s Spring-run Chinook Salmon Status Review, and the 
Department of the Interior’s AFRP. In the CAR, USFWS finds that 
Alternatives 2A and 2B meet goals identified in the programs listed 
above in permanently providing unimpaired passage between the 
migratory corridor below RBDD to river reaches that constitute the 
sole spawning populations of winter- and spring-run Chinook 
salmon that are natal to the mainstem Sacramento River. In addition, 
in the CAR, USFWS finds that Alternatives 2A and 2B meet goals 
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478-13, 
cont’d 

identified in the programs listed above to permanently provide 
unimpaired passage between the migratory corridor below RBDD 
and the unique tributary spawning areas for winter-run salmon 
natal to Battle Creek and spring-run salmon natal to Battle, Beegum, 
and Clear Creeks. Finally, the CAR identified Alternatives 2A and 
2B as meeting goals of those programs listed above to increase 
survival of juvenile winter- and spring-run Chinook salmon 
produced in the Sacramento River and its tributaries upstream of 
RBDD by reducing the level of predation by preventing fish from 
congregating below RBDD while removing the disorienting effects 
of the hydraulics at the dam. For the Gates-out Alternative 
(Alternative 3), USFWS in the CAR finds that in addition to the 
benefits listed above for Alternatives 2A and 2B, Alternative 3 would 
meet the goals of CALFED, AFRP, and CVPIA in restoring 2 miles of 
riparian habitat along the mainstem Sacramento River; restore 
floodplain and flood processes on 1 mile of the mainstem 
Sacramento River to a more natural level; and establish aquatic, 
wetland, and riparian floodplain habitats including SRA cover. 
Regarding the necessity to develop a mitigation monitoring plan for 
Alternative 1A as suggested by the comment, it would seem that 
because the analysis of improvements to fish passage indicated that 
this alternative does not meet the project’s “purpose” to 
“substantially improve fish passage,” it would be unnecessary to 
develop a mitigation monitoring plan, because it would be unlikely 
that this alternative would be selected for implementation. The CAR 
would be updated to include the selected project. 

478-14 Alternative 1B with a bypass around RBDD likely would be viewed 
as more experimental than an alternative using conventional fish 
ladder technology. If Alternative 1B were selected for implementa-
tion, any BO issued by NMFS or USFWS would identify and address 
specific conservation measures or recommendations and require-
ments, including monitoring necessary to ensure take of any species 
under ESA is minimized. Alternative 1B is not the selected 
alternative. 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 

478-15 Your comment has been noted. The amount of effect that the 
Temperature Control Device has on water temperature at Red Bluff 
is difficult to determine. However, release schedules from Shasta 
Dam play a major role in determining water temperature at Red 
Bluff, and the Temperature Control Device affects operations at the 
dam by allowing for graduated temperature control in the river. 
Therefore, the Temperature Control Device does influence 
temperature at Red Bluff, albeit in a secondary fashion. 

478-16 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

478-17 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

478-18 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 

478-19 See DEIS/EIR Figure 3.5-3. 

478-20 The projected power usage indicates a percentage change that 
would be greater than existing conditions in the winter months. This 
effect is likely a result of relatively low power usage in recent years 
at the dam during the winter months. These changes are considered 
to be less than significant. 

478-21 The analysis conducted for the EIS/EIR does not include a projected 
fishery population increase that might result from the project, 
because populations are affected by so many factors outside of the 
influence of this project. As noted in DEIS/EIR Section 3.10, 
Socioeconomics, page 3-306, “At this time, it is difficult to predict 
whether the build alternatives in and of themselves would result in 
substantial improvements in fish survival rates, but the potential 
exists.” Accordingly, no significance criteria were developed. 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 

478-22 Your comment has been noted. By providing a facility that would be 
able to operate year-round, the lead agencies are proposing a project 
that would be capable of attaining the objectives noted by the 
commentor. 

478-23 The analysis of recreational effects at RBDD was conducted with an 
emphasis on local effects. If the boat drags were moved to a nearby 
location, regional effects would likely be less. 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 

478-24 Your comment has been noted. See Response to Comment 478-21 for 
information relating to the possible recreational benefits of increased 
fish populations and the associated increase in angling 
opportunities. 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 
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Letter from Donald B. Koch, Continued 
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Email from Ralph Hinton, Dated November 27, 2002 

479-1 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

479-2 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

479-3 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

479-4 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

479-5 Recreation impacts are socioeconomic in nature. Under CEQA, no 
indirect effects have been associated or identified as a result of the 
primary socioeconomic impact, so mitigation has been proposed. 
The lead agency under NEPA is not required to mitigate, and at this 
time, no mitigation has been formally proposed. 

479-6 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

479-7 See Response to Comment 479-5. 

479-8 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

479-9 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

479-10 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 
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Email from Ralph Hinton, Continued 

479-11 DEIS/EIR page 1-6 (previous paragraph) states the following: 
“Recreation is not specifically identified in the report’s purpose and 
need statement.” 

479-12 Thank you for your comment. Text has been revised to describe lake 
Red Bluff as 6 miles long. 

479-13 The last cost estimate for this project was made more than 4 years 
ago. During that time, costs for construction of major projects has 
risen substantially, and the nature of cost estimates is that they are in 
constant fluctuation. A cost estimate update has been proposed, but 
no such estimate is available at this time. 

479-14 USFS has submitted formal comments to address this alternative. 

479-15 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

479-16 The direct correlation of responses of winter- and late-fall-run 
Chinook salmon populations to a specific action such as reduced 
RBDD gates-in time are nearly, if not, impossible. Since the passage 
of the CVPIA and actions of CALFED have occurred over the last 
decade or more, scores of projects and actions have been 
implemented to enhance and restore habitat conditions and provide 
access to isolated habits throughout the Sacramento River watershed 
upstream of RBDD. To determine the increment of benefit to these 
individual actions/programs or even changes in other influences 
(e.g., ocean conditions) is difficult. Clearly, recent increases in 
winter-run Chinook salmon spawner escapements have occurred, 
especially since approximately 2001. Winter-run Chinook salmon 
spawner escapement in the decade of 1970-1980 averaged approxi-
mately 25,000 spawners per year. In the decade from 1981-1991 the 
winter-run escapement averaged just 3,400 spawners per year, and 
in the period from 1992 through 2000, escapement declined further 
to an average of just 1,300 spawners per year. However, in the 
period from 2001 through 2005, the annual winter-run Chinook 
salmon spawner escapement has averaged approximately 
9,400 adults, a seven-fold increase over that of the previous decade. 
Similarly, for late-fall-run Chinook salmon, the spawner escapement 
from 1971-1980 averaged approximately 15,300 spawners per year. 
In the decade from 1981-1991, the late-fall-run annual escapement 
diminished to approximately 10,300 spawners per year, and in the 
period from 1992 through 2000, escapement declined slightly further 
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479-16, 
cont’d 

to an average of 10,000 spawners per year. However, in the period 
from 2001 through 2005, the annual late-fall-run Chinook salmon 
spawner escapement has averaged approximately 20,000 adults, a 
doubling of that of the previous decade. These are positive signs of 
improvement in population numbers for these two species, but 
attributing these improvements to reduced periods of gates-in 
operation at RBDD is not possible. 

479-17 The commentor ask how rainbow trout are differentiated from adult 
steelhead. The CDFG manages the sportfishery in the Sacramento 
River, and for the purposes of distinguishing steelhead from 
resident rainbow trout, considers any rainbow trout greater that 
16 inches that is caught in anadromous waters to be a steelhead. 
Anadromous waters would include all of the mainstem Sacramento 
River downstream of Keswick Dam including the vicinity of RBDD. 
The NMFS, for management under ESA, considers only the 
anadromous portion of Central Valley steelhead populations and are 
discrete from the resident rainbow trout populations within their 
range in the Central Valley. These anadromous steelhead are listed 
threatened and are known as the Central Valley DPS steelhead, and 
includes naturally produced steelhead and those anadromous 
populations originating from the CNFH and Feather River Hatchery 
on Battle Creek and the Feather River, respectively. 

479-18 The Sacramento splittail was once distributed in lakes and rivers 
throughout the Central Valley. They were found as far north as 
Redding. Splittail are no longer found in this area and are limited by 
RBDD in Tehama County to the downstream reaches of the 
Sacramento River. In the Sacramento River system, splittail are rare 
in the main river channel upstream of the Delta, although large 
individuals are caught in the lower river during spring. Presumably, 
these splittail are on a spawning migration, and it is likely that in 
many years, spawning concentrates in the reach of the Sacramento 
River below the confluence with the Feather River. During wet 
years, the shallow flooded areas of the Yolo and Sutter Bypasses 
might also be important for spawning. Splittail have disappeared 
from much of their native range because dams, diversions, and 
agricultural development have eliminated or drastically altered 
much of the lowland habitat these fish once occupied. Access to 
spawning areas or upstream habitats is now blocked by dams on the  
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cont’d 

large rivers because splittail seem incapable of negotiating existing 
fishways. As a result, they are restricted to water below RBDD on 
the Sacramento River. 

479-19 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

479-20 This statement might have been misinterpreted. The purpose of the 
statement was NOT to suggest that the development of RBDD had 
anything to do with changing flows in the Sacramento River. But 
rather, to suggest that there have been changes in the Sacramento 
River flows since the construction of RBDD (1964). 

It is quite possible that the Trinity River diversions played a part in 
the changing trends of the Sacramento River flow since 1964, as well 
as other factors such as agricultural demands throughout the 
northern Sacramento Valley, the completion of Oroville Dam, the 
re-operation of Shasta Dam (CVPIA, 1991), and perhaps weather 
patterns. 
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Email from Ralph Hinton, Continued 

479-21 “CHO” is defined in DEIS/EIR Section 2.0, page 2-8. It does not 
need to be defined again. 

479-22 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

479-23 Potential reduction of flood-carrying capacity of the Sacramento 
River in the vicinity of the project was evaluated for impacts of the 
proposed facilities. Hydraulic analysis of the Sacramento River 
water elevations during flood conditions was completed during 
evaluation of the proposed alternative to assure there was no 
increase in water levels. River bathymetric surveys and 
photogrammetric land surveys were used to develop a Digital 
Terrain Model (DTM) and extract cross sections of the river and 
floodplain.  

The proposed project facilities are physically set back from the 
current western bank. The alignment of the fish screen approximates 
the current, almost vertical, bank; and the forebay and pump station 
does not extend into the Sacramento River channel and, therefore, 
will not impose a reduction of conveyance capacity by virtue of the 
structures themselves (fish screen, forebay, and pump station).  

On the other hand, it is quite possible that the present river and 
floodplain (bypass channel) conditions have already changed flood 
levels in or near the City of Red Bluff since the last FEMA study was 
completed. Evaluation of the existing flood elevations relative to the 
published Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps 
was not part of the EIS/EIR scope. 

During final design, the existing main channel Sacramento River 
bathymetry and floodplain will be surveyed again. These data will 
be used to evaluate the existing flood elevations with and without 
the proposed facilities. The existing riparian growth and sedimenta-
tion conditions in the bypass channels will be an integral part of the 
characterization and understanding of the channel hydraulics.  

What the potential project impacts might be on flood elevations in 
the “future” due to riparian growth along the eastern floodplain is 
somewhat speculative and dependent on assumptions to the 
changes in the bypass channels.  

It appears the commentor is suggesting that conveyance capacity in 
the vicinity of the project will be impacted by post-project riparian 
growth because of the elimination of Lake Red Bluff during 
4 months of the year. Furthermore, with additional riparian growth 
in the bypass channels, the deposition of sediment might increase.  
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479-23, 
cont’d 

Although this is physically possible, it is also possible that during 
high flood stages the bypass channels could scour, and riparian 
growth could be reduced. 

The potential changes to riparian growth in the bypass channels 
(floodplain) and their impacts can be evaluated with currently 
available hydraulic models by adjusting the “expected” channel and 
overbank roughness. 

479-24 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

479-25 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

479-26 The commentor is correct. An appropriate riparian management 
plan should be included in the final project. 

479-27 Thank you for you comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

479-28 See Response to Comment 479-5. 
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Email from Ralph Hinton, Continued 

479-29 See Response to Comment 479-5. 

479-30 See Response to Comment 479-5. 

479-31 See Response to Comment 479-5. 

479-32 See Response to Comment 479-5. 
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Email from Ralph Hinton, Continued 

479-33 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

479-34 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 

479-35 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 
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479-36 Text has been revised to address this comment. See text change in 
Section 2.0 of this FEIS/EIR. 
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Email from Manny Regi, Dated November 26, 2002 

480-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.8, Agricultural Resources, for further 
information pertaining to this comment. 
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Email from Dan Miller, Dated November 26, 2002 

481-1 The commentor states that: “…immediately above and below the 
dam there exists an extremely alarming abundance of pike minnow. 
This un-natural state of affairs has existed and proliferated, since the 
diversion dam began operating.” Although pikeminnow are still 
known to congregate downstream of RBDD when the gates are in, as 
noted in Response to Comment 457-9, pikeminnow populations 
downstream of RBDD during gate-in periods have diminished 
nearly four-fold since the implementation of the 1993 BO for Winter-
run Chinook Salmon. The commentor states that CDFG regulations 
state that at no time during the year is anyone allowed to keep any 
wild trout from approximately 5 miles upstream of Red Bluff to the 
Carquinez Bridge. That statement is inaccurate. The CDFG 
sportfishing regulations state that: “for the mainstem Sacramento 
River from the Deschutes Road Bridge (Redding) to 500 feet 
upstream of the RBDD during April 1 through August 30, 1 wild 
trout per day may be taken.” 
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Email from Jim D. Carter, Dated November 26, 2002 

482-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Letter from Dwight P. Russell, Dated November 18, 2002 

483-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

483-2 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

483-3 Additional riparian growth is probable in the floodplain if the 
Gates-out Alternative is chosen. To build a new pump station, 
significant river modeling will be required to address fluvial 
geomorphology and channel maintenance. This modeling task will 
likely include input from FEMA, the State Reclamation Board, and 
other permitting agencies. 

483-4 Potential reduction of flood-carrying capacity of the Sacramento 
River in the vicinity of the project was evaluated for impacts of the 
proposed facilities. Hydraulic analysis of the Sacramento River 
water elevations during flood conditions was completed during 
evaluation of the proposed alternative to assure there was no 
increase in water levels. River bathymetric surveys and 
photogrammetric land surveys were used to develop a DTM and 
extract cross sections of the river and floodplain.  

The proposed project facilities are physically set back from the 
current western bank. The alignment of the fish screen approximates 
the current, almost vertical, bank; and the forebay and pump station 
does not extend into the Sacramento River channel and, therefore, 
will not impose a reduction of conveyance capacity by virtue of the 
structures themselves (fish screen, forebay, and pump station).  

On the other hand, it is quite possible that the present river and 
floodplain (bypass channel) conditions have already changed flood 
levels in or near the City of Red Bluff since the last FEMA study was 
completed. Evaluation of the existing flood elevations relative to the 
published FEMA maps was not part of the EIS/EIR scope. 

During final design, the existing main channel Sacramento River 
bathymetry and floodplain will be surveyed again. These data will 
be used to evaluate the existing flood elevations with and without 
the proposed facilities. The existing riparian growth and sedimenta-
tion conditions in the bypass channels will be an integral part of the 
characterization and understanding of the channel hydraulics.  

What the potential project impacts might be on flood elevations in 
the “future” due to riparian growth along the eastern floodplain is 
somewhat speculative and dependent on assumptions to the  
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484-4, 
cont’d 

changes in the bypass channels. It appears the commentor is sug-
gesting that conveyance capacity in the vicinity of the project will be 
impacted by post-project riparian growth because of the elimination 
of Lake Red Bluff during 4 months of the year. Furthermore, with 
additional riparian growth in the bypass channels, the deposition of 
sediment might increase. Although this is physically possible, it is 
also possible that during high flood stages the bypass channels 
could scour and riparian growth could be reduced. 

The potential changes to riparian growth in the bypass channels 
(floodplain) and their impacts can be evaluated with currently avail-
able hydraulic models by adjusting the “expected” channel and 
overbank roughness. 

483-5 A 2-month gates-in or a gates-out operation at RBDD would either 
shorten the time or eliminate the ability to directly count migrating 
adult winter-run Chinook salmon passing through the ladders at 
RBDD. However, a number of other indirect methods of estimating 
escapement would remain. These include aerial redd count surveys 
conducted by CDFG (and funded by Reclamation) and the mark-
recapture carcass survey conducted jointly by CDFG and USFWS 
(and funded by Bay-Delta Authority, CDFG, and USFWS). The aerial 
redd surveys are conducted at a minimum weekly, and the 
objectives are to estimate escapement and spawning distribution of 
winter-run Chinook from Princeton to Keswick. The mark-recapture 
carcass surveys are conducted 7 days a week from May 1 through 
September 4, and the objectives are to estimate escapement and 
describe spawning timing, location, gender composition, and origin. 
Additionally, the carcass surveys evaluate the winter-run 
supplementation program (Livingston Stone Hatchery) and 
characterizations of genetics. Because of the arrival time of winter-
run Chinook salmon in the upper Sacramento River, many of the 
early arriving adults can now pass RBDD before the counting 
facilities are operating. The aerial redd surveys and the mark-
recapture carcass surveys presently provide escapement data for the 
entire period that winter-run Chinook salmon are present and are 
more comprehensive methods for estimating escapement and 
characterizing populations than are direct ladder counts at RBDD. 
At the present time, these programs are funded through at least 
2008, and likely will continue to be funded well into the future. 
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483-5, 
cont’d 

Reclamation anticipates a gates-in period between July 1 and the end 
of Labor Day weekend; TCCA has no position on changes to gate 
operations. The above-described indirect methods of estimating 
escapement would remain. 

483-6 A 2-month gates-in or a gates-out operation at RBDD would also 
either shorten the time or eliminate the ability to directly count 
migrating adult spring-run Chinook salmon passing through the 
ladders at RBDD. Similar to those indirectly counted adults 
discussed in Response to Comment 483-5, numerous other indirect 
methods of estimating escapement for spring-run Chinook salmon 
would remain. These include mainstem Sacramento River aerial 
redd count surveys conducted by CDFG (and funded by 
Reclamation); snorkel surveys conducted on Beegum (CDFG, 
funded by CALFED ERP), Battle, and Clear Creeks (USFWS, funded 
by Bay-Delta Authority and CVPIA respectively); and passage 
monitoring at the CNFH barrier weir on Battle Creek (USFWS, 
funded by Bay-Delta Authority). The aerial redd surveys are 
conducted at a minimum weekly, and the objectives are to estimate 
escapement and spawning distribution of spring-run Chinook from 
Princeton to Keswick. The snorkel surveys are conducted thrice 
annually on Beegum Creek, a tributary of the Middle Fork of 
Cottonwood Creek, and attempts are made to count the total 
number of spawners annually. Snorkel surveys on Clear Creek are 
conducted monthly or twice monthly from April through early 
November from Clear Creek River Mile 1.7 to 18.1. The objectives 
are to determine the annual relative abundance of spring-run 
Chinook salmon in Clear Creek and to evaluate their temporal and 
spatial distribution during immigration and spawning. Snorkel 
surveys on Battle Creek are conducted monthly or twice monthly 
from May through mid-November in the mainstem Battle Creek 
River Mile 2.8, its confluence with the forks, and 5.3 miles along the 
North Fork and 2.5 miles of the South Fork. The objective is to 
determine the location and timing of spawning of spring-run 
Chinook salmon in Battle Creek. Finally, the passage monitoring at 
the CNFH barrier weir on Battle Creek is conducted by videotaping 
24 hours a day from June 1 through July 31; and trapping for 
10 hours a day, 7 days a week, from March 1 through May 31; and 
videotaping weir “jumpers” from August through December (many 
of these would be fall-run Chinook or steelhead). The objective is to 
estimate spawner escapement and timing, age, size, and gender of 
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483-6, 
cont’d 

returning spring-run Chinook salmon adults. At the present time, 
most of these programs are funded through at least 2008, and likely 
will continue to be funded well into the future. These monitoring 
programs may be more effective in estimating spring-run Chinook 
salmon escapements in the upper Sacramento River watershed than 
by direct counts at RBDD because they are conducted at the terminal 
geographic locations of their respective spawning runs, thus 
reflecting the true numbers of contributing spawners as opposed to 
potential spawners as measured by direct counts made at RBDD. 

Reclamation anticipates a gates-in period between July 1 and the end 
of Labor Day weekend; TCCA has no position on changes to gate 
operations. The above-described indirect methods of estimating 
escapement would remain. 

483-7 DEIS/EIR Table ES-4 lists no significant impacts to power. 

483-8 In DEIS/EIR Table ES-4, under Socioeconomic, the Gates-out option 
lists impacts to Fish Runs/Spending/Property Value/Quality of Life 
and Community Cohesion as significant. No mitigation is available. 
The purpose of the EIS/EIR is to disclose project impact and invite 
public participation and identify mitigation measure where feasible. 
To date, no mitigation has been proposed that would directly 
compensate the City of Red Bluff or private landowners for 
economic impacts. The listed items have been discussed in recent 
TAG meetings, but no concrete mitigation plan has been put on 
record. Under NEPA, no mitigation is required. Under CEQA, 
mitigation for economic losses is only required if there is a 
secondary impact. These mitigation proposals will be forwarded to 
the TAG as requested. 
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Email from Jack Meyer, Dated November 26, 2002 

484-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Loretta Sibilia, Dated November 25, 2002 

485-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 
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Letter from Brad Helser, Dated November 21, 2002 

486-1 This comment letter is duplicate to Comment Letter 456. 
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Letter from Brad Helser, Continued 
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Email from Unsigned, Dated November 25, 2002 

487-1 No new dam is planned for the Sacramento River. 
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Email from Bill Golden, Dated November 25, 2002 

488-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Preston Dickinson, Dated November 22, 2002 

489-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 
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Email from Ron Mott, Dated November 23, 2002 

490-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 
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Email from Yamo, Dated November 23, 2002 

491-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Nori Muster, Dated November 23, 2002 

492-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Colin Carr-Hall, Dated November 23, 2002 

493-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 
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Email from Ray Katula, Dated November 24, 2002 

494-1 No new dam is planned for the Sacramento River. 
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Email from Ari, Dated November 24, 2002 

495-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 
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Email from Ari, Dated November 24, 2002 

496-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 
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Email from Ed Galloway, Dated November 22, 2002 

497-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 
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Email from Rick Staub, Dated November 22, 2002 

498-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 
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Email from Samuel Prentice, Dated November 22, 2002 

499-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 

  

 
 

No. 499  

499-1 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023440002 (NLH2188.DOC) 4-665 

 

 

Email from John Omaha, Ph.D., Dated November 21, 2002 

500-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Jerry McGuire, Dated November 21, 2002 

501-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Carson Wilcox, Dated November 21, 2002 

502-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Steve Brady, Dated November 21, 2002 

503-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.2, Fishery Resources, for further information 
pertaining to this comment. 
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Email from Unsigned, Dated November 22, 2002 

504-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Unsigned, Dated November 22, 2002 

505-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Jerry McGuire, Dated November 22, 2002 

506-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Ken Berry, Dated November 22, 2002 

507-1 Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been noted. 
No response is required. 
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Email from Unsigned, Dated November 20, 2002 

508-1 Thank you for your comment. Responses are only given for 
comments that directly relate to content in the DEIS/EIR. See 
DEIS/EIR Section 3.8, Agricultural Resources, for further 
information pertaining to this comment. 
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Letter from Marshall W. Pike, Dated November 19, 2002 

509-1 The commentor is correct. All other obstacles to fish passage do pale 
in comparison to Shasta Dam in the Sacramento River watershed. 
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Letter from Marshall W. Pike, Continued 

509-2 Beginning in 1983, a 5-year study to develop methods to improve 
upstream (and downstream) fish passage at RBDD was undertaken. 
The study concluded that dam spill configuration and dam gate 
manipulation were ineffective in improving fish passage conditions for 
adult salmonids. The principal recommendations of the study included 
construction of a new larger fish ladder on the east side of RBDD, 
enlarging the size and flow capacity of the existing ladders, raising the 
dam gates during non-irrigation season, and establishing a permanent 
program to ensure proper O&M of all fish passage facilities. Problems 
identified with the fish ladders included constant cleaning of the 
auxiliary water diffusers, continuing problems with trash rack 
conveyors systems, and automated head gate operations being non-
operational from the beginning. A center fish ladder was installed at 
Gate 6 beginning in 1984, and despite numerous problems due to 
installation and operation, this ladder has resulted in limited benefits to 
passing salmonids. It generally passed less than 10 percent of all salmon 
passing the dam. As a result of the 5-year study to improve fish passage 
conditions at RBDD, the dam gates were raised during the non-irrigation 
season beginning in 1986-1987. In 1988, a cooperative agreement was 
signed by Reclamation and other resources agencies to implement 
actions to benefit winter-run Chinook salmon (10-Point Action 
Program). Of the 10, 3 actions related specifically to RBDD and included 
raising gates at the dam, reducing predation by pikeminnow at RBDD, 
and developing fish passage alternatives to raising the RBDD gates. 
From this plan, gates-out operations expanded to gates out from 
December 1 to May 2 by 1990-1991, and to October 30 to May by 
1992-1993. In response to the 10-Point Action Program, a Fish Passage 
Action Program at RBDD was begun in 1992 to develop solutions to the 
problems of fish passage attributed to RBDD. Reclamation, in 1992, 
prepared an Appraisal Report on the RBDD Fish Passage Program. In 
that report, Reclamation considered numerous possible passage 
solutions, and of these recommended that 11 be selected for further 
consideration. However, the information they had at that time did not 
allow an adequate comparison of the reasonableness of these 11 alterna-
tives. Furthermore, as a result of the 1993 BO for the protection of adult 
winter-run Chinook salmon, RBDD gates-out period increased to 
September 15 to May 15 each year. In 1994, the entrance to the existing  

 

No. 509  

509-4 

509-3 

509-5 

509-2 



SECTION 4.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/EIR 

RDD/023440002 (NLH2188.DOC) 4-676 

 Letter from Marshall W. Pike, Continued 

509-2, 
cont’d 

west bank fish ladder was modified to improve adult fish passage 
conditions. Following the release of the Appraisal Report in 1992, 
Reclamation began a 6-year interim fish passage program to complete 
the research necessary to identify a reasonable, cost-effective solution to 
fish passage and water delivery constraints at RBDD. As part of this 
program, a detailed public involvement program was initiated aiming to 
educate and include public involvement. Because of numerous concerns 
identified by the public, this program was put on hold. By the late 1990s, 
preliminary modeling and calibration studies performed by Reclamation 
had provided data to begin developing fish ladder hydraulic character-
istics but lacked sufficient information to fully evaluate new fish ladder 
concepts. A draft report of the ladder alternatives investigation, part of 
the fish passage program, found that ladder entrance locations, 
orientation, and adjacent dam gate operations influenced ladder 
attraction flow performance; flexibility in ladder final design would be 
necessary to accommodate a range of fish staging locations for new 
ladders; and enlarged ladders might provide significant improvement of 
attraction flow conditions in the RBDD tailrace during gates-in 
operations. During this time, additional anadromous fish species were 
listed as threatened under ESA. These included Central Valley spring-
run Chinook salmon (1999) and Central Valley ESU steelhead (1998). 
Then in 1999, CH2M HILL, under contract to TCCA, began work on 
Phase 1 of the TCCA Fish Passage Improvement Project at RBDD, 
resulting in the preparation of a Prescoping Report in 2000. Finally, in 
2001, green sturgeon, a fish species that is recognized to have difficulty 
in passing fish ladders designed for salmonids were petitioned for 
listing under ESA. In summary, throughout the years from when adult 
fish passage at the existing ladder at RBDD was first identified to be 
problematic to the current time, fish passage solutions, including ladder 
modifications and enhancements, have been investigated. It remains 
uncertain if a major problem of fish passage at RBDD, namely delay due 
to gates-in operation, would be sufficiently reduced to significantly 
improve passage of salmonids through new improved ladders. 
Furthermore, none of the ladder improvements investigated have been 
proven to successfully assist passage of adult sturgeon, a species of 
concern identified and addressed in the DEIS/EIR. As stated in the 
DEIS/DEIR, the federal and state resources agencies have been and 
continue to be hesitant to recommend enhanced fish ladders or bypasses 
as stand-alone solutions to solving fish passage problems at RBDD. 
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