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This section includes copies of comment letters from federal, state, and local agencies and 
corresponding responses. Comment letters are arranged alphabetically by agency acronym or 
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National Marine Fisheries Services, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, Dick Butler, January 31, 2011 

F_NMFS-1 As noted in the text identified by the commenter, the Russian River Biological 
Opinion represents more than ten years of consultation between the The Sonoma 
County Water Agency (Water Agency), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 
and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). However, the Russian River 
Biological Opinion does require the Water Agency to implement the Estuary 
Management Project to avoid jeopardizing designated critical habitat for 
steelhead and coho salmon, and as such, imposes a requirement on the Water 
Agency to alter its current estuary management practices. 

F_NMFS-2 Closure of the mouth is not currently proposed by the Water Agency. As stated in 
Section 2.0, Project Description, the creation of the outlet channel would occur 
following natural formation of the barrier beach and closure of the estuary. In the 
event that the frequency of natural barrier beach closures during the Lagoon 
Management Period is not sufficient to meet the objectives and requirements of 
the Russian River Biological Opinion, the Water Agency may consult with 
NMFS and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), as part of the 
adaptive management of the estuary, to review the feasibility of filling the center 
outlet channel with sand and changing the outlet from the center of the beach to a 
more northerly location in an effort to establish lagoon conditions for the benefit 
of juvenile salmonid rearing habitat conditions in the estuary. As part of this 
consultation, NMFS, CDFG and the Water Agency would discuss the feasibility 
of such an approach and identify specific parameters or criteria under which 
closure of the mouth could be considered for implementation. In the event that 
mouth closure is determined to be necessary in order to meet the objectives of the 
Russian River Biological Opinion, the Water Agency and regulatory agencies 
would review potential impacts as required by California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Sections 15162 and 15163.  

F_NMFS-3 Please refer to analysis provided in Draft Environemental Impact Report (EIR) 
Section 4.5, Fisheries, Impact 4.5.1, Habitat Availability. This analysis, which 
characterizes cross sectional distribution of water surfaces, estimates the 
available habitat provided by proposed project implementation. This analysis 
identifies a potential storage increase of 2,771 acre-feet at the 7 foot water 
surface elevation in areas extending upstream to Vacation Beach. The cross 
sectional characterization of water quality data, as requested by the commenter, 
is not available from the Hydrography of the Russian River Estuary Summer-Fall 
2009. However, in discussing the volume of habitat provided by increased water 
levels, the potential for newly inundated areas to provide shallow water habitat is 
recognized. Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses for a discussion of water quality impacts.  
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F_NMFS-4 Figure 4.5-1 in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, and the comparison of project 
alternatives in Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis quantifies the anticipated 
difference between the potential habitat provided by the proposed project and the 
Reduced Alternative on a volume basis. Under the proposed project, 
approximately 4,838 acre-feet of potential habitat would be provided. This 
volume is reduced to 3,590 acre-feet under the Reduced Project Alternative. This 
is the only available quantifiable information between these two alternatives. It is 
unlikely that there is a quantifiable, demonstrable difference in habitat quality 
between the area provided by a water surface elevation of 8 feet and the water 
surface elevation of 9 feet. The area of inundation between the thalweg and the 
water edge would be increased, but conditions along the edge would be similar at 
either elevation. Therefore, the characterization provided by the Draft EIR on a 
volume basis provides enough discernable information for decision makers to 
weigh the individual alternatives, and their ability to reduce impacts and meet the 
proposed project objectives. 

F_NMFS-5 The Water Agency will continue to work with NMFS regarding implementation 
of the Russian River Biological Opinion. Artificial breaching outside the Lagoon 
Management Period includes the consideration of preservation of beach sands, as 
well as potential flood hazards, accessibility of the beach for the safety of 
personnel and visitors, and minimizing impacts to visitors and wildlife. Artificial 
breaching with a pilot channel oriented towards the north has been done 
previously and would continue with future breaching, with consideration of the 
factors above.  

F_NMFS-6 The discussion specifically referenced by the commenter is a summary of 
conclusions reached by NMFS in the Russian River Biological Opinion. The 
additional scientific literature on the subject identified by the commenter is 
routinely cited throughout the Draft EIR, specifically in Chapter 3.0, Project 
Background and Environmental Setting, and Section 4.5, Fisheries. 

F_NMFS-7 The Habitat Restoration Alternative was developed to review whether additional 
enhancements within the Estuary that focus on existing high value habitat areas 
would have the potential to provide habitat enhancement, thereby meeting some 
of the project objectives, while avoiding or minimizing impacts associated with 
the proposed project. As noted by the commenter, enhancement at the scale 
envisioned by the proposed project would not be provided by this alternative. 
However, enhancements focused on high value habitat areas represent a 
reasonable alternative for review. See Master Response 2.5, Alternatives 
Analysis in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

F_NMFS-8 Text regarding length of Dry Creek on page 5-19, of Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, 
Cumulative Analysis, has been revised as follows: 
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The Russian River Biological Opinion addresses this problem by mandating 
the creation of pools, backwaters and side channels on six miles of the 
14-mile

F_NMFS-9 Alternatives related to the jetty modification were developed and discussed based 
upon comments received during the CEQA scoping meetings. The Water Agency 
will continue to consider development of a jetty study plan and implementation 
of such a study, as a potential future action, as described in the Russian River 
Biological Opinion. As noted on Draft EIR page 6-15, the Russian River 
Biological Opinion directs responsibility for removal or modification of the jetty, 
dependent upon results of the jetty study, to the USACE. 

 15-mile creek over a 12-year period. 

 The Estuary Management Project does not include a specific component for jetty 
removal. As described in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis, the Water 
Agency does not own, maintain, operate, or have jurisdiction over the jetty 
structure, and is therefore not authorized to make policy decisions for action to 
remove the jetty. However, it is required in the Russian River Biological Opinion 
that the Water Agency developed a jetty study plan to analyze the effects of the 
Russian River Estuary jetty on Estuary water levels and on beach morphology, as 
well as for evaluating alternatives that modify the jetty to achieve target estuarine 
water levels. This is included as a potential alternative to the Estuary 
Management Project in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis.  
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California Department of Fish and Game, Bay Delta Region, 
Scott Wilson, February 18, 2011 

S_CDFG-1 No response or text modification required. 

S_CDFG-2 Please refer to response to comment F_NMFS-4. No response or text 
modification required. 

S_CDFG-3 No response or text modification required. 

S_CDFG-4 Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, and Section 4.7, Recreation, 
describe the goals and prohibitions of the Marine Life Protection Act (MLPA). 
As described in the Draft EIR (page 4.4-62), the Russian River mouth is located 
within the Russian River State Marine Conservation Area (SMCA), which extends 
along the coastline (FEIR-1). Additionally, the Russian River State Marine 
Recreational Management Area (SMRMA) extends from below the mean high tide 
line upstream to the Highway 1 Bridge (FEIR-2). As such, the Middle Reach and 
the Lower Reach of the Estuary Study Area are located within this SMRMA.  

FEIR-1: Russian River State Marine Conservation Area Boundary 
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FEIR 2: Russian River State Marine Recreational Managed Area 

 
 

The proposed Estuary Management Project will have a beneficial impact by 
increasing potential habitat availability for salmonids (Impact 4.5.1). Under the 
proposed project maximum water surface elevation of 9 feet, the project is 
estimated to provide an additional 170 acres of habitat and 3,088 acre feet of 
storage (see Draft EIR Table 4.5-3) in the Estuary Study Area. The project would 
likely either result in a full transition from tidally influenced marine habitat to 
productive freshwater estuarine lagoon habitat or maintain stratified conditions 
with increased stable freshwater habitat in the upper portion of the water column. 
Based on currently available research of lagoon productivity and benefits to 
juvenile salmonid rearing, the proposed project is expected to result in greater 
estuarine habitat productivity, increased juvenile steelhead growth and increased 
subsequent adult recruitment to the population (Bond et al., 2008; Smith, 1990; 
NMFS, 2008; McKeon, 1985 as cited in Entrix, 2004). Therefore, the proposed 
project is compatible with several of the MLPA goals including the following: 

• Conservation of biological diversity and abundance of marine life; 
• Conservation of health of marine ecosystems and populations; and 
• Protection of representative marine life and therefore marine natural 

heritage  

In addition, lagoon adaptive management components, including monitoring and 
responding to physical conditions as appropriate, are directly compatible with the 
MLPA intent of managing MPAs using ecosystem-based management principles 
and monitoring. The proposed project is also compatible with the MLPA in that it 
would assist in the effective management of the two Russian River MPAs. 

Potential impacts to recreation, identified as significant and unavoidable, are 
potentially inconsistent with MLPA Goal 3 regarding recreational and 
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educational opportunities. However, the Estuary Management Project would be 
consistent with the remaining goals of the MLPA, including Goal 1 and Goal 2, 
which relate specifically to the recovery of listed and depleted species. Because 
the objective of the Estuary Management Project is focused on habitat 
enhancement for juvenile salmonids, recreational impacts would not 
fundamentally affect the compatibility of the proposed project with MLPA’s 
objectives. As described in Draft EIR Impact 4.4.5 and 4.4.11, the Estuary 
Management Project would not conflict with local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources.  

S_CDFG-5 Please refer to response to comment F_NMFS-2. 

S_CDFG-6 Please refer to response to comment F_NMFS-9. 

S_CDFG-7 The Water Agency will acquire CDFG permits as necessary for the Estuary 
Management Project. It is anticipated that CDFG would rely on the Draft EIR for 
issuance of permits under its jurisdiction. 
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California Department of Parks and Recreation, Liz Burko, 
February 24, 2011 

S_CDPR-1 Please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

S_CDPR-2 CEQA Section 15125 requires analysis of project change relative to existing 
conditions. Therefore, the Water Agency’s current artificial breaching program 
represents the appropriate baseline for analysis. The increase in mechanical 
disturbance on the beach of the proposed project is anticipated to be incremental 
compared to existing conditions. 

S_CDPR-3 The Lagoon Management Period of May 15 through October 15 corresponds with 
summer months, typically a high recreational use period. As demonstrated in 
Chapter 2.0, Project Description, Table 2-1 and Figure 2-4a and Figure 2-4b, the 
current artificial breaching program includes the potential for artificial breaching 
during this time period. Opportunities for barrier beach closure and outlet channel 
formation are anticipated to be consistent with the frequency of occurrence that has 
been exhibited under the Water Agency’s current artificial breaching program. The 
assumed maintenance scenario (18 maintenance events) is considered worst case, 
and temporary restricted access to the coast or Goat Rock State Beach would be 
limited to the portion of the beach north of the created outlet channel north of the 
jetty. Temporary signs and rope barriers are implemented by local volunteers for 
protection of the Harbor seal haulout.  The area of the beach closest to the visitor 
parking areas (From Goat Rock to the jetty) remains accessible to the public. Even 
with this worst-case assumption, the short-term nature of these activities and the 
maintenance of beach access during their implementation renders them less than 
significant and no mitigation is necessary (Draft EIR, Section 4.7, Recreation, 
Impact 4.7.1).  

S_CDPR-4 Please refer to Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic 
Impacts and Mitigation Feasibility, and Mitigation Measures in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses for discussion on monitoring surf conditions. 

S_CDPR-5 Please refer to Master Response 2.6 Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic 
Impacts and Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses for 
discussion on monitoring surf conditions. 

S_CDPR-6 The Water Agency will continue to coordinate with the California Department of 
Parks and Recreation regarding implementation of the Estuary Management Plan. 
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California State Lands Commission, Cy Oggins,  
February 10, 2011 

S_CSLC-1 The text on pages 2-29, 4.4-64, and 4.6-6 of the Draft EIR has been revised as 
follows: 

2.7.2 Existing Permits and Agreements 
The Water Agency currently manages the artificial breaching of the barrier 
beach in compliance with a number of federal and State permits and 
agreements. These include authorizations from NMFS, USACE, State Parks, 
the California State Lands Commission, the California Coastal Commission, 
CDFG, and North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(NCRWQCB). Specifically, these permits and agreements include:  

1. NMFS Marine Mammal Protection Act Incidental Harassment 
Authorization 

2. USACE Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit (File No. 221211N)  
3. California State Parks temporary use permit  
4. State Lands Commission General Lease for Public Agencies 

(PRC 7918.9)1 

“Since 1996, the Sonoma County Water Agency possesses operated artificial 
breaching under a general rent-free land use lease permit issued by the 
CSLC, in accordance with Article 2 of the Leasing and Permitting 
Regulations, to conduct artificial breaching within CSLC jurisdiction (CSLC, 
2007). 

S_CSLC-2 “Species specific avoidance and minimization measures”, as specified in Draft EIR 
Section 4.4, Biological Resources, Mitigation Measures 4.4.1, would include pre-
construction surveys, employee environmental awareness training, and 
establishment of an appropriate avoidance buffer in consultation with regulatory 
agencies. No additional mitigation is required. 

The Water Agency’s most recent lease expired as of December 31, 
2010, and an application for renewal of this land use lease is pending review 
by CSLC. However, this lease has a hold-over clause that provides a month-
to-month lease while a new lease is under review. The Water Agency 
submitted a lease application prior to the December 31, 2010 expiration of 
the existing lease. 

S_CSLC-3 All Water Agency beach management activities are monitored by Water Agency 
biological staff, pursuant to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4.1a (Section 4.4, 
Biological Resources, page 4.4-71). No additional mitigation is required.  



3. Responses to Comments 
3.1 Responses to Federal, State, and Local Agency Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.1-33 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

S_CSLC-4 Text on page 4.4-73 under the Impact 4.4.2 and Impact 4.4.3 headings has been 
revised as follows: 

“Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4.1b.  

Impact Significance After Mitigation

S_CSLC-5 Please refer to discussion on page 4.4-76, of Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological 
Resources, which discusses potential migration of Coastal and Valley Freshwater 
Marsh (CVFM) to upland areas that are currently dominated by North Coast 
Riparian Scrub. As noted in this discussion, although conversion would be subject 
to several factors, this potential conversion would likely occur throughout the 
estuary, and may result in an increased distribution of CVFM. As noted in CDFG 
comments on the Draft EIR, CDFG agrees with the Draft EIR’s findings that 
changes in vegetation assemblages would likely result in increases in sensitive 
Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh habitat, and that these vegetation distribution 
changes would be beneficial from a habitat perspective. 

: Less that Significant with Mitigation.” 

S_CSLC-6 The text reference in the first paragraph of Impact 4.4.9, Draft EIR Section 4.4, 
Biological Resources, page 4.4-82 has been revised as follows: 

“This could change the jurisdictional limits of federal and state waters, 
including wetlands, in the Estuary. Because potential effects of the lagoon 
adaptive management on natural communities addressed freshwater marsh, 
which would be considered wetlands (see Impact 4.4.67, Natural 
Communities), this discussion focuses on waters (i.e., open waters of the 
Russian River).” 

S_CSLC-7 Please refer to Master Response 2. 6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic 
Impacts and Mitigation Feasibility in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

S_CSLC-8 The text on page 4.8-13, of Section 4.8, Cultural Resources, has been revised as 
follows: 

“Impacts associated with traffic and transportation cultural resources

S_CSLC -9 The text on page 4.8-5, of Section 4.8, Cultural Resources, under the heading 
“Background Research and Records Search Results”, has been modified to include 
the following: 

 are 
summarized and categorized as either “less than significant,” “less than 
significant with mitigation,” or “significant and unavoidable.” 

“California State Land’s Commission (CSLC) staff search the CSLC 
Shipwreck Database (Database) for possible shipwrecks in the Estuary Study 
Area. The Database lists that the schooner Sovereign was grounded at the 
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Russian River in 1873. This information may have been taken from Marshall 
(1978), which states that the Sovereign was a “total loss at Russian River” on 
“1/1873” (Marshall, 1978:122). The CSLC Database lists the incident as 
7/21/1873 with no additional information. It should be noted however that not 
all shipwrecks are listed in the CSLC Database and that shipwreck locations 
may be inaccurate.  

S_CSLC-10 No additional prehistoric or historic-period archaeological resources or historical 
resources have been recorded on Penny Island. Potential for undocumented cultural 
resources in the project area is low; areas of the island that would be impacted by 
the project are flooded annually and previous surveys have not located cultural 
resources in this location. See text changes, below, for additional information on 
Penny Island: 

Reference: Marshall, Don B., California Shipwrecks: Footsteps in the Sea. 
Superior Publishing Company, Seattle, 1978.” 

 The text on page 4.8-4, of Section 4.8, Cultural Resources, has been revised as 
follows: 

“In 1867 John Rule purchased 4,000 acres of Rancho Muniz at the mouth of 
the Russian River. The following year, Charles Jenner reportedly received 
permission from Rule to erect a small house on the north side of the Russian 
River and named the spot Jenner Gulch. In 1905 the Redwood Lumber 
Company mill was erected on the south side of the river. It was later rebuilt 
upriver at Duncans Mills. Jenner School opened in 1905 for children of the 
mill workers. In the 1920s the Penny brothers owned and lived on the 
29-acre island in the Russian River (now called Penny Island; Twohy, n.d.). 

S_CSLC-11 The text on page 4.8-13, of Section 4.8, Cultural Resources, has been revised as 
follows: 

Following the death of one brother, the surviving Penny asked longtime 
friend Joe Santos to take care of him until his death and bury him on the 
island. In return the island was deeded to him. The Santos family built a 
house and lived on the island until 1948 (Schwaderer and Stardford, 1982; 
Twohy, n.d.). One coffin has been found on the island that may be associated 
with the Penny brother; however, this has not been substantiated (Schwaderer 
and Stardford, 1982:7).”  

“Mitigation Measure 4.8.1: The Water Agency will implement the 
following measure: 

Inadvertent Discovery of Historical and Unique Archaeological 
Resources. If discovery is made of items of historical or archaeological 
interest, the contractor shall immediately cease all work activities in the 
area (within approximately 100 feet) of discovery. Prehistoric 
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archaeological materials might include obsidian and chert flaked-stone 
tools (e.g., projectile points, knives, scrapers) or toolmaking debris; 
culturally darkened soil (“midden”) containing heat-affected rocks, 
artifacts, or shellfish remains; and stone milling equipment (e.g., 
mortars, pestles, handstones, or milling slabs); and battered stone tools, 
such as hammerstones and pitted stones. Historic-period materials 
might include stone, concrete, or adobe footings and walls; filled wells 
or privies; and deposits of metal, glass, and/or ceramic refuse, and 
shipwreck remains. After cessation of excavation the contractor shall 
immediately contact the Water Agency, State Parks, and the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, and the California State Lands Commission. 
The contractor shall not resume work until authorization is received 
from both all

1. In the event of unanticipated discovery of archaeological 
materials occurs during construction, the Water Agency shall 
retain the services of a qualified professional archaeologist to 
evaluate the significance of the items prior to resuming any 
activities that could impact the site. 

 agencies. 

2. In the case of an unanticipated archaeological discovery, if it is 
determined that the find is potentially eligible for listing in the 
California and/or National Registers, and the site cannot be 
avoided, the Water Agency shall provide a research design and 
excavation plan, prepared by a qualified archaeologist, outlining 
recovery of the resource, analysis, and reporting of the find. The 
research design and excavation plan shall be approved by the 
Water Agency, State Parks, and U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. 

A qualified maritime 
archaeologist shall be retained to examine shipwreck remains or 
related submerged artifacts if discovered near the river mouth 
during outlet channel creation or maintenance. 

The California State Lands Commission shall 
provide approval of a research design for shipwreck remains 
or related submerged artifacts.

Impact Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.” 

 Implementation of the research 
design and excavation plan shall be conducted prior to work 
being resumed. Upon project approval, the Water Agency will 
coordinate with State Parks and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
to develop an action plan that can be implemented in the event 
that flooding is imminent and breaching must occur 
immediately.  

S_CSLC-12 The text on page 5-32, of Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis, has been revised as 
follows: 

“Mitigation Measures in Chapter 4.0, Environmental Setting, Impacts, 
and Mitigation Measures. 

Impact Significance: Less than Significant with Mitigation.” 
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North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, John 
Short, February 12, 2011 

S_NCRWQCB-1 Commenter is discussing 303(d) list impairments in the Russian River and 
the NCRWQCB’s development of a pathogen total maximum daily load 
(TMDL). No response or revision of text is required. 

S_NCRWQCB-2 Commenter concurs with Draft EIR analysis conclusions regarding 
potentially adverse water quality effects related to increased biostimulatory 
substances, such as nitrogen and phosphorus, and increased bacterial levels 
in the Estuary. No response or revision of text is required. 

S_NCRWQCB-3 The Draft EIR assessed the potential contribution to higher surface and 
groundwater conditions, which could adversely affect septic system 
performance. As noted in Impact 4.13.4, the Russian River Biological Opinion 
directed the Water Agency to evaluate the types of properties, structures, and 
associated infrastructure that would potentially be inundated under altered water 
levels. Preliminary analysis conducted by the Water Agency identified septic 
systems within the Estuary study area that could be subject to higher water 
levels during the Lagoon Management Period. The preliminary analysis 
documented several septic leach fields that, with increased water levels 
above 10 to 12 feet over a longer duration, could result in secondary effects 
from increased groundwater seepage and corresponding increased 
groundwater level. However, the Estuary Management Project targets 7 to 
9 feet water elevations, consistent with levels that are currently experienced 
in the Estuary. Although the duration of these water levels would increase 
under the Estuary Management Project septic failures as a result of the 
Estuary Management Project (either direct or indirect) leading to direct 
discharges in violation of the Basin Plan and exceedances of water quality 
standards for bacteria and biostimulatory substances are not anticipated.  

S_NCRWQCB-4 As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental 
Setting, Water Agency monitoring of Estuary conditions have observed 
naturally occurring anoxic and hypoxic conditions during both open tidal and 
closed estuary lagoon conditions. These naturally occurring conditions are 
not considered adverse to beneficial uses within the Estuary; although their 
occurrence represents a habitat limitation for some species, these conditions 
are considered part of the physical process of the Estuary. Refer to Draft EIR 
Impact 4.5.2 in Section 4.5, Fisheries, for a discussion addressing anoxic 
conditions that may make habitat in certain deep pools areas unavailable for 
some species for a longer duration during the Lagoon Management Period; 
however other suitable habitat is available outside of these localized anoxic 
areas. Water Agency monitoring required under the Russian River Biological 
Opinion would continue to inform the adaptive management plan regarding 
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the availability of beneficial juvenile salmonid habitat within the Estuary. 
Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses for a discussion of water quality impacts. 

S_NCRWQCB-5  Please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. As discussed in Draft 
EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental Setting, water 
levels of between 7 and 9 feet regularly occur during closure events. 
Successful implementation of the proposed project would increase the 
duration of these water levels during the Lagoon Management Period. It is 
anticipated that successful creation of the outlet channel will increase water 
surface elevations to between 7 and 9 feet, regardless of inflow levels into 
the Estuary. As such, lower flows associated with either hydrologic 
conditions, or revisions to Decision 1610, would not alter water levels, which 
would be established by the outlet channel, during the Lagoon Management 
Period. Depending upon the hydrologic year, the general fill rate of the 
Estuary, which is on the order of 0.5 foot per day, may vary. A discussion of 
potential cumulative impacts related to the Fish Flow Project is provided in 
Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Impacts.  

S_NCRWQCB-6 For a discussion of the geographic extent of the project area analyzed under 
the Estuary Management Project please refer to Master Response 2.2 
Project Description, Impact Areas and Scope of Analysis, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses.  

S_ NCRWQCB-7  In 2008, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) adopted 
Sediment Quality Objectives (SQOs) and an implementation policy for bay 
and estuaries in the State (Part 1). Part 1 includes narrative SQOs for the 
protection of aquatic life and human health; identification of the beneficial 
uses that these objectives are intended to protect; and program of 
implementation. The SWRCB is proposing amendments to the Sediment 
Quality Plan for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries to incorporate additional SQOs 
for the protection of wildlife and finfish and implementation policy. The 
Russian River Estuary is not currently listed on the Current Toxic Pollutant 
303(d) List Impairments for Bays and Estuaries in California, and no SQOs 
have been identified for the Russian River Estuary. As discussed in Draft EIR 
Section 4.2, Hydrology and Flooding, page 4.2-16, the proposed change in the 
base-level of the water surface would have little-to-no impact upon the rate of 
sediment transport through, or deposition within, the Estuary, and the potential 
impact of the project upon sedimentation would be less than significant. 

S_NCRWQCB-8 The Water Agency will continue to work with the (North Coast Regional 
Water Quality Control Board) NCRWQCB regarding Clean Water Act 401 
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Water Quality Certification issuance. No response or revision of text is 
required. 

S_NCRWQCB-9  The Water Agency appreciates the NCRWQCB’s support of the overall 
objectives of the Estuary Management Project to enhance the quality of 
rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids, and concurs that inclusion of 
mitigation measures to avoid significant impacts to water quality the 
proposed project may be infeasible. The Water Agency looks forward to 
continued coordination with NCRWQCB regarding monitoring efforts to 
satisfy the requirements of the Russian River Biological Opinion, and 
making data available to the general public. 

S_NCRWQCB-10 Consistent with its jurisdiction, the Sonoma County Department of Public 
Health is responsible for posting of signage if monitoring identifies 
exceedences of any recognized water quality standard intended to protect 
public health. The Water Agency will continue its current Estuary water 
quality monitoring program, and will modify that program to gather 
appropriate water quality information, in consultation with regulatory 
agencies, as needed. Ongoing monitoring will be required for the Estuary 
Management Project. The Water Agency will continue to consult with the 
SWRCB and NCRWQCB to determine the parameters, water quality 
standards, and monitoring locations. 
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Monte Rio Recreation and Park District, Stephen Baxman, 
February 14, 2011 

L_MRRPD-1 Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, and Master Response 
2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts, and Mitigation 
Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses for discussions of recreation and 
water quality impacts. 

L_MRRPD-2 Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses for a discussion of water quality impacts, sedimentation, algal 
growth, and Ludwigia. 

L_MRRPD-3  Please refer to Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic 
Impacts, and Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses for a 
discussion regarding CEQA requirements relevant to potential socioeconomic 
impacts. 

L_MRRPD-4  The MRRPD will be notified of information relevant to the Estuary Management 
Project.  
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Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control District, 
Jessica DePrimo, February 8, 2011 

L_NSCAPCD-1 No response or text modification required.  

L_NSCAPCD-2 Commenter concurs with Draft EIR determination of no significant impact 
associated with transport vehicles required for project implementation. The 
Water Agency will comply with all applicable state laws relevant to operation of 
heavy machinery. The fact sheet is included in the record. No response or text 
modification required. 
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Russian River Recreation and Park District, Dana Zimmerman, 
February 4, 2011 

L_RRRPD-1 Commenter is included on notification list. 

L_RRRPD-2 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master Response 
2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, and 2.7, CEQA 
Statutes: Adequacy of EIR Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

L_RRRPD-3 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, and a discussion relevant to the 
comment’s assertion that the change in minimum flows is intended to prevent 
flooding, please refer to Master Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other 
Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. Commenter is 
expressing preference for the Reduced Project Alternative. The Estuary 
Management Project proposes a target elevation of 7 feet with a 9 foot 
maximum; the Reduced Project Alternative includes an 8 foot maximum. Under 
the Reduced Project Alternative (8 foot maximum water level), structures would 
still be affected. As determined in the Draft EIR (Chapter 6.0, Alternatives 
Analysis, Section 6.7), the Reduced Project Alternative is identified as the 
environmentally superior alternative compared to the proposed project. It is not 
necessarily the “preferred alternative.” Similarly, an Alternative Flood Control 
Alternative is presented and evaluated in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives 
Analysis. For additional discussion, refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternative 
Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

L_RRRPD-4 Comment is not directed to Draft EIR analysis; no response or text changes are 
necessary. 

L_RRRPD-5 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master Response 
2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses. For a discussion related flows refer to Master Response 2.4, 
Water Quality in Chapter 2, Master Responses. Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, 
Cumulative Analysis concludes that recreational and water quality impacts 
associated with the Estuary Management Project, considered in conjunction with 
foreseeable effects associated with reducing minimum instream flows, could 
result in cumulatively considerable impacts. The Draft EIR reviews and discloses 
potential impacts to water quality associated with implementation of the Estuary 
Management Project (Section 4.3, Water Quality).   

L_RRRPD-6 For a discussion of water quality, and analysis of best available data, please refer 
to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  
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Contrary to the comment, all data gathered by the Water Agency regarding water 
quality monitoring in the Estuary has been and is being made available to the 
Regional Board.  

L_RRRPD-7 As stated in Impact 4.3.3, Estuary Management Project implementation would 
not alter water quality inputs for bacteria or nutrients into the Estuary. 
Additionally the Water Agency does not have the authority to control inputs from 
other discharges. Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses. 

L_RRRPD-8 Commenter is expressing preference for Reduced Project Alternative. See 
response to comment L_RRRPD-3. No response or revision to the Draft EIR text 
is necessary. 
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