ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
- SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -

Correspondence

Comment Letter NA_Manci

SAN 1§ 201

(Name: Please prmMES L. MANCINI
2554 McAllister Street
San Francisco, CA 94118
(Street Address)

(Town) (Zip Code)

January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD.

- SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

T wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft |

Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

1 utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner,
recreationist and / or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for, exercise

and personal health, fishing, swimming, and

S 2irlial rtpoend S Th

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish.

Please address the issues below:

e, D Pt
,

CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process.

Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.
SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through
September. This projectis only viable during drought years when water quality
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.
When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.
The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8’. No buildings would be
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

T am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. Thisis unacceptable.

///*—///

- (Signa@(rfﬁ

/ (Date) [
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

James Mancini, January 12, 2011

NA_ Manci-1  Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
NA_ Manci-2 Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

NA_ Manci-3  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.

NA _Manci-4  For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

NA_ Manci-5 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.

NA_Manci-6  For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management, please refer to
Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements,
and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

NA_Manci-7  For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

NA_Manci-8 Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

NA_Manci-9 For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.
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Comment Letter NA_Marti

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT: -
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

FEB & 201 _ (W ,

Mr. Donald Martin

: ; Martini- b : PO Box 125
To: Jeane; Martini-Lam J | Duncans M,CA 95430 .
CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project - (S o
Correspondence l ] .
(Town) (Zip Code)

. SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

January, 2011

ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

T wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Dmﬁ
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and

address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, |
recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise

and personal health, fishing, swimming, and _SUuRTwo e

T am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish.

Please address the issues below:

Sincerely, n

CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. -
Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.
SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality

impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.

When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.
The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8". No buildings would be
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.
I am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control
. Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

2//10/[1

(Signature) .

(Date)

NA_Marti-1

NA_Marti-1

NA_Marti-2

NA_Marti-3

NA_Marti-4

NA_Marti-5

NA_Marti-6

NA_Marti-7
NA_Marti-8

NA_Marti-9
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Comment Letter NA_Marti

The Jenner Community Center
10398 Highway 1 Jenner, CA
Tuesday, January 18th, 2011 6:00pm- 9:00 p.m.

COMMENT CARD

PUBLIC HEARING
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT OF RUSSIAN

RIVER ESTUARY MANAGEMENT PROJECT ] ;
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Please return to a staff member of the Sonoma County Water Agency or mail to 404 Aviation Blvd. Santa Rosa, CA

94503 Attn: Jessica Martini-Lamb. Deadline for submitting comments is.5:00 p.m. February 14®, 2011.
NA_Marti-2
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Donald Martin, February 10, 2011

NA_ Marti-1
NA_Marti-2

NA_Marti-3

NA_Marti-4

NA_Marti-5

NA_Marti-6

NA_Marti-7

NA_Marti-8

NA_Marti-9

NA_Marti-10

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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, the Water Agency is required by the Russian River
Biological Opinion to develop a study plan to analyze the effects of the Russian
River Estuary jetty on Estuary water levels and on beach morphology, as well as
evaluate alternatives that modify the jetty to achieve target estuarine water levels.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-255 ESA /207734.01
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

This is included as a potential alternative to the Estuary Management Project in
Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis. For additional discussion regarding
feasibility and uncertainty of outcomes of jetty removal, refer to Master
Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

NA_Marti-11 Please refer to Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic
Impacts and Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

NA Marti-12 Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis, includes a cumulative analysis of
some environmental effects of the Estuary Management Project that would be
“cumulatively considerable”, indicating that the incremental effects of an
individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable
future projects. The scope of the analysis includes other projects in the watershed
that were recently implemented or could occur in the foreseeable future,
including gravel mining and water quality impacts. lllegal diversions are known
to occur on the Russian River, but are not well documented such that a
substantial analysis could be performed.

NA_Marti-13  Please refer to response to comment NA_Marti-10.
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Comment Letter NAZMENGDY/

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

MAR 29 201 | [/HL M = Nul 1L%j

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

CF/45-5.1-2 Russian River Estuary Management Preject (Sfreet Address)

'SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

(Néme: Please Print)

j557/ R BL/ PO B. 1139

@«&eiﬂne ui\//ﬁ[,. (e LYy

(Town) -~ (Zip Code)

January, 2011

ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft |

Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and
“address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, T

recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise

and personal health, fishing, swimming, and

I am concerned about the bifurcation (sep aration) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish.

Please address the issues below:

CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. _

Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.
SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.

NA_McNul-1

NA_McNul-2

NA_McNul-3

NA_McNul-4

NA_McNul-5

NA_McNul-6

When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open :[ NA McNul-7

anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. -

The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8. No buildings would be I NA_McNul-8

flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

I am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

Sincérély,

(Signature) ' (Date)

NA_McNul-1 Final EIR page 3.3-257

NA_McNul-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Art McNulty, March 29, 2011

NA_McNul-1
NA_ McNul-2

NA_McNul-3

NA_McNul-4

NA_McNul-5

NA_McNul-6

NA_McNul-7

NA_McNul-8

NA_McNul-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-258 ESA /207734.01
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ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

Comment Letter NA_Mead

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

JAN 18 2011 o
Euvgene | . MEape

(Name: Please Print)

CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Praject - 89?-2 (J_J f ND cor I_Zg aD

Correspondence

(Street Address)

e

(uwoser, CA.  98452-5227

(Town) (Zip Code)

/ 3 January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft |
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): i -
recreationist and/ or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and 1
I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Bstuary Project from the “Fish |
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill -

requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be -
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for thre atened fish. 1

Please address the issues below:

’

CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the
BO. It is wrong to bifurcate the process.

NA_Meade-1

NA_Meade-2

-. NA_Meade-3

NA_Meade-4

Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from T NA_Meade-5

closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.
SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evi denced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality
impacts wotild be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.
When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.
The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8’. No buildings would be

I am. concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
nd that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control

| NA_Meade-7

NA_Meade-6

flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. 1 NA_Meade-8

NA_Meade-9

Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available

until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable. 1

Si ly,
incerely. Eﬂw _ ]2 Jpw 0]

(Signature)

_ (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Eugene Meade, January 13, 2011

NA_ Meade-1
NA_ Meade-2

NA_ Meade-3

NA_ Meade-4

NA_Meade-5

NA_Meade-6

NA_Meade-7

NA_Meade-8

NA_Meade-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-260 ESA /207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_Meyer

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

JAN 19 201  Susan e Va4

(Name: Please Print)

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb .
| /55 L aic/le Vi St

CFI45-5.1—2,1 Russian River Estuary Managemeﬁt Project -

Correspondence (Street Address)
cS(f‘l’J ‘.Fl/dn c(Sco A ?‘7//3/
(Town) (Zip Code)

January, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my‘co_ncerns_ about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my hame and | NA_Meyer-1
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project. = |

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s):property ownerpbusiness owner, T

Cf’eam d/ or tourist, for artistic expression, fog-spiritual well beihg, for exercise | NA_Meyer-2
- ealth, fishing, swimming, and e

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish

Habitat Elows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA M
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be - _Meyer-3
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1 '

Please address the issues below: _
'+ CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental

document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_Meyer-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. : 1
 Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncaris Mills, whereas impacts from NA_Meyer-5

closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.
+ SCWA can't control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010 -
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through NA Mever-6
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality _veyer-
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements. 1

«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open : I NA Mever-7
: anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. 1l - eyer-
« The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8’. No buildings would be NA_Meyer-8

flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. i
« Iam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate, ]
and that data for 2010 has not beeri made available to the Water Quality Control | NA Meyer-9
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available -
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable. 1

————— /77

(Signature) ‘7 ! (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Susan Meyer, January 18, 2011

NA_ Meyer-1 Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
NA_ Meyer-2 Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

NA_ Meyer-3 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.

NA_Meyer-4  For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

NA_Meyer-5 For a discussion of the geographic extent of the project area analyzed under the
Estuary Management refer to Master Response 2.2, Project Description,
Impact Areas and Scope of Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

NA_Meyer-6  For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

NA_Meyer-7  For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

NA_Meyer-8 Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

NA_Meyer-9 For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-262 ESA /207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_Molle

CALE NIV

(Name: Please Print)

1D TEID

(Street Addresé)

(Town) " (Zip Code)

January, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft T
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and | NA_Molle-1
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

[ utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, |
recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise | NA_Molle-2
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and

[ am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA Molle-3
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be -
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1

Please address the issues below:
»  CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental

document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_Molle-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. L
» Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from NA Molle-5

closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.
s  SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through [ N Molle-6
September. This project is onty viable during drought years when water quality -
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.

«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open IN A Molle-7
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. L -

+  The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8’. No buildings would be NA Molle-8
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. L -

+ Iam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,

and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control | NA Molle-9

Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available -

mtil the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable. 1

g o )T |
WW/&/L&% 7 201/

{(S{gnéture) (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Genevieve Moller-Duck, January 20, 2011

NA_ Molle-1
NA_Molle-2

NA_Molle-3

NA_ Molle-4

NA_Molle-5

NA_Molle-6

NA_Molle-7

NA_Molle-8

NA_Molle-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-264 ESA /207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



Comment Letter NA_MurphC1

(Name: Please Print)

Charles 5. Murphy
(Street Address) Alameda, CA 91.;507
o (Zip Code)

January, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft T

Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, |
recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be

managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. .

Please address the issues below:

+  CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process.

Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.
SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality

impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements. 1
]:NA_MurphCL?

When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.
The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8’. No buildings would be
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

I am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available

NA_MurphC1-1

NA_MurphC1-2

NA_MurphC1-3

NA_MurphC1-4

TNA_Murphc1-5

NA_MurphC1-6

NA_MurphC1-8

NA_MurphC1-9

until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable. 1

Sincerely,
/M&r 4/&ZZA«MM/ 285 JAN (r
(Signature) / f / / (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Charles Murphy, January 8, 2011

NA_MurphC1-1
NA_MurphC1-2

NA_MurphC1-3

NA_MurphC1-4

NA_MurphC1-5

NA_MurphC1-6

NA_MurphC1-7

NA_MurphC1-8

NA_MurphC1-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow,
please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.
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Comment Letter NA_MurphC2
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Charles Murphy, January 25, 2011

NA_MurphC2-1 Commenter is in favor of closing the river mouth to benefit the fish. It should
be noted that the proposed lagoon outlet channel will only be implemented
following barrier beach closure and that mechanical closure of the barrier
beach is not included as a project component. Please refer to Draft EIR Chapter
2.0, Project Description.

NA_MurphC2-2 Refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses. Additional analysis would be required, if this alternative is pursued,
to determine the permit status of the structures, as well as potential physical
environmental effects associated with raising or modifying the structures. For
additional discussion regarding feasibility and uncertainty of outcomes of this
alternative, refer Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

NA_MurphC2-3 For additional discussion regarding feasibility and uncertainty of outcomes of
this alternative, refer Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses. Implementation of this type of a permanent
dam with removable sections as an alternative is limited by substantial
engineering, environmental, permitting, and other constraints. Without formal
engineering feasibility and design review, it is speculative to determine
whether a structure would function as intended, and with less environmental
impacts than those identified for the proposed project. Please refer to Draft EIR
Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis, for alternatives considered.

NA_MurphC2-4 Comment asserts that there is no need for consideration to seals since they move
locations when the barrier beach forms. The comment states that the seals are not
impacted by the project and should not be considered in the Draft EIR. Please
see Impact 4.4.1 and 4.4.8, beginning on pages 4.4-67 and 4.4-79, respectively,
for a discussion on the potential project impacts to special status marine
mammal, including seals.

Draft EIR Section 4.5, Biological Resources, includes analysis of short-term
effects to harbor seals during creation of the lagoon outlet channel, as well as
long-term effects of maintaining barrier beach conditions during the Lagoon
Management Period. The general assertion of the comment concurs with the
conclusions in the Draft EIR that there will be no significant impacts associated
with lagoon outlet channel creation; however consideration of alteration of river
conditions that could restrict interior river harbor seal haulout locations is
considered significant.

NA_MurphC2-5 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer Master
Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.
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3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments
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Comment Letter NA_MurphJ

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

T aMes D) M yur r:.-]f«uf
JAN 13 201 (Name: Please Print)

To: Jeane: Martini-Lamb [ Q%M W pﬁﬁ/‘ﬂ{é‘&fx

(Street Auuress}

Loty Nada. e Ga525~
(Town) (Zip Code)

CFI45.5 1. =sl iver Exty
cf #45-5.1-2.1 Russian Rive: Estuary Management Project -
Lorrespondence

January, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMIB
404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft T
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and | NA_MurphJ-1
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, T

recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise [ NA_MurphJ-2

and personal health, fishing, swimming, and :
e ——

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish T

Habiiat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA MurphJ-3
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be -urp
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1

Please address the issues below: i
» CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental

document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_MurphJ-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. 1
+ Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from NA_MurphJ-5

closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.
+  SCWA can't control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through | \a MurphJ-6
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality -
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.

¢« When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open :[ NA_MurphJ-7
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.
» The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8. No buildings would be NA_MurphJ-8

flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. 1
+ Tam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control NA_MurphJ-9
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available -
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable. 1

erel
wam e 77700);z9/m / ///f/

( 19 IE.I.LUG) / / (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

James Murphy, January 11, 2011

NA_MurphJ-1 Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
NA_MurphJ-2 Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

NA_MurphJ-3 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.

NA_MurphJ-4 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

NA_MurphJ-5 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.

NA_MurphJ-6 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

NA_MurphJ-7 For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

NA_MurphJ-8 Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

NA_MurphJ-9 For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.
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ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

SONOME COUNTY WATER AGENDY

JAN 13 201

32
To. Jeane, Martini-Lamb

CFi45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -
Correspondence

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

T wish to express my concerns about the ”

Comment Letter NA_MurphM

/] €t
(Name: Please Print)
256y fu 7 e

(Street Address)

/“44’7/\/7?‘*

{(Town)

& AA e ”ﬁf-/rf

/c:) s Ilg_'.'- (/ r?

(Zip Code)

January, 2011

Russian River Estuary Managemert Project: Draft T

Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and

address on your notification list for all m

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, T

eetings and documents related to this project.

recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spmfua] well being, for exercise

and personal health, fishing, swimming,
———

and Kﬂyﬂf( + (AAKE("/N(_

—_ ‘
I'am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish

Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”.

The stated
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which

1]:mrposes of both projects is to fulfill
assumes that river flows must be

managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish.

Please address the issues below:

*

document.

CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
“Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the

BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process.

Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from

closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.

+  SCWA can’t control flows at Haci
when dam releases were reduced

September. This project is only viable during dl’udb}"u years w

enda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through
hen water quality

e

impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in llohi of BO requirements.

When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usual]y stays open

anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.
*  The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8'. No buildings would be
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

I am concerned that water quality

monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,

and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available

unti] the EIR on “low flow project”

2071 5 N7 s

isreleased in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

== s/

5 ey, -
mncerely M/ﬁ}’/
/s

(Signature}

(Date)

NA_MurphM-1

S5

NA_MurphM-1

NA_MurphM-2

NA_MurphM-3

NA_MurphM-4

NA_MurphM-5

NA_MurphM-6

[ NA_MurphM-7
INA MurphM-8

NA_MurphM-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Michael Murphy, January 11, 2011

NA_ MurphM-1 Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.

NA_MurphM-2 Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

NA_MurphM-3 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.

NA_MurphM-4  For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

NA_MurphM-5  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.

NA_MurphM-6 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses

NA_MurphM-7  For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow,
please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

NA_MurphM-8 Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

NA_MurphM-9 For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.
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Comment Letter NA_Myers

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
MAR -3 20 (:@ PY |
To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb i{ﬁﬁ'kb';ﬁ%. R ‘ //}/] Vér_{ |

(Name: Please Print)

339 Cedpr ST

CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -
Correspondence

(Street Address)
Mitlbrae | . 44030
(Town) (Zip Code)

' - January, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

‘Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft T _
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and NA_Myers-1
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project. 1

I utlize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, |
recreationist and/ or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise | NA_Myers-2
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and ' 1

T am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA Mvers-3
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be -
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1

Please address the issues below: :
» CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental o
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_Myers-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. ' S
«  Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from NA Myers-5
~ closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach. L1 =~
« " SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through | NA Mvers:6
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality |~ ~ yers
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.

«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open ]: NA Mvers-7 -
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. 1l - y
* The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8'. No buildings would be NA_Myers-8

flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

« Iam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control | NA Myers-9
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available -
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable. L

Sincerely, | T
—7[’7”“'%—’4 %Vf Febrosry A5, 2e/l
(Signdture) T | (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Kenneth Myers, February 28, 2011

NA_Myers-1
NA_Myers-2

NA_Myers-3

NA_Myers-4

NA_Myers-5

NA_Myers-6

NA_Myers-7

NA_Myers-8

NA_Myers-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-276 ESA /207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_Naegl

ORIGINAL DOCUMENTY
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENGY

JAN T4 201 El 2 LcThe Mz = e

To' Jeane; Martini-Lamb (Neme: Flease Prm}].) g ~
CFME--S 1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project - 7 %% 5 ('é t’fﬁ \?j /Réf/
Cormespondence (Street Address) ' / _ '
- ) [ 6_—» e
/ z res [V /{e 3 Q /‘% L/‘-?,C'a
("T‘own} 4 (Zip Code)

: January, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft T
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and | NA_Naegl-1
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, T
recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expressigw, for spiritual well being, for exercise | NA_Naegl-2
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and _£&e 2. cctoz -

] am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA Naeal-3
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be -Naeg
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1

Please address the issues below: : _
»  CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_Naegl-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. —L
*  Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from NA_Naegl-5

closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.

+  SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through | NA Naeal-6

e o 1 3 - 1 table duiritie ero . »o 1 =32 TR 154 - aegl-
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements. L

«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open NA Naedl-7
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. —aeg
» The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8. No buildings would be I NA_Naegl-8

flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.
« Iam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control NA_Naegl-9
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available -
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

Sincergly, .. . 4 o
B BT Dhcpl -2~/
/

(Signature)/ (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Elizabeth Naegle, January 12, 2011

NA_ Naegl-1
NA_Naegl-2

NA_Naegl-3

NA_Naegl-4

NA_Naegl-5

NA_Naegl-6

NA_Naegl-7

NA_Naegl-8

NA_Naegl-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.
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GINAL DOCUMENT
sggn;\ c[:\cl)umv WATER AGENCY

JAN 19 2010

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -

Correspondence

Comment Letter NA_Narbu

(.Name: Please Print)

w22 Woed L;amﬂ D

(Street Address)

(c;)e:rmw[. k& QsHL

(Town) (Zip Code)
January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft T
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and | NA_Narbu-1
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.
I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, T
recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise | NA_Narbu-2
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and ___ R R
I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish -
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated putposes of both projects is to fulfill NA Narbu-3
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be -Narbu-
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1
Please address the issues below:
» CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_Narbu-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. : 1
« EBstuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from NA Narbu-5
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach. 1 "~
« SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010.
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through NA Narbu-6
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality —varbu-
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements. 1
«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open I NA Narbu-7
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. 1l -
«  The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8'. No buildings would be NA Narbu-8
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. 1l
« Tam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control | NA Narbu-9
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available -

until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. Thisis unacceptable. 1

\(éi gl;.ature) o

Tieyzial

(Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Anna Narbutovskih, January 15, 2011

NA_Narbu-1
NA_Narbu-2

NA_Narbu-3

NA_Narbu-4

NA_Narbu-5

NA_Narbu-6

NA_Narbu-7

NA_Narbu-8

NA_Narbu-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.
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Comment Letter NA_Neste

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

JAN 18 201

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

/Pt.“\-[ S S&n(l\] w@?&i\rd‘k’ﬁ,

(Name: Please Print)

CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project - JQ\O lC\O /R\\ N \ 2 \ \;S\n

Correspondence

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

(Street Address)
M gate Wig  AGUC™A
(Town) ) (Zip Code)

January, 2011

ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403-
Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

[ wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft |

Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and | NA_Neste-1

address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project. 1

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s){property owner, business owner,
recreationist Jand /or tourist, for artistic

and personal health,

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish

expression, for spiritpal well being, for exercise | NA_Neste-2
and M iSua ! Yt \6w d\l\"\_(r_‘fb

Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill N A Neste-3

requirements of the Biologi cal Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1

Please address the issues below:

» CEQA requires

that the entire project be considered in one environmental

docunient. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_Neste-4

BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process.

«  Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from T NA Neste-5

 closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.
e SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010

when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through NA Neste-6

September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality

impacts would

be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.

«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open i NA Nestea-7

anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.

« The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8. No buildings would be T NA Nestea-8

flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.
+ Tatn concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,

and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control | NA Neste-9

Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until the EIR on “low flow project” is

Sincerely, Q \&
ST

ased in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable. 1

s~ Aol

i (Date)

(Signature) : —
)&/W—a )WJ [ |3/20//
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Pete & Sandy Nesteroke, January 13, 2011

NA_Neste-1
NA_Neste-2

NA_Neste-3

NA_Neste-4

NA_Neste-5

NA_Neste-6

NA_Neste-7

NA_Neste-8

NA_Neste-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-282 ESA /207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



To Jeane: Martini-Lamb

Comment Letter NA_Niemc

] . N ' -
i : U2
ORIGINAL DOCUMENT FlAAD N 1E¥Icaw

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY = | ' .
%& N iencewiiz—
JAN 13 2011 ame P]edse Print)

/7{ % Epawap LoD

CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River tstuary Management Projest - Vs (Swlrem ;,\/fl /d”‘]_ffs:sz) e Y ,f"'(!"/:f:):/
Correspondence N / - /J’-’Z;’ v
C"T'E")d—:-’ v, le  EA St
(Town) ~ (Zip Code)
KV /‘f{‘ﬂ"s“r‘ U=
T ETL
X swrie January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

1 wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft T

R reD rHve, (o 2ol AN 4&;’@%’

Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and | NA_Niemc-1

address on your notification list for all meetings and documents 1elated to_this project.

_____ T —— - "‘-—-—.___,_“

I utlhze the Russian River in the foHowuw way(s

ror ertv owner, business_owner
ec st 32 or tourist, fc for artistic expression, for spiritua] well being, f @e NA_Niemc-2

and pe T“;OIUJ healthy f15h1nﬁmummu/g and ‘f?;zﬁ f’ il lo725

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separahon) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish

Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA Niemc-3

requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1

Please address the issues below:
+ CEQA xeqmres that the entire project be considered in one environmental

document “Low flow’ "Fsnexorably hnked to the Estuary Project through the NA_Niemc-4 ,

. Estuary Prcner:t only analyzes impacts pacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from ﬂ""“}by’«uﬁfemc-S

closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.” /1f
+  SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through

A

September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality NA Niemc-6

11n$ea§ts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in llght of BO reqmremoms |

A’?%XM&S evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.

flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.
+ 1 am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,

ows are Jowered in dry years, the river mouth usuallygifal?ggp_(.n— : :[ NA . N}pm’
c-7
e preferred project m aintains estuary levels at 8. No buildings would be !’IﬂA Niemc-8

and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control [ NA_Niemc-9,
Board or the pubhc_The outcome of water qua—I’ty studies will not be available ‘@fg,-,é'ﬁ_ u7ce
ungitthe EIR o ow project” is released i 1:n 1.5 years. This is unacce table /t
Sincerely, Lt~ -+ , . ?0 ﬁf ”:ﬂ({zé/g?_/’
7{ el /{’f 7] Czeidle // f‘//}’o// 7 et

(Signature) (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Roland and Bess Niemcewicz, January 11, 2011

NA Niemc-1 Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
NA Niemc-2 Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

NA_Niemc -3 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.

NA_Niemc -4 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

NA_Niemc -5 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.

NA_Niemc -6 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

NA_Nienc-7  For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

NA_Niemc -8 Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

NA_Niemc -9 For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-284 ESA /207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_Nilso

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENDY
E p N N I ) . . -
JAN 13 20 SPepcae. N Sond
(Name: Please Print)
To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb -
O e . 2011 L.Erﬂwff’;zr—zmﬁﬂ
gsﬁaﬁs—g&:nﬁél cl‘«;ussmn River Estuary Management Project - - (Street Address)
- SANTA ROSA, LA 95405
(Town) (Zip Code)

January, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY _
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft T
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and | NA_Nilso-1
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

[ utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, |
recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spmtual well being, for exerc1se NA_Nilso-2

and personal health, fishing, swimming, and

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA Nilso-3
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be —
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threa’cened ﬁsh

Please address the issues below:
» CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project ’chrough the NA_Nilso-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. 1
 Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from NA Nilso-5
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach. L1 =~ -

- * SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through | \ 4 il 50-6
September. This project is only viable during drough’t years when water quality -
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.

* When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open T NA Nilso-7
anyway as evidenced in August; 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. 1l -
* The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8’. No buildings would be NA Nilso-8

flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

» T'am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control NA Nilso-9
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available -
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

Sm%m /7/?%% //?///

(Slgna (Date
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Spencer Nilson, January 17, 2011

NA_Nilso-1
NA_Nilso-2

NA_Nilso-3

NA_Nilso-4

NA_Nilso-5

NA_Nilso-6

NA_Nilso-7

NA_Nilso-8

NA_Nilso-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-286 ESA /207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



Comment Letter NA_OCall

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENSY

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

CF!455,1-2_1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -

Correspondence

JAN 1 & 201

T ot T O CrllACHAN

(Name: Please Print)

[eRer Bl BORK) L,

(Street Address)
paErville, (a. 9543 &
(Town) - (Zip Code)
January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft |

Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner,
recreationist and/ or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise

and personal health, fishing, swimming, and PRO ferTy puwel SpidiToel o

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish.

Please address the issues below:

CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process.

Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.
SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.
When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.
The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8". No buildings would be
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

I am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

Sincerely,

.13 1/

%ﬂx\ S}D(/O i%@
(Signature) 19 .

(Date) ~

NA_OCall-1
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Thomas O’Callaghan, January 13, 2011

NA_OCall-1
NA_OCall-2

NA_OCall-3

NA_OCall-4

NA_OcCall-5

NA_OCall-6

NA_OCall-7

NA_OcCall-8

NA_OcCall-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-288 ESA /207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_OLear

Page 1 of 2
Megan Steer
From: mcranch [mcranch@sonic.net]
Sent: Monday, February 14, 2011 4:22 PM
To: estuaryproject
Cc: Jessica.Martin.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov; Brenda S. Adelman
Subject: Comments of DEIR
Dennis O’Leary (Name: Please Print)
P.O.Box 251, (Street Address) 15800 Old
Cazadero Rd.
Guerneville, CA 95446
(Town) (Zip Code)

February 14, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft Environmental |

Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and address on your notification list for all
meetings and documents related to this project.

QUESTIONS:
1. Why is the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) the lead agency for this project?

SCWA appears to have an obvious conflict of interest here. Page 57 of the Biological Opinion (BO) identifies
SCWA practices as likely causing part of the problem — (The Water Agency stream channel maintenance, estuary
maintenance and dam operations are likely to jeopardize and adversely modify critical habitat for endangered
coho salmon and steelhead.) This alone should bring into question whether SCWA can serve as a non partial
lead agency. But furthermore, considering the fact that SCWA is in the business of supplying (selling) Russian
River water to approximately 700,000 customers emphasizes the question; can the general public expect SCWA
to over look it’s own special interest and act as lead agency for this project? I think the State Water Resources
Control Board should be the lead agency on this project.

2. Why wasn’t Project Alternative “No Future Estuary Management” given serious consideration?

DEIR, 6.3.3 (page 482) “Project Alternatives”, identifies this alternative and goes into several brief statements,
supposedly explaining why this alternative was not considered. The reasons listed seem contrived and hardly
justify dismissal of this alternative. The DEIR(page 582) says that breaches might occur that are uncontrolled,
unpredictable and unsupervised... To that I say, so what, that is the nature of “nature”.

As to the issue of flood management, there is no flooding problem around the estuary. I find no record of
inhabited structures flooding in the estuary area, even during the highest winter floods. River front property
owners should expect shoreline fluctuations throughout the year. It is unavoidable. Most likely all efforts to
manage the estuary level will have limited success or fail (as in July, 2010).

Therefore:

Stop all mechanical and artificial breaching. Allow the estuary water surface level to rise and backup.

2/15/2011
NA OLear-1 Final EIR page 3.3-289
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Comment Letter NA_OLear

Page 2 of 2

Historically, we know the river breaches the ocean sandbar at approximately 11 feet. Allowing this natural
sequence of events will most likely provide the desired lagoon conditions more predictably and for longer
durations than the proposed project described in the DEIR.

3. HB 885 — Effect of this Legislation on Jenner river front properties?

This legislation, passed in 2004, could have onerous implications for properties with septic systems within 600
feet of the river. I bring this up in the context that it makes no sense to protect estuary area septic systems from
flooding if, in fact, the systems are in violation of current laws and face future compliance or abatement actions.

NA_OLear-3
i cont.

NA_OLear-4

Why wasn’t this mentioned in the DEIR?

Thank You for the opportunity to comment on this DEIR.

Sincerely,

Dennis O’Leary

2/15/2011
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Dennis O’Leary, February 14, 2011

NA_ OLear-1

NA_OLear-2

NA_OLear-3

NA_OLear-4

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.

As established in CEQA Section 21067, “lead agency” means the public agency
which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project which
may have a significant effect upon the environment. Similarly, if a project will be
carried out by a public agency, that agency shall be the Lead Agency even if the
project would be located within the jurisdiction of another public agency [CEQA
Section 15051(a)]. Therefore, Water Agency is the correct Lead Agency under
CEQA because the Estuary Management Project will be carried out by the Water
Agency staff, funding, and direction.

As noted by the commenter, the Draft EIR includes a discussion regarding the No
Future Estuary Management Alternative. As discussed in Section 6.2 (page 6-4),
according to CEQA Section 15126.6(f)(3), an EIR need not consider alternatives
for which the effects cannot be reasonably determined and for which
implementation is remote and speculative. The No Future Estuary Management
Alternative is a potential alternative to the proposed Estuary Management
Project; however based on preliminary review, was found infeasible, would not
achieve the project objectives, would not substantially reduce impacts, or could
incur new or more severe impacts than those associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, it is not considered further. Refer to Draft EIR Chapter 6.0,
Alternatives Analysis, and Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses, for additional discussion.

The reference in the comment letter HB 885 refers to Assembly Bill 885, adopted
in 2000 and codified in California Water Code Section 13290-13291.7, Chapter 4.5
Division directs the State Water Resources Control Board to adopt regulations for
onsite wastewater treatment systems (septic systems). The regulations require
septic tank owners to pay for inspections every five years, have a state certified
laboratory analyst analyze well water for constituents every five years, and provide
compliance documentation. For owners of systems within 600 feet of a surface
water body that does not meet water quality standards, special requirements apply.
Where existing septic systems have been identified by the NCRWQCB to be
contributing to the water quality impairment (pollution) of specific surface water
bodies, owners of septic systems within 600 feet of the impaired surface water
body will be required to have a qualified professional determine whether the septic
system is contributing to the impairment; and if so, retrofit the septic system with
supplemental treatment?.

1 State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), Proposed Regulations and Proposed Statewide Waiver for Onsite
Wastewater Treatment Systems (OWTS) (Septic Systems), February 18, 2009.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-291 ESA /207734.01
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

SWRCB, with delegation to the NCRWQCB, is the implementing and enforcing
agency for these regulations; the Water Agency does not have enforcement
authority to regulate septic system owners along the Russian River.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-292 ESA /207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_Olesk

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

CF/45-3.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -

Correspondence

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

JAN 18 201
’ P!O OLES Ko

(ﬁame: Please Print)

35T VD Kepper o

(Street Address)
Polesiiwe 7736
(Town) (Zip Code)

January, 2011

ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA. CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft T

Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

or spiritﬁal well bein

sin W,
L (for exercis

- I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects’is to fulfill
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish.

Please address the issues below:

- Sincerel

CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process.

Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.
SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through
September. Thisproject is only viable during drought years when water quality
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed inlight of BO requirements.
When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.
The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8. No buildings would be -
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

I am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until the EIR on “desv flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This'is unacceptable.

(Signature)

1fr /1l

(Date)

NA_Olesk-1

NA_Olesk-1"

NA_Olesk-2

NA_Olesk-3

NA_Olesk-4

NA_Olesk-5
NA_Olesk-6

I NA_Olesk-7
NA_Olesk-8

NA_Olesk-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Rio Olesky, January 14, 2011

NA_ Olesk-1
NA_Olesk-2

NA_ Olesk-3

NA_Olesk-4

NA_Olesk-5

NA_Olesk-6

NA_Olesk-7

NA_Olesk-8

NA_Olesk-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-294 ESA /207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENGY

JAN 18 20%

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -

Carrespondence

Comment Letter NA_Oldha

JONK S iesspr OL O 1sss,

(Name: Please Print)

72 9ys” COniEER

DR

(Street Address)

onte. Rio ';(’»4 G542

(Town)

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martinj—Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft |

(Zip Code)

January, 2011

Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and

address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

[ utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner,
recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise

and personal health, fishing, swimming, and €4 \0Gne (¢ Fe .

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be

managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. -

Please address the issues below:
» CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental

document.. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the

BO. It is wrong to bifurcate the process. '

« Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from

closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.

» SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through
September. This project is orly viable during drought years when water quality

impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.

«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. d
*  The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8'. No buildings would be
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. .
« Iam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

Sincerely,

/it 4

NA_Oldha-1

NA_Oldha-2

NA_Oldha-3

NA_Oldha-4 -

[ NA_Oldha-5

NA_Oldha-6

[ NA_Oldha-7
NA_Oldha-8

NA_Oldha-9

14
(5 ignature)

QM&};/?J/JU K//@Z/LMF»/

NA_Oldha-1

Nen 13 201

7 (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

John & Mary Ann Oldham, January 13, 2011

NA_Oldha-1
NA_Oldha-2

NA_Oldha-3

NA_Oldha-4

NA_Oldha-5

NA_Oldha-6

NA_Oldha-7

NA_Oldha-8

NA_Oldha-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-296 ESA /207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



Comment Letter NA_Olson

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

JAN 19 201 ﬁ%ﬂ? L, OLsow

Name: Ple i
To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb (Nam ase Print)

CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project - ?ﬂ _gg)( Z 72 /

Correspondence (Street Address)
Grepnejis F 7554
(Town) / (Zip Code)

January, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY -
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

- Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft |
" Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and NA_Olson-1
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project. '

[ utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, T
recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise | NA_Olson-2
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and -.

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA Olson-3
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be e
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish.

Please address the issues below:
+ CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental

‘document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the | NA_Olson-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. ' 4 :
+ Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from NA Olson-5

closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.
e SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through | \a Olson-6
- September. Thisproject is only viable during drought years when water quality - :
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements. 1.

«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open T NA Olson-7
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. 1 - -
« The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8". No buildings would be NA Olson-8

flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. -

-« Tam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control NA Olson-9
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available -
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

Sincerely.e / _ :
T ity = '/74 Y17/

(Signature) ' ‘ (Dater)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Harold Olson, January 17, 2011

NA_Olson-1
NA_Olson-2

NA_Olson-3

NA_Olson-4

NA_Olson-5

NA_Olson-6

NA_Olson-7

NA_Olson-8

NA_Olson-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-298 ESA /207734.01
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‘Commen Letter NA_ORork

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
JAN 2 1 201 -
Depwis OReonke
To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb (Na.me: Please Print)
gz:feﬁésc;‘ -ézé:] L:Rel.|ssiar: River Estuary Management Project - _2 0 5 Y0 Riven E‘L Vi,
(Street Address)
Monte Rn, Cn 15962
(Town) (Zip Code)

_ January, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA, CA 95405

' Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft |
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and | NA_ORork-1
* address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, |
recreationist and/ or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise | NA_ORork-2
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and L

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA ORork-3
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be —JRork-
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish.

Please address the issues below:

+ CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_ORork-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. 1

«  Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from | NA ORork-5
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach. 1 ~

+ SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010 :
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through | \a ORork-6
September. This project is orly viable during drought years when water quality | =~ :
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements. 1

«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open NA ORork-7
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. 1l -
* The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8'. No buildings would be NA ORork-8 -

flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

« Tam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control | NA ORork-9
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available -
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable. 1

Sincerely,
_QMO'(KM@ -ty -1}

(Signature) ' (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Dennis O’'Rorke, January 14, 2011

NA_ORork-1
NA_ORork-2

NA_ORork-3

NA_ORork-4

NA_ORork-5

NA_ORork-6

NA_ORork-7

NA_ORork-8

NA_ORork-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-300 ESA /207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_Packe

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

Susan Packer
17340 Watson Rd_
Guerneville CA 95446

FEB -7 201

&9 January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft |
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and address on

your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

T'utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, recreationist and |

am an avid kayalker.

I'am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish Habitat Flots
and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill requirements of the
Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be managed to allow formation of an
estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. '

Please address the issues below:

Sincerely,

CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental document. “Low
flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the BO. It is wrong to bifurcate the
process. I have personally witnessed algae grows increasing in the Lower Russian River due to
low flow and am concerned about the health of the Lower River.

Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from closed mouth
& flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach. The Ludwiggia and algae
grows and lack of reportable testing of the quality of the water indicate that this is really a
sham and not a project to save any fish. Low flows in the Klamath River resulted in the death
of many fish- is this where we are heading?

SCWA can't control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010 when dam
releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through September. This project
is only viable during drought years when water quality impacts would be greatest. This
should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.

When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open anyway as
evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.

The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8". No buildings would be flooded at this
level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

I 'am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were madequate and that data
for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control Board or the public. The
outcome of water quality studies will not be available until the EIR on “low flow project” is
released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

N2 ) J9 _len 20 1)

(Signature)

ﬂma

o/ (Datef/

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

i:F!45-5.1 -2.1 Russlan River Estuary Management Project -
Carrespondence

NA_Packe-1

NA_Packe-1

NA_Packe-2

NA_Packe-3

NA_Packe-4

NA_Packe-5

NA_Packe-6

NA Packe-7

INA Packe-8

NA_Packe-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Susan Packer, January 29, 2011

NA_Packe-1
NA_Packe-2

NA_Packe-3

NA_Packe-4

NA_Packe-5

NA_Packe-6

NA_Packe-7

NA_Packe-8

NA_Packe-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-302 ESA /207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



Comment Letter NA_Pappa

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

Ay,
SRS Sy stn] A L% A/

JEN 1L 204

(Name: Please Print)
To' Jeane. Martini-Lamb LS 7 XL/j
R N Y.V
R WTCT (coelWEL 80D R A
CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Managemen! Projecl - . i
Correspondence (Street Address)

' < P el
({-ﬂ?ff_/ ELANEVILLE ﬁ//’ % 4/ ’44‘/#

(Town) / (Zip Code)

January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

] wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft T
Environmental Impaci Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and | NA_Pappa-1
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

| utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business—auuasr,
recreationist ameshss=tewsrst, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise | NA_Pappa-2
and personal health, fishing, swimming, andefs _A8./44 / A/ C— —C 4N LOF JNG— ]
I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish T

Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA Pappa-3
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be —rappa-
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1

Please address the issues below:
+  CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental

document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_Pappa-4
BO. It is wrong to bifurcate the process. L
+  Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from NA_Pappa-5

closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.
+  SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010

when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through

ot s e et Al e durine droteht vears vwehen water aualit NA_Pappa-6

:peptcmber. 1Ius projeci 1s oruy viable dqurii ig dr ougAnt years wnen wailr quaiily

impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements. L

»  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open [ NA P ;
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. L= appa-
« The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8. No buildings would be NA_Pappa-8

* flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. |

« Iam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control | NA Pappa-9
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available -
until the EIR on “low flow project” if released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable. 1

Sipeerely, / ﬁ
Who . scatre 1N Vagfane S Jiar (2 20/]
: f

( Si‘gn: fure) ! (Date) !
b
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Susan Pappan, January 12, 2011

NA_Pappa-1
NA_Pappa-2

NA_Pappa-3

NA_Pappa-4

NA_Pappa-5

NA_Pappa-6

NA_Pappa-7

NA_Pappa-8

NA_Pappa-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-304 ESA /207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project-
Carrespondence -

Comment Letter NA_Parr

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

(Name: Please Print)

LTS Oxrch od Lane

(Street Address)

Cyereealle (B _T544L

) | = (Zip Code)

January, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

] wish to express my concerns about the “Rissian River Estuary Management Project: Draft |
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and | NA_Parr-1
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.
I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, T
recreationist and/ or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise [ NA_Parr-2
and personal health, flsMng, sw1rr-1m1ng, and ,(M‘-c,k_:(:’% a4 [ "UuJ o1 g} j_- Q ey
I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the“Estuary Project from the’“Fish -
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated puiposes of both projects is to fulfill . NA Parr-3
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be rar-
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1
Please address the issues below: '
» CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
‘document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_Parr-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. - : 1
»  Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from NA Parr-5
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach. 1 =~
« SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010 -
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through | \a par.6
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality —
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements. 1 _
«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open I NA Parr-7
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. 1= arr-
« The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8. No buildings would be NA Parr-8
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. i~
« Tam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control | NA Parr-9
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available -

until the EIR on “low flow P ject” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

S'mcere(lz} _ y J )
e wo 10 AT TR C /f% /rj
fire) N [ (Dateyl

(Sign

NA_Parr-1
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Jannell Parr, January 13, 2011

NA Parr-1 Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.

NA_Parr-2 Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

NA_Parr-3 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.

NA_Parr-4 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

NA_Parr-5 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.

NA_Parr-6 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

NA_Parr-7 For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

NA_Parr-8 Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

NA_Parr-9 For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-306 ESA /207734.01

Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

To: Jeane, Martini-Lamb

CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -

Correspondence

Comment Letter NA_Pedra

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

r ¢ ; h '
Xr’\{s"{/‘—\)‘l\ ‘%QLPGJ‘?JLW] \

(Name: Please Print)

/ ﬁ) ',.F%K’ITP;‘:Q/@ e _DP

JAN 14 2018

(Street Addr;_s% / N

4 . C
Cg”ﬂamaj Sael L,m /
(Town) (Zip Code)

January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

ATT

N: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA. CA 95403

Dear

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Manogement Project: Draft T
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and

Ms. Martini-Lamb:

address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner,
recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise

and personal health, fishing, swimming, and _fa, Zea™/teain in2c

Iam

G weadg !

4G

concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish

Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill

requ

irements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be

managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish.

Please address the issues below:

Sincerely,

T,

CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow" is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process.

Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.
SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through
September. This project is vnly viable during drought years when water quality

impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.

When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.
The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8'. No buildings would be
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

I am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available

until the EIR on “low flow prg;eﬁ"is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

7?&"J"LL//4J LA D12 [ 13- 7/

¥

(Signature)

‘ ) ) (Date)
B, '], <, »
'// 236 Wead s, Lé [LUMMLL-« N w V}"lovhe_

i Lo " /"\\ L e . .
7¢vwgm&/ Ca. 95932
NA_Pedra-1 ——

6/

NA_Pedra-1

- \

\
NA_Pedra-2

NA_Pedra-3

|
NA_Pedra-4

[ NA_Pedra-5

NA_Pedra-6

__ NA_Ped;a—T
I NA_Pedra-8

NA_Pedra-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

R.L. Pedrazzini, January 12, 2011

NA_ Pedra-1
NA_ Pedra-2

NA_ Pedra-3

NA_Pedra-4

NA_Pedra-5

NA_Pedra-6

NA_Pedra-7

NA_Pedra-8

NA_Pedra-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-308 ESA /207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



To: Jeane: Martini-Lamb

CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -

Correspondence

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

Comment Letter NA_Peter

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

o
@;\m, vl [ (Pc < Zon

(Narde: Please Print)

6 ? (_ C;'/C{)\S' 3 e}j //ﬁ wol

JAN 25 201

(Town) (Zip Code)

('—‘E@SI‘ATWSS)
\\x Q ™ by A W\ﬁ—ﬁ. ( (—\
|
| January, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

Twish to e'kprelss my
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, T

recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well, being, for exercise
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and YWwolbs  -Seed

Y
I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Plk%jgct\{from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish.

Please address the issues below:

» . CEQA requires that the entire project be considered ini one environmental

document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the
~ BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process.

'« Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.

« SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010 .
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through

‘Septemiber. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality

impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.

« When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.

«  The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8’. No buildings would be
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

« Tam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control

concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft |

A49¢g =

NA_Peter-1

NA_Peter-2

NA_Peter-3

NA_Peter-4

NA_Peter-5

NA_Peter-6

NA_Peter-7
NA_Peter-8

NA_Peter-9

Board or the public, The outcome of water quality studies will not be available

ho——— D[

"(Datei

(Si gna\tl‘l‘rr?) B
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Raymond Peterson, January 11, 2011

NA_Peter-1
NA_Peter-2

NA_Peter-3

NA_Peter-4

NA_Peter-5

NA_Peter-6

NA_Peter-7

NA_Peter-8

NA_Peter-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-310 ESA /207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



Comment Letter NA_Petru

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

FEB -4 2011

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

(Name: Please Print)

Ms. Linda Petrulias
23 Silvia Dr —
o Cazadero, CA 95421-9690

CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -
Correspondence

(Town) (Zip Code)

' January, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY _
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB-
404 AVIATION BLVD. = -
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner,
recreationist and/ or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish.

Please address the issues below: _

+  CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process.

+ Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.:

« SCWA can't control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.

«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.

» The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8'. No buildings would be
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

e Iam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

Sin_cerely@ . , :
ZZ’]?/&M/}J A-5~//

(Signature) (Date)

NA_Petru-1 -

NA_Petru-2

NA_Petru-3

NA_Petru-4

'NA_Petru-5

NA_Petru-6

:[ NA_Petru-7
NA_Petru-8

NA_Petru-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Linda Petrulias, February 3, 2011

NA_Petru-1
NA_Petru-2

NA_Petru-3

NA_Petru-4

NA_Petru-5

NA_Petru-6

NA_Petru-7

NA_Petru-8

NA_Petru-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-312 ESA /207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



Comment Letter NA_Philp

T s B
R R N

TET AR
k¥ OF&IG%NAL DOCUMENT

g SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
JAN 3 1 201 | |
To: Jeane: Martini-Lamb (Name: Please Print) I
CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project - &S0 ™M oqs Crnyg R&
Correspondence

(Street Address)

Guernevilie Ceo 9 5494
(Town) ’ (Zip Code)

January, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD. '
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft. T

Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, ]

recreationist and/ or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and __s 1S vl iy~

. U

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill
requirements of the Biolo gical Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish.

Please address the issues below:

» CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process.

«  Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.

'« SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through
‘September: This project is only viable during drought years when water quality
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed inli ght of BO requirements.

«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.

+  The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8. No buildings would be
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

« Iam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

Sincerely, A o
M:’y‘-ﬂ—- Q] ?i":- o= :_’;vb‘u
(Signature) Y _ (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Christine Philpitt, January 26, 2011

NA_Philp-1
NA_Philp-2

NA_Philp-3

NA_Philp-4

NA_Philp-5

NA_Philp-6

NA_Philp-7

NA_Philp-8

NA_Philp-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-314 ESA /207734.01
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ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

NA_Pott

Comment Le@ Y

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

To Jeane, Martini-Larnb

ChORUA ol

(Name: Please Print)

277 CoNTZ R T

JAN 14 201

CFi45-5,1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project - (Street Address)

Correspondence

CAN RAPALL. (4 G e 0]
(Town) (Zip Codé) /

January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

1 wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft T

Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and | NA_Potte-1

address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

1 utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, T

recreationist and/or tourist, fw for spj!*jtua] well being, for exercise | NA Potte-2

and personal health, fishing, swimming, and 1% i’ e NS .

I arn concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estdal'y Project from the “Fish

Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA Potte-3

requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. L

Please address the issues below:

CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental

document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA Potte-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. L
Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from NA Potte-5

dosed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach. |
SCWA can't control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010 T
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through

[ S b S e T IR caniam = dam Tnd wrmaaes sarlemen sans binee aaalites NA_PO“e'B
OEPLEmIDEr. 10is Projecuis OIuy Viaoit dumlb d;ougm years w hen water quallt)'
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements. |
When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open [ NA Potte-7
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. | NA_rotte-
The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8’. No buildings would be [

: thi : _ i NA_Potte-8
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. 1

T am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate, T
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Contro] NA Potte-9
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available -

until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. Thisis unacceptable. 1

incerely, 10 Dr
Sincerely CMR,«,& ((Zf(é/i#?/ ! ,/[Z;/ §

(Signature) \J {Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Gloria Potter, January 12, 2011

NA_Potte-1
NA_Potte-2

NA_Potte-3

NA_Potte-4

NA_Potte-5

NA_Potte-6

NA_Potte-7

NA_Potte-8

NA_Potte-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-316 ESA /207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



Comment Letter NA_Praeg

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

Teo: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -

Correspondence

JAN 1 8 201

(Name: Please Print)

™ P f’_\\'
L oRoT R TROEECE

L1203 Me 7= /i}oam* o v =

(Street Address)
MeoTi= Kee CL Y
(Town) (Zip que)
January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:-

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft T
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and

address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): prope
and/ or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and

ersonal ne SWImming

recreationi

7 owner, business owner,

"I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish.

Please address the issues below:

Sincerely,

CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. -

Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach.
SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality

impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed inlight of BO requirements.

When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.
The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8’. No buildings would be
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

I am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

e’

(Signature)

Dty L VPrces,,
( - (D ate)

' NA_Praeg-1

NA_Praeg-1

NA_Praeg-2

NA_Praeg-3

NA_Praeg-4

NA_Praeg-5

NA_Praeg-6

I NA_Praega-7
NA_Praeg-B

‘NA_Praeg-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Dorothy Praeger, January 18, 2011

NA_Praeg-1
NA_Praeg-2

NA_Praeg-3

NA_Praeg-4

NA_Praeg-5

NA_Praeg-6

NA_Praeg-7

NA_Praeg-8

NA_Praeg-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Commenter is expressing preference for the Reduced Project Alternative.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.
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“To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -

Correspendence

Comment Letter NA_Puig

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER, AGENCY

JAN 18 201 Crheer £ 84

(Name: Please Print)

(Street Address)
Mowte K?‘of (A  G5db-
(Town) : (Zip Code)
January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB '
404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Deeu" Ms. Martlni-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner,

‘recreationist and /or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well bein
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and geneicl Lnio :m .
’ -+

, for exercise

]
I am concerned about the bifurcation (separatiuéﬂ of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is-to fulfill
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be

mana

ged to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish.

Please address the issues below:

Sincerely, O\M

CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. E
Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach. -
SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.
When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.

The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8’. No buildings would be
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. :

I am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
untl the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

o 1-03-1

(Signature)

(Date)
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i
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Cheri Puig, January 13, 2011

NA_Puig-1
NA_Puig-2

NA_Puig-3

NA_Puig-4

NA_Puig-5

NA_Puig-6

NA_Puig-7

NA_Puig-8

NA_Puig-9

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.
Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.

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 of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river
flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

For discussion of the relationship between barrier beach closures and flow, please
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project
Alternative, considered in the Draft EIR.

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-320 ESA /207734.01
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