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CHAPTER 1  
Introduction 

1.1 Project Background 
The Sonoma County Water Agency (Water Agency), as Lead Agency, has prepared this Final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Russian River Estuary Management Project 
(Estuary Management Project or proposed project), in accordance with the provisions of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, codified as California Public Resources 
Code Sections 21000 et. seq., the State CEQA Guidelines in the Code of Regulations, Title 14, 
Division 6, Chapter 3, and the Water Agency’s Procedures for the Implementation of CEQA. The 
EIR is a public document for use by the Water Agency, other governmental agencies, and the 
public in identifying and analyzing the potential effects on the environment and mitigation 
measures to lessen or eliminate adverse impacts, and examining feasible alternatives to the 
proposed project. 

The Russian River Estuary (Estuary) is open to the ocean tides for much of the year. At certain 
times, the natural formation of a barrier beach1 across the mouth of the Russian River cuts off the 
tidal connection between the ocean and the Russian River and creates a lagoon.2

                                                      

 The Estuary may 
close at any time of the year, although the closures occur most often during the spring, summer, 
and late fall. Closures result in increasing water levels in the Estuary behind the barrier beach and 
an increase in the risk of flooding low-lying properties (SCWA, 2009). Natural breaching of the 
barrier beach occurs when Estuary water levels exceed the capability of the barrier beach to 
impound this water, causing localized erosion of the barrier beach and creating a tidal channel 
that reconnects the Russian River to the Pacific Ocean. Historically, private citizens breached the 
barrier beach, enabling the river to flow into the ocean, in an effort to avoid flooding. In the 
1960s, the Sonoma County Public Works Department began carrying out breaching, using heavy 
equipment. After a county reorganization in the mid-1990s, the Water Agency began to perform 
activities related to breaching the barrier beach. Currently, the Water Agency artificially breaches 
the barrier beach when the water surface level in the Estuary is between 4.5 and 7.0 feet above 
mean sea level, as determined by the gage at the Jenner Visitor’s Center, in accordance with the 
Russian River Estuary Study 1992–1993 (Heckel, 1994). Artificial breaching occurred every year 
between 1996 and 2009, except 2006. A detailed description of artificial breaching activities is 
provided in Chapter 2.0, Project Description.  

1 For the purposes of this project, the term barrier beach is used to describe closed sandbar conditions, consistent with 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) terminology.  

2 A lagoon is formed when a barrier beach restricts tidal exchange in the Estuary. 



1. Introduction 
 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 1-2 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report  July 2011 

In September 2008, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) issued the Biological Opinion 
for Water Supply, Flood Control Operations, and Channel Maintenance conducted by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Sonoma County Water Agency, and the Mendocino County 
Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation District in the Russian River Watershed 
(Russian River Biological Opinion). 3

The Russian River Biological Opinion concluded that the continued operations of Coyote Valley 
Dam and Warm Springs Dam by the USACE and the Water Agency in a manner similar to recent 
historic practices, together with the Water Agency’s stream channel maintenance activities and 
Estuary management, are likely to jeopardize and adversely modify critical habitat for 
endangered coho salmon and threatened steelhead. The Russian River Biological Opinion found 
that artificially elevated inflows to the Russian River Estuary during the low flow season 
(May through October) and historical artificial breaching practices have significant, adverse effects 
on the Russian River’s estuarine rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids, particularly steelhead. The 
historic method of artificial breaching, which is done in response to rising water levels behind the 
barrier beach, creates a tidal marine environment with shallow depths and high salinity. The 
Russian River Biological Opinion concludes that the combination of high inflows and breaching 
practices impact rearing habitat because they interfere with natural processes that would otherwise 
cause a freshwater lagoon to form behind the barrier beach. According to NMFS, fresh or brackish 
water lagoons at the mouths of many streams in central and southern California often provide 
depths and water quality that are highly favorable to the survival of rearing salmon and 
steelhead.

 The Russian River Biological Opinion is a culmination of 
more than a decade of consultation between the Water Agency, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), and NMFS regarding the impact of the Water Agency’s and USACE’s 
water supply and flood control activities on three fish species listed under the federal Endangered 
Species Act: Central California Coast steelhead, Central California Coast coho salmon, and 
California Coastal Chinook salmon. The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) issued 
a consistency determination on November 9, 2009, finding that the Russian River Biological 
Opinion was consistent with the requirements of the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) 
and adopting the measures identified in the Russian River Biological Opinion. 

4

The Russian River Biological Opinion requires the Water Agency to collaborate with NMFS 
and the CDFG and to modify Estuary management in order to reduce marine influence (high 
salinity and tidal inflow) and promote a higher water level in the Estuary (formation of a fresh or 
brackish water lagoon) from May 15 to October 15 (referred to hereafter as the “lagoon 
management period”). Conditions in a fresh or brackish water lagoon are thought by NMFS to 
enhance the quality of rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids. The Russian River Biological Opinion 
prescribes a program of potential, incremental steps to accomplish these conditions, including adaptive 
management of a lagoon outlet channel on the barrier beach during the lagoon management 

 

                                                      
3 The Russian River Biological Opinion may be accessed online at www.sonomacountywater.org and may be 

reviewed at the Water Agency’s office located at 404 Aviation Boulevard, Santa Rosa, CA. 
4 National Marine Fisheries Service. Biological Opinion for Water Supply, Flood Control Operations, and Channel 

Maintenance conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Sonoma County Water Agency, and the 
Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation District in the Russian River Watershed. 
p. 243. September 2008. 
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period. The Water Agency would continue the historical practice of artificially breaching the 
barrier beach to minimize flooding outside of the lagoon management period. 

1.2 Draft EIR Public Review Process 
On December 15, 2010, the Water Agency, as the CEQA Lead Agency, released for public review 
the Draft EIR for the Russian River Estuary Management Project. Appendix A provides the 
distribution list of individuals, organizations, and agencies that received the Draft EIR and Notice 
of Availability. A 60-day public review and comment period on the Draft EIR ended February 14, 
2011.A public hearing on the Draft EIR was held during the public review period on January 18, 
2010 from 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. at the Jenner Community Center, located at 10398 Highway 1, 
in Jenner, California.  

1.3 Purpose of the Final EIR  
This Response to Comments document is the finalizing addendum to the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (Draft EIR) prepared by the Water Agency for consideration of the Russian River 
Estuary Management Project. CEQA requires a lead agency that has completed a Draft EIR to 
consult with and obtain comments from public agencies that have legal jurisdiction with respect 
to the proposed action, and to provide the general public with opportunities to comment on the 
Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR detailed the proposed Estuary Management Project, evaluated and described the 
potential environmental impacts associated with the creation, implementation, and maintenance 
of the lagoon outlet channel during the lagoon management period, identified those impacts that 
could be significant, and presented mitigation measures, which, if adopted by the Water Agency, 
could avoid or minimize these impacts. The Draft EIR also evaluated alternatives to the proposed 
project, including the No Project Alternative, as required by the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA), a Habitat Restoration Alternative, Temporary Outlet Standpipe, Reduced Project 
Alternative, Jetty Modification Alternative, and Alternative Flood Control Measures.  

This Response to Comments document, together with the December 2010 Draft EIR, constitutes 
the Final EIR for the proposed project. This Final EIR has been prepared to respond to comments 
received from agencies and members of the public on the Draft EIR for the Estuary Management 
Project. The Final EIR will be used by the Water Agency as part of its application approval 
process, which includes selecting project alternatives, adopting mitigation measures, and 
reviewing project costs. 

1.4 Organization of the Final EIR 
As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, the Final EIR consists of the following elements: 

a. The Draft EIR or a revision of that draft. 
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b. Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in a 
summary. 

c. A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 

d. The response of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in review and 
consultation process. 

e. Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

Chapter 1, Introduction, describes the purpose and content of the Final EIR. Table 1, at the end 
of the Chapter, includes a list of commenters and affiliation, and summaries of each comment.  

Chapter 2, Master Responses, presents comprehensive discussions to environmental issues raised in 
multiple comments. These have been termed “master responses.” They are organized by topic to 
provide a more comprehensive response than may be possible in responding to individual 
comments, and so that reviewers can readily locate all relevant information pertaining to an issue 
of concern. Each master response includes cross-references to the individual comments being 
addressed, using the alphanumeric codes shown in Table 1. 

Chapter 3, Response to Comments, contains copies of all comment letters received on the Draft 
EIR as well as a copy of the transcript for the public meeting held on January 18, 2011, and 
individual responses to the comments. Responses are keyed to the individual comments as 
indicated in the right margin of the comment letters. 

Chapter 4, Revisions to the Draft EIR, presents revisions to the Draft EIR text based on issues 
raised by comments, clarifications, or corrections. Additions, deletions and corrections to the 
Draft EIR, are made by indicating the page, and paragraph to be revised and a description of the 
text changes. Additions are indicated by an underline, deletions are indicated by a “strike-out” 
where practical. 

Appendix 1, Distribution List, includes the agencies, organizations, and persons that received the 
hard copy Draft EIR, CD copy Draft EIR or Notice of Availability (NOA) of Notice of 
Preparation (NOP). This includes the entities who received the NOA and/or postcard informing 
the public release of the Draft EIR.  

Appendix 2, Guerneville Flow Data Relative to Closure Events During the Lagoon Management 
Period (1996 - 2009). 

1.5 Requirements for Certification and Future Steps in 
Project Approval 

In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR was circulated for public and agency review and 
comment and a 60-day public review period was provided, closing on February 14, 2011. 
Comments were received from Federal, State, and local agencies; organizations and individuals. 
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A public hearing to receive public input on the Draft EIR was held during the review period. The 
public hearings were recorded and transcripts were made.  

Pursuant to Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final EIR is being made available to the 
commenters for a minimum 10-day period prior to its consideration by the CEQA Lead Agency 
for certification. The Water Agency’s Board of Supervisors will consider the EIR for certification 
as complete under Section 15090 of the CEQA Guidelines. The Board will consider project 
approval; prepare and adopt written findings of fact for each significant environmental impact 
identified in the EIR; make a Statement of Overriding Considerations, if needed; and adopt a 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. A Notice of Determination (NOD) will then be 
filed. 

1.6 Comments Received on Draft EIR 
Table 1 below lists the agencies, organizations, and individuals that submitted written and oral 
comments on the Draft EIR during the public review period. Table 1 also lists the designator keyed 
to the responses, brief summaries of each individual comment, and relevant Master Responses.  

Written comments on the Draft EIR were received by mail, email, fax, or other delivery during 
the 60-day public comment period from December 15, 2010 through February 14, 2011, by 
5:00 p.m., the publicly-noticed end of the public comment period on the Draft EIR.  

 

1.7 References 
Heckel, M., Russian River Estuary Study, 1992-1993, Prepared for Sonoma County Department 

of Planning and California State Coastal Conservancy, 1994. 

Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA), Request for Marine Mammal Protection Act Incidental 
Harassment Authorization, Russian River Estuary Management Activities, September 
2009. 
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TABLE 1 
COMMENT ISSUES SUMMARY 

Designator Agency and Signatory 
Comment 

Designator Comment Summary/Topic 
Master 

Response 

Public Agencies – FEDERAL     

F_NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service, 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, Dick Butler 

1 Language in DEIR asserting NMFS “mandated” the project is misleading and does not characterize the 
collaboration between NMFS, USACE, and the Water Agency.  

 

 2 DEIR does not consider potential creation of a stable lagoon system by filling the outlet channel with sand. 
Recommend making this minor modification.  

 

3 DEIR mischaracterizes potential water quality impact by not analyzing the cross-sectional distribution of water 
quality gradients. Analysis does not characterize how vertical water quality profile affects and benefits estuarine 
habitat. DEIR should acknowledge the spatial extent, amount, and quality of shallow water habitat that would 
result from the project. Analysis should not be restricted to Estuary Study Reach and should extend upstream to 
Monte Rio.  

2.4 

4 DEIR does not adequately describe difference in potential available rearing habitat under the Reduced Project 
Alternative versus the proposed project.  

 

5 Elements of the Biological Opinion undertaken outside the lagoon management period can contribute to 
achieving project objectives.  

 

6 Clarify that expected benefits of project are not just a conclusion by NMFS, but also by numerous peer-reviewed 
literature, to avoid skepticism and misinformation.  

 

7 Habitat Restoration Alternative is vague. 2.5 

8 DEIR misstates length of Dry Creek.   

9 DEIR misrepresents adaptive management strategy of the Biological Opinion as a project alternative. Jetty 
removal as a project alternative has no potential to achieve project objectives without implementing the full 
proposed project’s adaptive management strategy.  

2.5 

Public Agencies – STATE  

S_CDFG California Department of Fish and 
Game Bay Delta Region, Scott 
Wilson 

1 Concurs with DEIR finding that project implementation would result in conditions that resemble observed 
conditions and that changes in vegetative assemblages would likely result in increase in sensitive Coast and 
Freshwater Marsh habitat which could benefit species utilizing the Estuary as habitat.  

 

 2 Concurs with DEIR finding that project will benefit fish habitat availability; however DEIR should include more 
thorough analysis of difference in potential available rearing habitat under the Reduced Project Alternative versus 
proposed project.  

 

3 The adaptive management element of the project, including rigorous monitoring of water quality conditions, is an 
appropriate approach to mitigate any adverse effects to habitat quality.  

 

4 DEIR should address compatibility of the project with the overall regulations, goals, and guidelines of the Marine 
Life Protection Act and the corresponding Marine Protected Areas in the project area. 

 

5 Immediate implementation of an adaptive management plan is essential in meeting water level management 
targets in the Biological Opinion. Adaptive management plan should include Biological Opinion criteria. 
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 6 Recommends Water Agency continue study of the effects of jetty modification and alternative flood control 
measures as future potential actions to be included in the adaptive management aspect of the project, rather than 
be considered as project alternatives. 

 

7 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement may be required pursuant to Fish and Game Code and is subject to 
CEQA. CEQA document must fully identify the potential impacts to the stream or riparian resources and provide 
adequate mitigation or avoidance measures. 

 

S_CDPR State of California Department of 
Parks and Recreation, Liz Burko  

1 DEIR does not analyze impact of beach closure during mechanical breaching as it relates to coastal access. 2.1 

 2 Asserts that limitation of coastal access during the lagoon management period is significant.   

3 DEIR does not provide mitigation to reduce significant coastal access impact. There are opportunities for the 
Water Agency to enhance other coastal access points. 

 

4 DEIR does not include baseline quantification of the frequency and quality of waves surfed at the mouth of the 
Russian River. Estimates should be made by reviewing weather records, breaching records, hydrograph records, 
seal data notes, and consultation with local surfers. 

2.6 

5 DEIR should identify mitigation in the form of new wave breaks as part of a tiered mitigation strategy, for the 
significant impacts to surfing. Opportunities include improving or maintaining coastal access (to address low level 
of impact), providing new access to surf spots that are currently inaccessible (moderate level of impact), or 
creation of an artificial reef (if total loss of surfing area). 

2.6 

6 Goal should be more inclusive than coho and steelhead.  

S_CSLC California State Lands Commission, 
Cy Oggins 

1 Corrects information regarding the Water Agency’s lease.  

 2 Mitigation for short-term impacts to special-status plants and animal species does not “specify performance 
standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which may be accomplished in more than 
one specified way” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)). Measure defers formulation of mitigation. 

 

3 Mitigation requiring worker environmental training should also require presence of onsite biological monitor.  

 4 Significance determinations for impacts to Waters and Wetlands, and Wildlife movement and Nursery Sites, are 
inconsistent in the section versus the Executive Summary. Should be listed as less than significant with mitigation. 

 

5 Although expected levels and duration of inundation may results in a net increase of Coastal and Valley 
Freshwater Marsh, the adaptive management plan should still address recognized uncertainty. EIR should 
include a more rigorous discussion of factors that suggests this upland shift will occur, rather than a net reduction 
of Coast and Valley Freshwater Marsh. If this discussion still concludes effects remain uncertain, a multi-year 
vegetation monitoring component could identify and mitigate an unanticipated net decline in Coast and Valley 
Freshwater Marsh. 

 

6 Correct numerical typographic errors.  
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 7 EIR should revisit potential mitigation for significant impacts to recreation. Although it may not be physically 
possible to avoid effects to surfing and beach access, the Water Agency can still identify feasible offsets or 
compensation to the affected public.  

2.6 

8 Correct typographical error in Cultural Resources section.  

9 Cultural Resources background research and records search results does not include the CSLC Shipwreck 
Database, which lists the schooner Sovereign as having grounded in 1873 at the Russian River. It is possible 
future work could uncover a shipwreck due to high level of disturbance on beach using heavy equipment. 

 

10 Note that Penny Island is also referred to as Crab Island (historical). Discuss the history of the island relative to 
potential historic or archaeological resources. 

 

 11 CSLC should be listed as an agency to be contacted in the event of inadvertent discovery of archaeological 
resources. A qualified maritime archaeologist must examine a shipwreck to determine significance of the find. 

 

12 Correct terminology of level of significance for cumulative impacts in the Executive Summary table.  

S_NCRWQC
B 

North Coast Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, John Short 

1 2010 303(d) List includes three impairments for the Russian River within the project area: sedimentation/siltation, 
temperature, and indicator bacteria. NCRWQCB staff are developing a pathogen total maximum daily load to 
address indicator bacteria, and a temperature implementation policy to address temperature impairment. 
Sedimentation is addresses in part by Resolution No. R1-2004-0087.  

 

 2 Concurs with DEIR finding that project could adversely affect water quality due to increased biostimulatory 
substances (nitrogen and phosphorus), and increased bacteria. Exceedances of Department of Health Services 
freshwater beach indicator bacteria thresholds have occurred and may continue during the lagoon management 
period.  

 

3 Elevated water levels have potential to inundate residential septic systems and cause failures that could result in 
discharge violations of the Basin Plan.  

 

4 DEIR does not describe possible impacts of longer hypoxic and anoxic conditions in the Estuary to the beneficial 
uses of the deepest portions of the Estuary, such as bottom-dwelling fish and invertebrates. Recommends further 
monitoring to determine extent of impact.  

2.4 

 5 Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project (Fish Flow Project) has potential to cause changes in water levels, 
and should be considered further with Estuary Management Project impacts.  

2.1 

6 Additional information should be provided to demonstrate the lack of potential water quality impacts between 
Austin Creek and Vacation Beach or additional analysis of potential impacts in the upstream reach of backwater.  

2.2 

7 State Water Resources Control Board has established sediment criteria for enclosed bays and estuaries. DEIR 
does not include a discussion on compliance with these standards.  

 

8 Project required Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification for breaching. Current certification has 
had its expiration date amended twice and expired on December 31, 2010. The Water Agency has submitted an 
application for the new methods of Estuary management and breaching; processing is pending completion of 
DEIR certification.  
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 9 Supports objective to enhance quality of rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids.   

10 Although inclusion of mitigation measures for water quality impacts may be infeasible, a robust water quality and 
sediment quality monitoring program should be developed and collected data should be made available to the 
public. Contingency plans should be developed to include signage and public outreach is monitoring identifies 
exceedances of recognized water quality standards intended to protect public health. Concur that the project’s 
Adaptive Management Plan provisions for breaching in the event of such conditions in warranted.  

 

Public Agencies - LOCAL     

L_MRRPD Monte Rio Recreation & Park 
District, Stephen Baxman 

1 Concerned that EIR does not consider health and safety risks, including bank erosion, water depth increase, loss 
of beach front areas, and hazardous swimming conditions.  

2.4; 2.6 

 2 Does not consider empirical findings of 2009 Russian River Photo Report that discusses negative implications of 
Ludwigia on beach ecosystems that disrupts recreation activities.  

2.4 

3 Loss of beach in Monte Rio would result in financial impacts. Project would impact ability to use boardwalks and 
place concession stands and boat rental stands in safe, convenient place.  

2.6 

4 Invites Water Agency to tour beaches and meet directors.   

L_NSCAPC
D 

Northern Sonoma County Air 
Pollution Control District, Jessica 
DePrimo 

1 Primary concerns are on-road and off-road vehicle emissions, airborne dust generated during construction, and 
potential disturbance of rock containing naturally occurring asbestos; however given the nature of the project, 
airborne dust and asbestos are not issues for the project.  

 

 2 Concur that on-site equipment and transport vehicles would not result in a significant impact to air quality. 
Recommend that the Water Agency conduct vehicle activities in accordance with State laws specific to off-road 
heavy-duty diesel vehicle regulation. This requires owners of off-road equipment to label the equipment and 
report to the California Air Resources Board and limit idling time. Recommends portable equipment (generators 
or compressors) be permitted with the NSCARP or registered under the California Air Resources Board 
Statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program. 

 

L_RRRPD Russian River Recreation and Park 
District, Dana Zimmerman 

1 Add name and address to notification list.  

 2 Concerned about separation of Estuary Management Project DEIR from the Fish Flow Project. CEQA requires 
entire process to be considered in one environmental document.  

2.1; 2.7 

3 Prefer Reduced Project Alternative. No buildings would be flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary.  2.1; 2.5 

4 Concerned with water quality and recreational impacts from low flow.  

5 Concerned about water quality from decreased water flow, including possible added pollution from nutrients, 
toxins, bacteria, temperature, and invasive species. 

2.1; 2.4  

6 Concerned monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate and the 2010 results not made available to Water Quality 
Control Board or public. Unacceptable that studies will not be available in Flow EIR. 

2.4 
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 7 In 2009 several locations tested positive for Enterococcus. Only other recorded incident was July 2002 for E. coli, 
corresponding to a documented sewage spill from Santa Rosa. 

2.4 

8 Preferred project maintains Estuary levels at 8 feet. No buildings would flood at this level, making low flow 
unnecessary. 

 

Organizations/ Groups    

G_ACA Austin Creek Alliance, Pamela 
Conley 

1 DEIR does not consider lower flows and the impact on the environment upstream to Forestville. CEQA requires 
analysis of the whole of the action.  

2.2 

 

2 Purpose of lower flows is to prevent flooding of Jenner properties, but lower flows affect river upstream to 
Vacation Beach. DEIR only studies upstream to Duncans Mills. 

2.1; 2.2 

3 Lower flows will exacerbate water qualities such as agricultural pesticide runoff from wineries, septic tank 
leakage, and algal blooms. DEIR does not consider this and ignores CEQA.  

2.1 

4 Salmonids and steelhead would be subject to poor water quality caused by low flows. How can these seven 
species not be considered as part of the whole project upstream? 

2.1; 2.2 

5 Concerned that seals will be disturbed by heavy machinery.  

6 Concerned that NMFS’ rationale for the project is supported by examples of other projects that have different 
urban/agricultural impacts than those that affect the Russian River. These differences are not individually compared.  

2.3 

7 Concerned about general public mistrust of project. Asserts Water Agency and NMFS should alleviate these 
doubts and consider economic impacts. Concerned project is a water grab, and if so, lawsuits may be filed.  

2.1 

8 Concerned that Water Agency and NMFS have not consulted with local environmental leaders.  2.8 

9 Concerned project will not work. Concerned that river, tourism, economy, and wildlife will be lost for nothing if 
project fails.  

2.3 

10 DEIR should follow law of CEQA and consider the project not as an Estuary closing, but as the Russian River as 
a whole.  

2.1 

G_CAG Coast Action Group, Alan Levine 1 Separation of Estuary Management Project and Fish Flow Project is inconsistent with CEQA 2.1 

 

2 Lower river impacts from Dry Creek downstream should be analyzed in DEIR. DEIR fails to consider effects of 
the Estuary Management Project on Fish Flow Project.  

2.1; 2.5 

3 Proposed flow changes at Hacienda has no other purpose that prevention of flooding of two Jenner buildings. 
Preferred alternative is to maintain Estuary levels at 8 feet. No buildings would flood at this level, making low 
flows unnecessary.  

2.1 

4 Separation of Estuary Management Project and Fish Flow Project is inconsistent with CEQA 2.1; 2.2 

5 DEIR project area only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills even though DEIR state impacts affect the river as far 
upstream as Vacation Beach. 

2.6 
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6 Project is only viable during drought years when water quality impacts would be the greatest. This issue should 
be addressed. 

2.1; 2.2 

7 Preferred project maintains Estuary levels at 8 feet. No buildings would flood at this level, making low flow 
unnecessary.  

2.1; 2.4 

8 All available and relevant water quality information must be made available to public and reviewing agencies. 2.1; 2.5 

9 DEIR should include definitive work addressing nutrient and bacteria problems, and low flow effect on 
bioaccumulation of pollutants, and effect on colonization of invasive plants and hydrophytes.  

2.4 

10 Concern with water quality and bacteria in the Estuary.  2.1; 2.4 

11 DEIR does not address the problems. Cannot save a species with a limited and segmented approach. 2.1 

G_DOW Defenders of Wildlife, Richard 
Charter 

1 Concerned about past failures of attempts to re-engineers Russian River mouth and unsuccessfully managed 
flow regimes.  

2.3 

 

2 Concerned about DEIR regarding water quality, flows, project description, shortcomings of administration and 
decision making procedures. 

2.2; 2.4  

3 Project description is unclear about long-term viability of project, but admits project should be considered an 
experiment, at best.  

2.3 

4 DEIR fails to address potential harm to upstream habitat, wildlife, fish, beyond steelhead.   

5 Geographic scope is inadequate, extending only to Duncans Mills. 2.2 

6 Temporary Urgency Change Petitions and Orders have no CEQA review, and there is no CEQA review for lower 
reach between Forestville and Duncans Mills in spite of recommendation from NMFS that is be included.  

 

7 DEIR reference unrelated Estuary studies for other rivers with different circumstances.  2.3 

8 DEIR does not adequately address the new marine protected area under the Marine Life Protection Act.   

9 DEIR does not clarify how minimum flows will be maintained in wet years. 2.1 

10 DEIR does not adequately address recreational and economic impacts.  2.6 

11 DEIR does not adequately review special-status species.   

12 DEIR does not adequately delineate or assess anticipated impacts of altered water levels on Penny Island.  

13 Inadequate monitoring of bacteria and nutrients in Estuary and lower river. Undefined conditions are flawed 
rationalization to avoid mitigation. 

2.4; 2.7 

14 DEIR does not evaluate implications of biomagnification and cumulative effects for toxic compounds.  

15 DEIR concludes there are problems with excess nutrient levels but does not provide adequate evaluation of 
mitigation.  

2.4; 2.6 

16 DEIR does not adequately consider pathogens impairments linked to rainfall events. 2.4 
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17 DEIR does not properly consider and evaluate long-term impacts on species other than steelhead; does not 
evaluate biological diversity, including wildlife such as birds and mammals and the other 47 fish species in the 
Russian River.  

 

18 DEIR does not adequately consider impacts on pinnipeds, or address the potential loss of the harbor seal 
haulouts. 

 

19 NOI or DEIR do not adequately address the probable effects of the project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15082(c). 

 

 20 Requests confirmation of receipt of comments via email.  

G_FOER Friends of the Eel River, David 
Keller 

1 Changes in Estuary management and Russian River flows via Dry Creek through Lake Sonoma, Lake Mendocino 
are related to changes in flow regime and management options for the Estuary Management Project.  

2.1 

 

2 Project cannot be considered separately from the rest of the requirements and recommendations of the Russian 
River Biological Opinion. Estuary Management Project and the Fish Flow Project should be reviewed as one 
project. 

2.1; 2.9 

3 Requests including by reference prior comments submitted for the Fish Flow Project NOP. 2.1 

4 Inflows from the Eel River are instrumental in maintaining flows in the Russian River. DEIR needs to disclose the 
Estuary Project’s relationship to the Eel River and must be corrected to account for the water and impact of 
inflows on the Eel and Russian Rivers. 

2.1; 2.3 

5 For modeling, DEIR must provide an alternative of flows, water quality, and flood level management alternative 
that does not include inflows from the Eel River. Commenter attached alternative approach in comments 
submitted for Fish Flow Project NOP. 

2.1 

6 Management of flood levels at the Estuary must include an alternative of removal of the affected low-lying 
structures, rather than maintaining flood levels to protect the structures. 

 

7 Commenter refers to the “Galloway Report” and states that the structures being offered protection as part of the 
Estuary Management Project are not water dependent or critical infrastructure. Therefore, an alternative must be 
developed that removes or elevates the structures above flood elevations 

 

 
8 Commenter attached email correspondence with the Water Agency and NMFS which discusses the before 

mentioned issues and problems. 
 

G_FOVG Friends of Villa Grande, Richard 
Holmer  

1 DEIR does not mention or analyze the impacts to beach recreation, swimming, fishing, etc. from the Patterson 
Point Preserve. 

2.4 

 

2 Issues are broader than those addressed in the DEIR. DEIR does not consider upstream to Villa Grande. Should 
analyze River as a whole. 

2.2 

3 DEIR does not address flow rate which is being analyzed separately. Should be addressed as a whole in one EIR.  2.1 

4 DEIR is inadequate because it does not include potential impacts to the Patterson Point Preserve. Effects should 
be addressed and quantified before DEIR is certified. Specific mitigation measures to address recreational use at 
the Preserve should be included.  

2.6 
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G_LOZDRU Lozeau Drury LLP - Russian River 
Watershed Protection 

1 DEIR does not address the whole of the action, which should include the Fish Flow Project. 2.1 

 

2 DEIR analysis of existing water quality conditions and characterization of those conditions as ”natural” is not 
supported by substantial evidence.  

2.4; 2.7 

3 DEIR analysis of water quality impacts is inadequate.  2.4 

4 DEIR does not identify and propose adoption of all feasible mitigation measures to address water quality impacts.  2.4; 2.6 

5 DEIR should expand scope to include Fish Flow Project and to revise and recirculate the water quality analysis.  2.1; 2.4; 
2.9 

6 DEIR underestimates the water quality impacts because Estuary Management Project is separated from the Fish 
Flow Project.  

2.1 

7 Public agencies may not divide a project into smaller individual projects to avoid responsibility for considering the 
environmental impact of the project as a whole. Assertions supported by caselaw citations. Separate governmental 
approvals do not create separate projects. Based on cited CEQA caselaw, Estuary Management Project and Fish 
Flow Project constitute a single action under CEQA because both actions have a common objective to provide 
habitat for salmonids, because the timing of the project overlaps and the Water Agency is implementing both 
projects. 

2.1 

8 DEIR water quality analysis downplays the existing degraded water quality conditions in the affected area, does 
not fully analyze the potential project impacts of obstructing the river mouth, and does not identify mitigation.  

2.1;2.4 

9 DEIR analysis of existing water quality conditions and characterization of those conditions as natural is not 
supported by substantial evidence. DEIR misleads reader to believe that pollutants in excess of the Basin Plan 
water quality objectives are not important because they are “natural conditions” and they are not included on the 
303(d) list for impairments. Just because a waterbody is not listed on 303(d) list does not mean it is not impaired. 
DEIR data shows the waterbody exceeds Basin Plan water quality objectives for dissolved oxygen and fecal 
coliform. RWQCB has identified concerns about water quality impacts of the Estuary Management Project, 
especially as combined with the Fish Flow Project, per letter November 15, 2010. DEIR should more clearly 
describe the measured exceedances of objectives and refrain from suggesting that the exceedances are 
inconsequential and consistent with beneficial uses. DEIR downplays the violations of dissolved oxygen by 
claiming it is naturally occurring, which is not supported by any reasonable analysis or substantial evidence. 

2.4 

 

10 DEIR does not analyze water quality in the Estuary prior to creation of the proposed channel. DEIR does not 
describe the length of time for water levels to reach 7 to 9 foot range after mouth closes, during which there will 
be a period of “no-flow through”. It appears that higher water levels allowed before breaching coupled with lower 
flows will extend the period of “no-flow-through”, steady state” system. DEIR omits discussion of water quality 
conditions during this time period. 

 

11 DEIR does not include analysis of other pollutants, including mercury and copper, which could be exacerbated by 
the project.  

2.4 
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12 DEIR does not identify all feasible mitigation measures available to address the expected water quality impacts. 
DEIR concludes that potential increase in bacteria, nutrient, and salinity levels are significant and unavoidable but 
does not identify mitigation; not even monitoring. An agency may approve a project with significant and 
unavoidable impacts only if it has lessened or eliminated impacts where feasible and accepted a statement of 
overriding considerations. Assertions supported by case law citations. A lead agency may not make a finding of 
significant and unavoidable without requiring implementation of all feasible measures. 

2.4; 2.6 

13 DEIR does not disclose the details comprising the Adaptive Management Plan. DEIR also refers to monitoring 
and updating of the plan, but does not inform decision makers what the plan is, what triggers plan 
implementation, and what monitoring would take place. Without including the terms of the Adaptive Management 
Plan, detailed monitoring requirements, and other feasible mitigation measures, the Water Agency cannot make a 
significant and unavoidable finding for water quality impacts.  

2.3; 2.7 

14 DEIR should be revised and recirculated.  2.9 

G_NCRW North Coast River Watch, Larry 
Hanson 

1 DEIR is deficient because it segments the Estuary Management Project from the flow regime changes in Dry 
Creek. Proposed lower flows may cause significant adverse effects to the lower section of the River.  

2.1 

 

2 DEIR does not sufficiently analyze water quality in the lower Russian River, per the RWQCB letter (November 15, 
2010). DEIR does not include quantitative assessment of potential violations of water quality standards or 
mitigation to reduce water quality impacts.  

2.4 

3 DEIR alternatives analysis is deficient because it does not include a cost analysis to differentiate between 
alternatives.  

2.5 

4 DEIR alternatives analysis is deficient and decision for project chosen is not substantiated. DEIR does not 
consider possible alternative of combining multiple methods, for example the Alternative Flood Control 
Management and Habitat Restoration Alternatives, to meet project objectives.  

2.5 

5 Design of outlet channel is variable; final determination is an adaptive process not specific criteria. How can this 
uncertainty result in a positive conclusion for meeting project objectives when the conclusion for jetty removal is 
unknown? The ability of the proposed project to meet objectives should be characterized as “unknown”.  

2.5 

6 DEIR should address other factors as unknown, such as how stratification layer could occur and the potential 
benefit to salmonid species, how predation rates could change, pinniped impacts, human activities to control 
opening closure, and managing the Estuary as a lagoon is different than letting these things occur naturally.  

 

7 DEIR analysis of direct construction related impacts is not sufficient. This factor should be eliminated due to 
disruption to wildlife and take of species. Other alternatives should be evaluated based on least construction to 
achieve objectives.  

 

8 Reserves right to incorporate comments from November 2010 when requested data from Water Agency.   
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G_RRWPC Russian River Watershed Protection 
Committee, Brenda Adelman 

1 Comment requests that revised scoping comments be responded to as part of the Final EIR.  

 

2 Comment asserts the DEIR contains repetition, contradiction, and inconsistency. Asserts numeric data was 
presented incorrectly and does not match commenter assessment. 

 

3 Comment requires a definition of what is considered “natural” conditions. Asserts that if “natural” conditions are 
desired then DEIR must consider if certain plants or animals have been acclimated or extirpated during the period 
from dam installation until present. 

2.1 

4 Comment asserts that characterization of temperature, bacteria, and nutrients as natural is not accurate 
Concerned that there is no evidence to support the assertion that flows have been as low as 25 cfs. 

2.1; 2.4 

5 Comment provides a description of pre-dam conditions and requests that DEIR include a description of the 
environment and recreation based on consultation with local historians. 

2.1 

6 Comment questions the impacts on fish habitat over the last 100 years, and questions how loss of flow will add to 
this impact. 

2.1 

7 Comment asserts that Biological Opinion recommends low flows with no evidence of whether this is “natural”. 2.1 

8 Comment questions how low flow will impact already degraded [water quality] conditions during the lagoon 
management period. 

2.1 

9 Comment questions what will happen to down-migrating Chinook if the river closes in May.  

10 Comment requests information on impacts of low flow on conventional and toxic pollutants; requests average flow 
data at Hacienda for months during the lagoon. 

2.1 

11 Comment asserts water quality impacts resulting from low flow must be addressed. 2.1; 2.4 

12 Refers to historical photos.  

13 Refers to dam operations and flow changes.  2.1 

14 Comment asserts that project implementation is a wasted effort if the mouth does not close until September. 2.1 

15 Comment refers to low flows and project objectives.  2.1 

16 Comment refers to low flows and flow data. 2.1 

 

17 Comment asserts Fish Flow Project and Estuary Management Project should be linked because low flow is only 
necessary to avoid flooding. 

2.1 

18 Comment asserts DEIR avoids impacts upstream of Duncans Mills. 2.1; 2.4 

19 Comment asserts that term “likely” in the context of discussing potential future barrier beach closures after 
reduction of summer flows is a supposition. 

 

20 Comment asserts that the common connection between the Estuary Management Project and the Fish Flow 
Project is flood management. 

2.1 
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21 Comment questions if low flow is inherently necessary to the Estuary Management Project, and that project does 
not seem feasible given the wide range of uncontrollable historic flow scenarios. 

2.1 

22 Comment requests clarification of whether 71 cfs was measured during a closure event.  

23 Refers to 2009 Photo Report.  

24 Comment asserts that Temporary Urgency Change Petitions are not analyzed under CEQA, so low flows are 
occurring anyway, even before Estuary Management Project and permits are approved. Comment reiterates 
language from the NMFS to the SWRCB regarding frequency of temporary urgency change petitions. 

 

25 Asserts that the NMFS scoping letter, dated June 22, 2010 states that the public CEQA meetings were unclear as 
to what extent the Estuary Management Project will address the effects of summer stream flow change that will 
support the goal of a closed Estuary. 

 

 

26 Comment states that new breaching permits are required for several agencies; questions why project was 
implemented in 2010, whether the Water Agency intends to implement it this year, and if litigation occurs, would 
the project proceed.  

 

27 Comment questions why there is no environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  

28 DEIR does not provide data to prove low flows are not necessary for the project. 2.1 

29 DEIR should be more scientifically evaluate adverse water quality impacts in the lower river. 2.1 

30 Averaging low flow data is misleading. DEIR should discuss weather scenarios and flows. 2009 and 2010 to 
provide comparison to understand closures.  

 

31 Comment is about the Biological Opinion’s determination of flow. DEIR should analyze the project under drought 
conditions. Median flow data is misleading.  

2.1 

32 DEIR should not conclude that water quality impacts are less than significant because the Russian River is not 
listed on the 303(d) list. DEIR should address biostimulatory substances and algal blooms. 

2.1; 2.4 

33 Comment cites the Regional Board Scoping Comment on the Fish Flow Project. 2.1 

34 Questions how nutrients listed on 2012 303(d) will impact the Estuary. Questions what kind of mitigation would be 
implemented if nutrients are more of a problem during closed conditions than open. Concerned with impacts to 
steelhead if there are high pollution levels. 

2.1 

 35 Concerned with Ludwigia in the lower reach, tributaries and during low flow.  2.4 

36 Concerned with elevated nutrient levels during open and closed conditions of the Estuary. Questions the water 
levels at which elevated nitrogen occurs. 

 

37 DEIR should address phosphorus and algal blooms. Questions impacts excessive phosphorus would have on the 
upper and lower Estuary.  

 

38 DEIR should consider Russian River County Sanitation District discharge of nutrients and secondary water 
quality impacts. Question if there is a direct connection between the Russian River County Sanitation District 
discharge and the growth of Ludwigia at certain locations. 

2.4 
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39 Questions impacts on steelhead and other species if there were higher nutrient levels. 2.1 

40 Questions why no nutrient data was presented for 2009. Questions analysis on algal blooms and chlorophyll 
levels. Request clarification on chlorophyll levels.  

2.4 

41 DEIR alludes to water quality conditions as natural without evidence. Request “natural circumstances” be 
eliminated. Request that every unavoidable and significant impact, mitigations be spelled out.  

2.4; 2.6; 
2.7 

42 Coliform results from data collected in 2009 and 2010 show different scenarios. Question conditions of high 
coliform levels with increase flow. Concerned with bacteria levels and how it could harm recreation and fish. 
Comment asks how high bacteria levels will exacerbate this problem. Questions why there is little data on 
nutrients and bacteria. 

2.3; 2.4 

43 Questions why future monitoring is being allowed as a proposed mitigation measure and what kind of monitoring 
will be done. Questions why the DEIR does not address toxins or included fish sampling. Comment concerned 
there are no criteria for evaluating success or failure of project. 

2.4; 2.6 

44 Comment asserts that the DEIR does not address heavy metals, such as mercury and copper. 2.4 

45 Concerned with pollution in the Estuary and its effects on fish.  2.4 

46 Asserts that the river is listed as impaired for temperature. Concerned with low flow effects on high water 
temperature and if waters upstream are contributing to the problem. Asserts 2009 data show that there were 
warmer water temperatures at the mouth of the river during a mouth closing event. Concerned with the 
productivity of the Estuary fish species.  

2.4 

47 Comment asserts that the DEIR excluded Chinook and does not consider impacts for increased predator levels 
and higher water temperature. Concerned with the impacts to the Chinook.  

 

48 Concerned about impacts to Dungeness crab and why the DEIR did not quantify impacts. Concerned with their 
availability, habitats and permits.  

 

49 Concerned to Dungeness crab harvesting opportunities.  

50 Comment asserts that local organizations were not consulted in the process of analyzing recreational impacts; 
the analysis does not include upstream areas, and the analysis of impacts at Goat Rock State Beach are not 
sufficient. 

2.6 

 51 Comment request clarification on purposed project dates. Questions why the Water Agency is being asked to 
maintain approximately 85 cfs at the Hacienda gage, even if it is not required. Would like clarification on the 
meanings of the low flow values.  

2.1 

52 Asserts the TUC fails to acknowledge that there are other resources damaging impacts being exacerbated by the 
project. 

2.1 

53 Questions how the listing of 2012 303(d) will impact the project. Request additional information regarding reading 
levels and believe the DEIR down plays an increase in coliform levels. 

2.4 

54 DEIR lacks scientific evidence. 2.3 
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55 Comment concerned there are no criteria for evaluating success or failure of project. 2.3 

56 Geographic scope should include Monte Rio Beach. Concerned lagoon will become a sink for pollutants that 
bioaccumulate in biota and sediments and may create hazards to humans and fish. Concerned that anoxic 
(“Dead”) zone harbors pollutants. 

2.2, 2.4 

57 Concerned with bifurcation of Estuary Management Project and D1610. Quotes CEQA Section 15003(h) that an 
EIR must consider the whole of an action, not its constituent parts. 

2.1 

58 References Bill Hearn’s article in the Sonoma County Gazette. References Item #12 in RRWPC comments to 
Water Agency and SWRQCB on Petition to permanently change flows. Quotes Prunuske Chatam, et. al. 
assertion that Biological Opinion objectives do not include natural flows or an increase in salmon and steelhead 
populations.  

2.1 

59 DEIR does not provide a quantitative goal for habitat improvement. Are populations still declining, improving, or 
staying the same under D1610? Is the goal of “improving habitat sufficient to stabilize populations presently 
below historic numbers? Critical of why Estuary Management Project and D1610 changes are necessary. 
Relationship between flows, mouth closings, habitat resources, fish abundance and health, need to be defined in 
EIR. 

2.1 

60 DEIR should address these questions and verify claims in Hearn’s article. 2.1 

61 DEIR should consider D1610 flows and flooding of properties.  2.1 

62 DEIR should address role of climate change in long term management. 2.3 

G_SCWC Sonoma County Water Coalition, 
Stephen Fuller-Rowell 

1 Commenter states that the Estuary Management Project and Fish Flow Project should be reviewed in one 
document. The purpose of both projects is to fulfill requirements of the Biological Opinion. The commenter 
objects the bifurcation of the Estuary Management Project from the Fish Flow Project. 

2.1; 2.2 

 

2 Commenter states that changes of minimum flows as part of the Fish Flow Project only has the purpose to 
prevent flooding from Estuary closure. 

2.1; 2.5 

3 Commenter states that the purpose of both projects is to fulfill requirements of the Biological Opinion, which 
assumes that the river flows must be managed to form an Estuary lagoon. 

2.1 

4 Commenter states that the DEIR should analyze the Fish Flows Project, in particular water quality studies and 
environmental analysis for the entire lower river the Dry Creek down.  

2.1 

5 DEIR should analyze impacts upstream to Vacation Beach. 2.2 

6 Commenter states that the Water Agency can not control flows at Hacienda during wet years, therefore this 
project is only viable in drought years and that this should be analyzed in light of Biological Opinion requirements. 

2.1; 2.4 

7 Commenter states that when flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open (as evidenced in 
August 2009 when flows averaged 63cfs). 

 

8 Commenter states that the preferred project maintains Estuary levels at 8 feet. No flooding of buildings would 
occur at this level, therefore low flow is unnecessary. 

2.1; 2.5 

9 Commenter states that it is unacceptable that water quality studies will not be available until the EIR is released. 2.4 
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10 DEIR should examine the relationship between nutrient and bacteria problems during periods of the closed 
lagoon and low flow conditions. 

2.4 

11 Risks with toxic blue green algae in the lower river during the closed Estuary should be addressed. 2.4 

12 Russian River Estuary is only a small part of the big picture and should be part of a broader program of tributary 
restoration. 

2.1; 2.4 

G_Seal Sealwatch Program, Dian Hardy 1 Concerned about the loss of “sandy haulouts” on harbor seals.  

 

2 DEIR should address actions taken to ensure that seals will not be driven out. Concern about impacts on the 
seals from ongoing disruption and harassment from equipment and more people. Commenter states that 
monitoring will not mitigate this. 

 

3 Commenter states that the Warm Springs Dam had a huge impact on the native salmonids fishery- indirectly 
through growth of Sonoma County and directly through the dam. 

2.1 

4 Commenter states that it focus on growth drives conservation; objects to the mindset that an engineering solution 
will solve a growth and conservation issue. 

 

5 Commenter states that a holistic/ecological perspective needs to be applied to this project on the Russian River.  

G_Surf Sonoma Coast Chapter of Surfrider 
Foundation 

1 Commenter expresses concern on the impact to surfing areas at and south of the Russian River Mouth, which 
depend on the influx of new sand and gravel.  

 

 

2 Commenter states that surfing locations are a prime example of low cost visitor and recreational opportunities 
and includes language from the California Coastal Commission enforcement program. 

 

3 The commenter includes language from the California Coastal Act Section 30220 and states that the Project 
would reduce the potential surf areas by half in Sonoma County during the months proposed.  

 

4 Commenter states that the mouth has usually been open during the summer over the last 100 years. Closing the 
mouth would result in loss of surf in this area, which is a significant impact to recreation and is inconsistent with 
the Coastal Act. 

 

5 Commenter suggests mitigation measures for Impact 4.7.2 including opening and improving access to other surf 
areas in Sonoma County or construction of an artificial reef at the mouth.  

2.6 

6 Commenter references the potential failure of the Project as stated on page 4.6-22 of the DEIR and states that 
the potential negative impact to surfers and salmon populations are greater than potential benefits. 

2.3 

7 Commenter expresses concern about the increased presence of machinery on the beach impacting marine 
mammals and recreationalists. 

 

8 Commenter requests that impact on the wave and water quality in the ocean environmental be analyzed in the 
DEIR. Commenter promotes actions to protect the salmon population. 
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G_SWIG Sebastopol Water Information 
Group, Jane Nielson 

1 Concerned about separation of the DEIR from the Fish Flow Project and Dry Creek Restoration Projects.  2.1 

2 Concerned about the project’s ability to re-create a reliable nursery for young fish. 2.3; 2.4 

 

3 Project must evaluate impacts on the lower river from lower summertime flows and changed flows from Dry 
Creek in order to evaluate the project’s potential as a fishery nursery. 

2.1 

4 Water quality data under the proposed lower river flows and closed lagoon conditions were only observed over a 
29-day period and discussion in the DEIR are speculative. 

2.4; 2.7 

5 DEIR assumes that “conditions” will remain within the range experienced over the past 15 years. Concerned 
about the projections based on “sparse data from the years 1996 to 2009” do not take climate change into 
consideration. 

2.7 

6 DEIR should state the estimated life of the project. If the project fails to support increased populations of fish, 
when will the project end? 

2.3 

 

7 DEIR needs to explore worst case scenarios including effects of rising ocean levels, and rapid climate change 
which could increase or lower the number of natural Estuary closures. The DEIR should discuss appropriate 
responses to multiple years with no natural Estuary closures. 

2.3 

8 DEIR should discuss the effects possible mitigations of elongated drought periods on the Estuary. 2.1; 2.4 

9 A well monitoring program to track well salinity levels should be added to the project and discussed in the DEIR.  

10 Monitoring related to the Fish Flow Project must be designed to sample the same sites and pollutants 
consistently and analyses must be provided for public review in a timely fashion. 

2.4 

11 SWIG does not agree that the reduced project is an Environmentally Superior Alternative and suggests that the 
Habitat Restoration Alternative should be revised with the Estuary Management Project. 

2.5 

12 Russian River Estuary is only a small part of the big picture and should be part of a broader program of tributary 
restoration. 

2.1 

G_TU Redwood Empire Trout Unlimited, 
Brain Hines 

1 Incorporates comments on NOP, submitted June17, 2010.   

2 Objects to artificial breaching to protect 9 structures in Jenner, and resulting take of coho and steelhead. 
Expresses concerned that the 9 structures are comprised of 7 docks, 1 boathouse, and the State Parks Visitors 
Center. Is troubled that tax payers are subsidizing artificial breaching program which benefits the interests of 9 
private property owners. Commenter expresses concern that juvenile Coho salmon raised in the Captive Coho 
Brood Stock Program are being killed by artificial Estuary breaching. 

2.3 

 

3 Concerned that the Water Agency artificially breaches the Russian River Mouth using heavy equipment rather 
than natural occurrence. 

 

4 DEIR is not adequate because it assumes that the artificial breaching is the baseline condition and the “no project 
alternative”. No breaching should be the no project alternative and the environmentally preferred alternative.  

2.5; 2.7 

5 Analysis and Estuary Management Plan should be extended to Monte Rio, which is the point where the river 
backs up to. 

2.2 
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6 Commenter states that the Water Agency is violating the Endangered Species Act by not implementing the 
Reasonably Prudent Alternative specified by NMFS, by taking salmonids when the Estuary is artificially breached. 

2.3 

7 Recommends Estuary Management Project include, elevating structures that flood and end breaching, removing 
the jetty that is an obstacle to natural Estuary functioning, building habitat structure from jetty materials, extending 
Estuary Plan to Monte Rio and include restoration of new Open Space Lands. 

2.5 

8 Recommends continual and expanded monitoring of Austin Creek for suitable migration and rearing habitat for 
salmonid species. 

2.2; 2.4 

9 Commenters would like to see alternatives to the removal of the jetty. 2.5 

10 Restore the Open Space District properties in the Middle Reach/Bridgehaven area and similar low lying areas to 
create a flooded habitat. 

2.5 

11 Would like to see the elevation, re-location or the removal of private properties that would flood be re-prioritized. 
Concern with the increase in water temperatures.  

2.5 

12 Re-introduce historic native Estuary vegetation to the lower reach to further support and provide salmonid rearing 
habitat.  

 

13 Request cost benefit analysis of existing conditions.  

Individuals    

NA_Ahlba, NA_Ahlvi; NA_Altho1; NA_Altma; 
NA_Ashle; NA_AtkinA; NA_Banch; NA_BenzW; 
NA_Bette; NA_Birkh; NA_Bley; NA_Blume; 
NA_Boddu; NA_BoyleK; NA_BoyleM; NA_Brand; 
NA_Bruni; NA_Burke; NA_Campb; NA_Charl; 
NA_Chyle; NA_Coate; NA_Conle; NA_Copel; 
NA_Cottr; NA_Cough; NA_Courn; NA_Culp; 
NA_Dane; NA_Dent; NA_Dorat; NA_Douga; 
NA_Ege; NA_Ehrha; NA_Elbe; NA_Elias; NA_Eliza; 
NA_Enoch; NA_Fahle; NA_Faulk; NA_Felci; 
NA_Fento1; NA_Fiore; NA_Flynn; NA_Fox; 
NA_Franc; NA_Gallo; NA_Getch; NA_Grady; 
NA_Greco; NA_Greig; NA_Guast; NA_Guido; 
NA_Hale; NA_Hall; NA_Hemmi; NA_Henri; 
NA_Holzh; NA_Irvin; NA_Jenni; NA_Jobin; 
NA_Johns; NA_Jones; NA_Kaufm; NA_Kelley; 
NA_Kolka; NA_Krame; NA_Krisk; NA_Krueg; 
NA_LaGra; NA_Larso; NA_Leer; NA_Long1; 
NA_Long2; NA_Lowe; NA_Lubbe; NA_Lundq; 

      

1 Request contact information be added to distribution list.   

2 Commenter utilizes the Russian River for recreational and personal uses.  

3 Comment expresses concern with regards to the separation of the project from the Fish Flow Project. Commenter 
states the purpose of both projects is to fulfill the requirements of the Biological Opinion. Concerned Estuary 
Management Project is separate from the Fish Flow Project.  

2.1 

4 Commenter states the entire project should be considered in one environmental document. Entire project should 
be considered in one environmental document because low flow is linked to the Estuary Management Project 
through the Biological Opinion. 

2.1 

5 DEIR project area only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills even though DEIR state impacts affect the river as far 
upstream as Vacation Beach. 

2.2 
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NA_Molle; NA_MurphC1; NA_MurphJ; NA_MurphM; 
NA_Myers; NA_Naegl; NA_Narbu; NA_Niemc; 
NA_Nilso; NA_OCall; NA_Olesk; NA_Oldha; 
NA_Olson; NA_ORork; NA_Packe; NA_Pappa; 
NA_Parr; NA_Pedra; NA_Peter; NA_Petru; 
NA_Philp; NA_Potte; NA_Praeg; NA_Puig; 
NA_Winte; NA_Wood; NA_Wurr; NA_Zucke; 
NA_Randa; NA_Reyna; NA_Riabo; NA_Rose; 
NA_Rowe; NA_Rush; NA_Ruppe; NA_Schen; 
NA_Schmi; NA_Schub; NA_Shen; NA_Shere; 
NA_Sidbu; NA_Sobie1; NA_SobieS; NA_ Sorac; 
NA_ThomaA; NA_ThomaB; NA_Thomp; NA_Tranc; 
NA_Trapa; NA_ Vail; NA_WagneC; NA_WagneR; 
NA_Watki; NA_Watso; NA_Weins; NA_Whita 

6 Expresses concern in regard to flow at Hacienda during wet years. Project is only viable during drought years 
when water quality impacts would be greatest. 

2.1; 2.4 

7 States during dry years the mouth of the river usually stays open. 2.1 

8 Preferred project maintains Estuary levels at 8 feet. No buildings would flood at this level, making low flow 
unnecessary. 

2.5 

9 Concerned monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate and the 2010 results not made available to Water Quality 
Control Board or public. Unacceptable that studies will not be available in Final EIR. 

2.4 

NA_Altho2 Sherrie Althouse & John Obertelli 1 Commenter utilizes the Russian River for recreational and personal uses. Expresses concern for water quality.   

 

2 Questions how closing the mouth of the river to create a lagoon will improve river health.  

3 Entire project should be considered in one environmental document because low flow is linked to the Estuary 
Management Project through the Biological Opinion. 

2.1 

4 Concerned water quality impacts from the project will impact fish and wildlife habitat. 2.4 

5 DEIR should include a broad range of water quality studies. 2.4 

6 States the entire watershed health should be studied and managed. States the loss of riparian woodland, gravel 
mining, water diversions, pollution and sedimentation should be considered.  

2.2 

7 Commenter would like to see continued environmental monitoring and analysis. Concerned with effectiveness of 
mitigation measures.  

2.4; 2.6 

8 Commenters would like to be added to the notification list.  

 NA_Anony Anonymous 1 Not in favor of a closed Estuary and low flow on the Russian River. 2.1 

 2 Concerned about water quality for fish and humans. 2.4 

 NA_AtkinD Doreen Atkinson 1 Incorporates scoping comments for Fish Flow Project. 2.1 

 

2 Questions if low flow EIR includes an assessment of water quality violations.  2.1 

3 Questions if the Biological Opinion has to be enforced or if it is an opinion.  

4 Questions why the Water Agency is not waiting to enforce a permanent low flow until NCRWQCB completes a 
comprehensive monitoring program? 

2.1 

5 Questions motivation behind petition for low flow.  
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NA_Avery Barbara Avery 1 Request contact information be added to distribution list.  

 

2 Commenter utilizes the Russian River for recreational and personal uses.  

3 Comment expresses concern with regards to the separation of the project from the Fish Flow Project. Commenter 
states the purpose of both projects is to fulfill the requirements of the Biological Opinion. Concerned Estuary 
Management Project is separate from the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project.  

2.1 

 

4 Commenter states the entire project should be considered in one environmental document. Entire project should 
be considered in one environmental document because low flow is linked to the Estuary Management Project 
through the Biological Opinion. 

2.1 

5 DEIR project area only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills even though DEIR state impacts affect the river as far 
upstream as Vacation Beach. 

2.2 

6 Expresses concern in regard to flow at Hacienda during wet years. Project is only viable during drought years 
when water quality impacts would be greatest. 

2.1; 2.4 

7 States during dry years the mouth of the river usually stays open. 2.1 

8 Preferred project maintains Estuary levels at 8 feet. No buildings would flood at this level, making low flow 
unnecessary. 

2.5 

9 Concerned monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate and the 2010 results not made available to Water Quality 
Control Board or public. Unacceptable that studies will not be available in Final EIR. 

2.4 

10 Concerned with why gravel mining is still allowed on the Russian River.  

11 Concerned with outlet channel feasibility. 2.3 

12 Concerned with economic impacts. 2.6 

 NA_Barlo Philip Barlow 1 Commenter states the purpose of both projects is to fulfill the requirements of the Biological Opinion. Concerned 
Estuary Management Project is separate from the Fish Flow Project.  

2.1 

 2 Suggest making a spillway across the existing railroad bedding south of the concrete jetty. Concerned with 
seepage through barrier beach due to blockage [jetty]. Suggest a channel crossing would be an appropriate 
method and questions if a channel cut has been considered. 

2.5 

NA_Burge  Vira Burgerman 1 Expresses concern with regards to silt in and along the Russian River.   

 2 Concern with invasive plant species and Ludwigia. Questions if there is a plan to eradicate Ludwigia, so more silt 
is not trapped and oxygen from the river is not depleted. Questions if Ludwigia, pesticides and herbicides are 
more prevalent in areas with agriculture run off.  

2.4 

3 Questions if all river restoration groups and Community Clean Water Institute were contacted for input for the 
project.  

2.8 

4 Questions how the Russian River will flush out silt, Ludwigia, toxins, pesticides and herbicides with a lower water 
flow. Questions if the new Estuary will trap build-up creating poor water quality. 

2.1 
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 5 Concerned with the Dungeness Crab habitat and questions if the crabs will be able to get in and out of the mouth 
of the river. Questions if any studies were done. 

 

6 Questions if local commercial and sport fisherman were contacted. Expresses concern with how this project could 
affect them. 

 

 7 Questions if the Wild King and Coho Salmon that were released in the Russian River are being monitored and 
what is the outcome of this release.  

 

8 Question what aquatic life lives in the river and tributaries and who determines this.   

9 Questions if the river turtles are being studied.  

10 Questions if the gravel mining at Monte Rio and Casini Beach has been looked at in the DEIR. 2.4 

11 Concerned with water quality with regards to septic or toxic spill in the river. 2.1; 2.4 

 NA_Burr Kimberly Burr 1 States the River’s population was once the largest and most dominant source in the evolutionarily significant unit 
population. Concerned with species extinction and importance of this area. 

 

 

2 Commenter states the entire project should be considered in one environmental document. States that the DEIR 
fails to address upstream factors. Asserts the Biological Opinion describes the interconnectedness of dam 
operations on the Estuary. Commenter asserts proper evaluation of dam operations is necessary in the DEIR and 
concludes that this was not done. 

2.1 

3 DEIR should include a water budget. A water budget would benefit fish species and should included freshwater 
inputs and outputs.  

2.1 

4 Commenter states that the lead agency left out important stream flow information by using inferior modeling.  2.1 

5 States that the DEIR does not address the take of freshwater from the system at different river segments. Asserts 
that the conclusions of the DEIR are not based on substantial evidence without a credible water budget analysis. 

2.1; 2.7 

 NA_Copes Vesta Copestakes Publisher 1 Express concern that the DEIR is too focused on the lowering river flow to mimic ancient history, believing that 
will solve fish problems. 

2.1 

 2 Concern with the Ludwigia blooms and other invasive plants growth in the river and tributaries.  2.4 

3 Asserts that the two reasons to lower flow on the Russian River. One is to allow the mouth of the river at Jenner 
to close and create fresh water conditions and to avoid flooding adjacent properties. 

2.1 

4 Commenter asserts that there is no way to get the river to its pre-human influence state. Believes working with 
the current conditions and surroundings would be the best way to improve water quality. 

 2.4 

5 Commenter would like to see the artificial jetty in Jenner be removed so the river and ocean conditions can return 
to a more natural state. 

2.5 

6 Commenter would like to see the water quality improved. 2.4 

7 Commenter would like to see the river looked at in its entirety.   

8 Expressed concern for the entire watershed and its health. 2.4 
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NA_DeIon  Barbara DeIonno 1 Concerned Biological Opinion is narrowly focused. Questions if the Biological Opinion has been reviewed or 
certified by any other agencies. 

2.1 

 2 Concerned with low flow of the river being lowered. DEIR does not provide justification for low flow and explain it 
would damage recreation and water quality. 

2.1 

3 Questions implementation of D1610. 2.1 

4 Questions Biological Opinion terminology. Questions if the Biological Opinion is someone’s opinion or it if is 
based on science and studies. 

 

5 Concern with low flow affecting water levels for swimmers. 2.1 

6 Concern with low flow affecting water levels for swimmers. States that 125cfs at Hacienda Bridge would provide 
an adequate amount for water recreation. 

2.1; 2.6 

7 People of the lower Russian River depend on the river for recreation, lowering the flow would impact their 
recreation. Concerned with low flow impacts to business and other recreation.  

2.1; 2.6 

8 Asserts that low flow causes algae blooms and plant growth in the riverbed. 2.1; 2.4 

9 Asserts that low flow will increase water temperatures, affecting salmon. 2.1; 2.4 

10 Low flow affects water quality. States the lower river has existing issues with high levels of bacteria. 2.1; 2.4 

11 Concerned with the impacts of low flow on fish species. States fish will have less area to swim, therefore more 
human interaction. 

2.1 

12 Believes fish predators will have greater advantage because shallow waters are easier to see through. 2.1 

13 Commenter would like to see water flow remain at current level. 2.1 

14 Biological Opinion references affects to low flow on recreation. 2.1 

15 Commenter states that recreational boating is not the only activity on the river that requires water and that DEIR 
should include other recreational activities.  

2.1 

16 Concerned with navigability for canoes/kayaks under low flow conditions. 2.1 

17 Asserts the most of the river beaches are not behind dams. 2.1 

18 Some areas behind dams are not suitable for swimming.  

19 Concerned with low flow in regards to beach impacts and related facilities. 2.1 

20 Questions Biological Opinion terminology. Feels the recreational scene is being dismissed and there is a lack of 
input from those who it affects.  

 

21 Questions Biological Opinion mandate that the Water Agency implement low flow. 2.1 

22 Asserts that the cultural resources, recreation, and nature are valuable. 2.1 
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23 Believes it is not necessary for the Estuary Management Project to lower the flow of the entire river. Suggest 
other alternatives to reduce water flow.  

2.1 

24 Expresses concern for the gravel-mining project impact on the fish habitat. 2.1 

 25 Believes more research could have gone in to the Biological Opinion.  2.3 

26 Concerned with the breaching of the sandbars with bulldozers being to disruptive to seals and fish.  

27 Believes bulldozing the sandbars will be a sudden change for animal habitat.   

28 Biological Opinions recommends a closed lagoon.   

29 Concerned with overflow of the Estuary to the ocean and ocean influence on Estuary.   

30 Believes moving sand at the mouth of the river has not been successful in the past and is concerned with channel 
erosion.  

2.3 

31 Express concern for habitat at the mouth of the river. Questions if seals and fish would be harmed by the Estuary.   

32 Questions water quality at the mouth of the river. Expresses concern for habitat at the mouth of the river. 2.4 

33 DEIR lacks information on recreation. Concerned with how much of the beaches will be covered with water.   

34 DEIR lacks information on recreation. Commenter concerned with the lack of information available for decision 
makers. 

2.2; 2.6 

35 Commenter would like to see the upstream impacts of the river looked at. The entire project should be considered 
in one environmental document. 

2.2 

36 Commenter would prefer the use of no bulldozers. Questions if the removal of the jetty should be studied. 
Commenter suggests restoration of tributaries, removing impediments to fish migration and ensuring tributaries 
have adequate amounts of water. 

2.5 

37 Commenter notes article in newspaper highlighting Mark West Creek. Asserts Mark West Creek used to be a 
major spawning and rearing area which is now running dry.  

2.2 

 NA_Defoy S. Defoy 1 Commenter opposes project and low flow. 2.1 

 2 Concerned with water quality and algae growth impacts to fish and people. 2.4 

NA_Fento2 Kate Fenton & Lenny Weinstein  1 Commenter questions if the jetty removal jetty has been considered. Asserts this would be more cost effective.  2.5 

 

2 Commenter states the entire project should be considered in one environmental document.  2.1 

3 Questions if low flow will dilute toxins that would kill migrating salmon.   

4 Commenter would like to know when water quality studies will be available to the public. 2.4 

5 Questions why water quality is only being studied as far upstream as Duncans Mills. 2.2 

6 Questions where the graphic images of the planned outlet channel can be viewed.  

7 Asserts that the project will be unsuccessful due to water quality.  2.3; 2.6 
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NA_Filip Deborah Filipelli 1 Comment expresses concerns regarding to the separation of the project from the Fish Flow Project. Commenter 
states the purpose of both projects is to fulfill the requirements of the Biological Opinion. Concerned Estuary 
Management Project is separate from the Fish Flow Project. 

2.1 

 

2 Entire project should be considered in one environmental document because low flow is linked to the Estuary 
Management Project through the Biological Opinion. 

2.1 

3 DEIR project area only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills even though DEIR state impacts affect the river as far 
upstream as Vacation Beach. 

2.2 

4 Expresses concern in regard to flow at Hacienda during wet years. Project is only viable during drought years 
when water quality impacts would be greatest. 

2.1; 2.4 

5 States during dry years the mouth of the river usually stays open. 2.1 

6 Preferred project maintains Estuary levels at 8 feet. No buildings would flood at this level, making low flow 
unnecessary. 

2.5 

7 Concerned monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate and the 2010 results not made available to Water Quality 
Control Board or public. Unacceptable that studies will not be available in Final EIR. 

2.4 

 NA_Flynn Barbara Ann Flynn 1 Request contact information be added to distribution list.  

 

2 Commenter utilizes the Russian River for recreational and personal uses.  

3 Commenter states the purpose of both projects is to fulfill the requirements of the Biological Opinion. Concerned 
Estuary Management Project is separate from the Fish Flow Project.  

2.1 

4 Entire project should be considered in one environmental document because low flow is linked to the Estuary 
Management Project through the Biological Opinion. 

2.1 

5 States that the Estuary Management Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills. DEIR project area only 
analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills even though DEIR state impacts affect the river as far upstream as Vacation 
Beach. 

2.2 

6 Expresses concern in regard to flow at Hacienda during wet years. Project is only viable during drought years 
when water quality impacts would be greatest. 

2.1; 2.4 

7 States during dry years the mouth of the river usually stays open. 2.1 

8 Preferred project maintains Estuary levels at 8 feet. No buildings would flood at this level, making low flow 
unnecessary. 

 

9 Concerned monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate and the 2010 results not made available to Water Quality 
Control Board or public. Unacceptable that studies will not be available in Final EIR. 

2.4 

10 Commenter has been involved in other fish and wildlife restoration efforts and does not support the project. 2.3 
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NA_Hales Martha Hales  1 Request contact information be added to distribution list.   

 

2 Concerned with flow changes and impact on recreation, invasive species, and to other species.  2.1; 2.4 

3 Comment states the entire project should be considered in one environmental document.Entire project should be 
considered in one environmental document because low flow is linked to the Estuary Management Project 
through the Biological Opinion. 

2.1 

4 Requests monitoring and analysis of recreation, public health, and economic impacts.  2.6 

5 Entire project should be considered in one environmental document because low flow is linked to the Estuary 
Management Project through the Biological Opinion. 

2.1 

6 DEIR project area only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills even though DEIR state impacts affect the river as far 
upstream as Vacation Beach. 

2.2 

7 Expresses concern in regard to flow at Hacienda during wet years. Project is only viable during drought years 
when water quality impacts would be greatest. 

2.1; 2.4 

8 States during dry years the mouth of the river usually stays open. 2.1 

 

9 Preferred project maintains Estuary levels at 8 feet. No buildings would flood at this level, making low flow 
unnecessary. 

 

10 Concerned monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate and the 2010 results not made available to Water Quality 
Control Board or public. Unacceptable that studies will not be available in Final EIR. 

2.4 

 NA_Herr David Herr 1 Asserts that the mouth of the Russian River should not be artificially and mechanically opened.   

 2 Entire project should be considered with flow project in one environmental document because low flow is linked to 
the Estuary Management Project through the Biological Opinion. 

2.1 

3 Asserts that the mouth of the river is impeded by cement barrier naturally which keeps the opening closed. 2.5 

4 Disagrees with flood control for 2-3 structures.  2.5 

5 Asserts that artificially opening the mouth of the river is destructive to wildlife (harbor seals).   

6 Questions low flow. Asserts that the mouth of the Russian River should not be artificially and mechanically opened. 2.1 

7 States that past projects failed to protect the fish. 2.1; 2.3 

8 Concerned with low flow and impacts on temperature increase and invasive plant growth.  2.1; 2.4 

9 Disagrees with gravel mining project, tree removal, vineyard, and sedimentation.   

10 Commenter would like to see a project that would benefit the fish habitat.  2.3 

 NA_Jelli Norma Jellison 1 Commenter asserts that DEIR fails to acknowledge impacts to Goat Rock State Beach. States the beach area is 
heavily used by people. 

 

 2 Concerned that water levels up to 9 feet in some locations would inundate riverside beaches.  
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3 Questions how the loss of recreation opportunity at Goat Rock State Beach is not a significant impact to the 
people who utilize this area. 

 

4 DEIR does not identify impacts to beach loss for people below the rivers end. Questions how this impact is not 
significant. 

 

5 Concerned the restricted access to recreations sites or modification to existing recreational resources would 
impacts the visitors. 

 

6 Concerned with the lost of public states and impacts it could cause.   

7 Concerned with impacts to boaters and kayakers in regards to beach areas. Questions why this is not a 
significant impact.  

 

8 Asserts that impacts to Harbor seals are inadequately assessed and question method of analyzing impacts.  

9 States that the Jenner colony of seals is the largest and most significant Harbor seal colony in Sonoma County. 
Harbor seals are easily disturbed by natural and concerned how the Estuary Management Project could disturb 
them. 

 

 10 States that IHA protocols cannot mitigate impacts to the disruption of the seals. States long term disturbance to 
seals can result in reduced use of site, a shift to nocturnal rather than diurnal feeding, and reduced pup 
production.  

 

11 Questions how distribution impacts to the seals can be less than significant.  

12 Questions how the IHA protocols were used to find less than significant impacts.   

13 Concerned with ongoing disturbances with beach walkers to seals during the creation of the Estuary.   

14 Questions harassment protocols.   

15 States that the impacts on birds are inadequately assessed. States the Goat Rock Beach provides a resting place 
for birds. States birds are as easily disturbed as seals. 

 

16 Questions why no assessment was made of the impacts of prolonged closures of the river mouth on the flushing 
of birds. 

 

17 Concerned with the impacts to birds as a result of flushing created by the project.   

18 Impacts on water quality are inadequately assessed.  2.4 

 19 Asserts that the DEIR is not comprehensive as to assessing the impacts of modifying D1610 and the Estuary 
Management Project.  

2.1 

20 Entire project should be considered in one environmental document because low flow is linked to the Estuary 
Management Project through the Biological Opinion. 

2.1 

21 DEIR concludes that the Russian River is not listed under the Clean Water Act as impaired for nutrients. States 
nutrient levels can be too high for fish even thought the Russian River is not listed as impaired 

2.4 

22 Concerned with algal blooms in recent years. 2.4 
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23 States the North Coast Water Resources Board has arranged nutrient testing during the summer of 2011.  2.4 

24 Concerned with low flow water quality with regards to high bacteria levels and algae blooms. 2.1 

25 Concerned with flow change and impacts it may have on the environment and recreation boating. 2.1 

26 Expresses concern for lack of analysis on the impacts of the Estuary Management Project created lagoon and 
associated water quality impacts. Concerned with increase of bacteria levels and nutrients.  

2.4 

27 Concerned an increase in water temperature and bacteria may impact fish species in the lower river.  

28 States that the DEIR fails to assess the creation of a prey environment. Concerned salmon being preyed on.  

29 Concerned that the Estuary will becoming a feeding ground, concerned that salmon will be targeted.   

30 Express concern for salmon in the Estuary and questions what will be done protect them.  

31 Questions how the success of the project will be evaluated and the time frame for this.  2.3 

 

32 Concerned with the long term impacts of the project on the ecosystem. Questions impacts of sea level rise.  

33 Concerned that state beaches and other recreational resources are being lost.   

34 Concerned with seal habitat loss.  

 NA_Johnc John Johnck 1 Commenter states that the DEIR does not study the effects on the river at SHP.  2.2 

 

2 Questions why the DEIR ignores the 8 foot depth in the Estuary. Suggest the DEIR include Summerhome Park 
river frontage and an 8 foot depth at the Estuary. 

 

3 Suggest the DEIR include SHP river frontage and an 8 foot depth at the Estuary.   

NA_KarciA Andrew Karcie 1 Concerned low flow on the river will cause algae growth and cause poor water quality. 2.4 

NA_KarciP P Karcie 1 Commenter is opposed to the project.  2.1 

 2 Concerned low flow on the river will cause algae growth and cause poor water quality.  2.4 

NA_KarciZ Karcie 1 Commenter is opposed to the project. 2.1 

 2 Concerned low flow on the river will cause algae growth and cause poor water quality. 2.4 

 NA_Kenne Jay Kennedy 1 Project is an experiment; questions why the Water Agency guesses when there are other proven restoration 
examples in other west coast locations.  

2.3 

 

2 Believes non-profit organizations can help the river recovery for free.   

3 Believes removing the concrete wall at the mouth of the river will return river to a natural state could be beneficial 
to for the fish habitat. States that the proposed plan will help invasive species thrive in the Estuary. Does not 
believe water quality will improve. 

2.5 

4 Believes fish will return if the river by cleaning creek beds that were damaged by development and logging. 2.3 
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 NA_Kersn Scott Kersnar 1 Concerned with the narrow focus of the DEIR and impacts on the three fish species. Concerned with stream 
condition and water quality challenges. 

2.3 

 

2 Commenter questions if other example Estuary enhancements projects contain the same upstream wastewater 
discharge as the Russian River. Questions overall health issues, water quality and flows of those rivers. 

2.3; 2.4 

3 Concerned with engineering feasibility and integrity of the sand barrier.  2.3 

4 Questions why the project does not require the removal of the existing jetty to reestablish a more natural state. 2.5 

5 Questions why the project does not consider raising flood waters to Jenner.  2.5 

6 Questions what mitigation the project envisions to avoid violation of Coastal Commission protections.  2.6 

7 Concerned with welfare of juvenile salmonids in conflict with harbor seals.   

8 Questions why the project does not require the Water Agency to actively cooperate with efforts to restore the 
Russian River tributaries.  

 

 

9 Question why the project does not address negative impacts to flooding, increase of algae to upstream beaches. 
Questions if studies have been done to verify the upstream degradation due to reduced flow. 

2.1; 2.2; 
2.4 

10 Concerned that the project will not have a net positive effect on fish species.  2.4 

11 Believes that the project ignores the overall health of the river.  

 NA_Marti Donald Martin 1 Request contact information be added to distribution list.   

 

2 Commenter utilizes the Russian River for recreational and personal uses.  

3 Comment expresses concern with regards to the separation of the project from the Fish Flow Project. Commenter 
states the purpose of both projects is to fulfill the requirements of the Biological Opinion. Concerned Estuary 
Management Project is separate from the Fish Flow Project.  

2.1 

4 Comment states the entire project should be considered in one environmental document. Entire project should be 
considered in one environmental document because low flow is linked to the Estuary Management Project 
through the Biological Opinion. 

2.1 

 

5 DEIR project area only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills even though DEIR state impacts affect the river as far 
upstream as Vacation Beach. 

2.2 

6 Expresses concern in regard to flow at Hacienda during wet years. Project is only viable during drought years 
when water quality impacts would be greatest. 

2.1, 2.4 

7 States during dry years the mouth of the river usually stays open. 2.1 

8 Preferred project maintains Estuary levels at 8 feet. No buildings would flood at this level, making low flow 
unnecessary. 

2.5 
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9 Concerned monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate and the 2010 results not made available to Water Quality 
Control Board or public. Unacceptable that studies will not be available in Final EIR. 

2.4 

10 States that project will fail and the best option is to remove jetty.  2.5 

11 DEIR should include mitigation for impacts to surfing.  2.6 

12 DEIR should consider all upstream issues.   

13 Suggests idea for the removal of the jetty.  

NA_MurphC2 Charles Murphy 1 Commenter is in favor of closing the mouth of the river.  

 

2 Asserts flood management should not be a part of project.  2.3; 2.5 

3 Suggests building a permanent dam with a removable section.  2.5 

4 Seals leave when barrier beach is closed.   

5 Opposed to low flow for flood management. Concerned how low flow will impact recreation, and water quality.  2.1 

 NA_OLear Dennis O'Leary 1 Requests contact information be added to distribution list.  

 

2 Questions why Sonoma County Water Agency is the lead agency for this project. Believes there is a conflict of 
interest. 

 

3 DEIR should give the “No Future Estuary Management” alternative serious consideration.  2.5 

4 DEIR fails to mention that area septic systems are in violation of current law and face future compliance or 
abatement action.  

 

 NA_Sklen Carol Sklenicka 1 Asserts project is trial and error.  2.3 

 

2 Concerned that the DEIR does not consider the impacts of temporary and permanent low flow of the river. 
Disagrees with low flow for flood management. 

2.1 

3 Preferred project maintains Estuary levels at 8 feet. No buildings would flood at this level, making low flow 
unnecessary. 

2.1 

4 Separation of low flow project ignores evidence that it will be destructive to habitat and recreation,  2.1 

 

5 Concerned with the accuracy of the water quality data. States EPA has recently requested the need for more 
specific water quality data regarding the impacts of urban run-off.  

2.4 

6 Concerned with the impacts above Vacation Beach of raising the Estuary levels and lowering flow. 2.1 

7 Would like to see the process reevaluated from the beginning.   

 NA_Sobie2 Mary Anne Sobieraj 
1 States the Russian River has extensive agricultural and urban influence which differs from other cited Estuary 

examples. 
2.3 

 2 Suggests the DEIR is based on faulty premise with regards to a freshwater lagoon.  2.3 
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3 Questions metrics the Water Agency will use to determine the success or failure of the Estuary project.  2.3 

4 Concerned with the increase of bacteria and pathogen levels. Concerned with high level bacteria.  2.4 

5 Concerned with the impact of increasing water temperatures in the Estuary.   

6 Questions why the cumulative effects were not discuss and evaluated.   

7 Questions the evaluation the Estuary Management Project. 2.1 

 NA_Sukov Darrell Sukovitzen 1 Questions who will be responsible for the monitoring of changes in wave action at the mouth of the river.  

 

2 Questions what actions will be taken to avoid changes to the configuration of submerged sand. 2.6 

3 Requests data on wildlife and human presence.  

4 Questions why the pinniped monitoring done was not been made available for public review prior to the close of 
the comment period. 

 

5 Concerned with the reason data is not available on the pinniped population.  2.7 

 

6 Questions what studies have been done and concerned with the impacts on wildlife.   

7 Questions what studies have been done and concerned with impacts on the land and aquatic plant life.   

8 Concerned with the impacts to the migratory population at the mouth of the river.  

9 Expresses concern for the seals with regards to construction equipment.  

10 Concern with impacts to Penny Island and questions if studies have been done.  

11 Questions what studies have been done in regards to aquatic species. Questions the impacts to salmonids and 
other wildlife migrating up Jenner Creek, Sheephouse Creek, Slaughterhough Creek, Austin Creek and Dutch Bill 
Creek. 

 

12 Concerned with impacts to upstream islands and questions what studies have been done.   

13 Questions if a complete list of plant, bird and aquatic life have been completed for the species inhabiting the area 
around Jenner marsh. 

 

14 Questions impacts of intrusive predation on salmonid and other sea life in the Estuary and upstream.  

15 Question why the impacts of silt runoff from vineyard has not been analyzed in the DEIR. 2.4 

 

16 Questions why the affect of fertilizers and chemicals used by the agricultural industry were not analyzed in the 
DEIR in regards to water quality. Questions how chemicals could impacts fish species.  

 

17 Questions how jetty removal would alter by the proposed project.  2.5 

18 Concerned with impacts of red tides on the Estuary. 2.4 

19 Questions effect of fluorescent algae as a result of the project.  2.4 

20 Questions if analysis of water conditions have been completed for the Estuary and beach locations.  
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21 DEIR should address impacts of summer dams and fish ladders.  

22 Question if the project will proliferate invasive aquatic plant species. 2.4 

23 DEIR does not address the alternatives Analysis regarding the introduction of fungicides, herbicides and 
pesticides into the Russian River. 

 

24 Concerned with the accumulation of mercury in the Estuary.  2.4 

25 Concerned with the effects of a potential chemical spill.  

26 Commenter states the entire project should be considered in one environmental document.  2.1, 2.7 

NA_Sulli Daniel Sullivan 1 Request contact information be added to distribution list.   

 

2 Commenter utilizes the Russian River for recreational and personal uses.  

3 Comment expresses concern with regards to the separation of the project from the Fish Flow Project. Commenter 
states the purpose of both projects is to fulfill the requirements of the Biological Opinion. Concerned Estuary 
Management Project is separate from the Fish Flow Project.  

2.1 

 

4 Comment states the entire project should be considered in one environmental document. Entire project should be 
considered in one environmental document because low flow is linked to the Estuary Management Project 
through the Biological Opinion. 

2.1 

5 DEIR project area only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills even though DEIR state impacts affect the river as far 
upstream as Vacation Beach. 

2.2 

6 Expresses concern in regard to flow at Hacienda during wet years. Project is only viable during drought years 
when water quality impacts would be greatest. 

2.1; 2.4 

7 States during dry years the mouth of the river usually stays open. 2.1 

8 Preferred project maintains Estuary levels at 8 feet. No buildings would flood at this level, making low flow 
unnecessary. 

2.5 

9 Concerned monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate and the 2010 results not made available to Water Quality 
Control Board or public. Unacceptable that studies will not be available in Final EIR. 

2.4 

10 Comment implies the project is proposed to further a “hidden agenda” and that water management is made up.  

NA_Urbin Cynthia Urbina 1 Comment asserts Estuary Management Project is an experiment that may never work. Comment asserts DEIR 
should consider logging, gravel mining, vineyards, pharmaceuticals from wastewater and chemical pollutants. 

2.3 

 

2 Comment states that DEIR conclusion is that impact to surfing is significant and unavoidable, harbor seals leave 
when water is high, and that river beaches will be inundated. DEIR does not included economic impacts. 
Comment states that combination of low flows and a closed Estuary system would create high level of pollutants 
and could impact public health related to swimming. 

2.1;2.6 
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3 Comment asserts DEIR must assure Jenner houses will not flood and questions if the Water Agency will open 
mouth at 10 feet. Requests results of 2010 implementation. DEIR must tell where the water from lowering flow 
will go. 

 

4 DEIR must address logging, vineyard production, and low flow. 2.1 

NA_Wikle Victoria Wikle 1 Austin Creek to Vacation Beach is impacted with high water levels, lack of flow, degraded water quality. DEIR 
must address improving poor water quality.  

2.2; 2.4 

 2 Concerned with river low flow and flow rates. 2.1 

NA_ZimmeD 
NA_ZimmeM 

Dana Zimmerman                         
Marilyn Zimmerman 

1 Add name and address to notification list.  

 

2 Concerned about separation of Estuary Management Project DEIR from the Fish Flow Project. CEQA requires 
entire process to be considered in one environmental document. 

2.1; 2.7 

3 Prefer Reduced Project Alternative. No buildings would be flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary. 2.1; 2.5 

4 Concerned with water quality and recreational impacts from low flow.  

5 Concerned about water quality from decreased water flow, including possible added pollution from nutrients, 
toxins, bacteria, temperature, and invasive species. 

2.1; 2.4 

 

6 Concerned monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate and the 2010 results not made available to Water Quality 
Control Board or public. Unacceptable that studies will not be available in Flow EIR. 

2.4 

7 In 2009 several locations tested positive for Enterococcus. Only other recorded incident was July 2002 for E. coli, 
corresponding to a documented sewage spill from Santa Rosa. 

2.4 

 
8 Preferred project maintains Estuary levels at 8 feet. No buildings would flood at this level, making low flow 

unnecessary. 
2.5 

Public Hearing    

H_Waters Suki Waters 1 Comment states that the Estuary is a “living classroom”.  

 

2 Commenter recalls from memory the historical mouth location and past influence from gravel mining and dredge 
projects; asserts the current mouth location is not historic. Comment refers to the jetty and natural percolation 
that historically occurred through the barrier beach.  

3 Comment asserts that the jetty is being managed as well as possible but should be removed. 2.5 

4 Comment addresses sea level rise.  

5 Commenter asserts the mouth of the river is now affected by things not originally part of the natural conditions 
and asserts that river mouth may have closed more often. 2.1 

6 Comment asserts DEIR should consider flow and Estuary Management Project in one environmental document. 2.1 
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H_Sukov Darrell Sukovitzen 1 Comment questions if comments provided during the public facilitating committee will be included in the EIR record.  

 

2 Commenter states that he attended two of three scoping meetings.  

3 Commenter questions what the Water Agency will do with water not released to achieve low flow conditions. 2.1 

4 Comment asserts DEIR should address effect of fungicides, herbicides, pesticides from drift air, or runoff from 
vineyards.  

H_Adelm Brendan Adelman 1 Comment asserts DEIR should consider flow and Estuary Management Project in one environmental document.  

 

2 Asserts NMFS scoping comment letter recommends analyzing flow and Estuary Management Project.  

3 Comment regarding project area.  2.2 

4 Refers to 2009 Photo Report.  

5 Comment asserts purpose of low flow is to avoid flooding of low-lying properties. 2.1 

6 Comment expresses concern for impacts associated with low flow, including bacteria, nutrients, algal blooms, 
Ludwigia mats, and blue-green algae. 2.1; 2.4 

7 Comment asserts baseline data is inadequate and that inadequate data is used to justify inability to mitigate impacts. 2.6 

8 Comment disagrees with DEIR conclusion that water quality impacts are less than significant because the river is not 
listed for nutrient impairments under the Clean Water Act and because the project would serve beneficial uses. 2.4 

9 Comment mentions massive algal bloom. 2.4 

10 Comment asserts Public Hearing presentation did not mention that the river is listed on the 303(d) list for 
temperature. 2.4 

11 Commenter asserts DEIR does not address toxins in the anoxic zone or interchanges that might occur as a result 
of changes in the anoxic zone. 2.4 

12 Comment asserts DEIR contains inconsistencies and repetition.  

13 Comment is concerned with se of the term “natural”. 2.4; 2.7 

H_Hardy Dian Hardy 1 Project overlooks overall ecology at the mouth of the Russian River; focuses only on habitat for endangered 
salmonids and overlooks harbor seal haulout, resting and foraging site for migratory birds, and fishery for 
Dungeness crabs. DEIR recognizes a variety of aquatic and terrestrial species rely on estuarine habitat for some 
or all of their life phases.  

 

2 Recommends a holistic perspective to consider human impact on natural systems, i.e. Warm Springs Dam 
impact on native fishery and resulting population growth and agriculture, forestry, gravel mining, and residential 
and commercial development. Concern with scope of authority of the Endangered Species Act.  

3 Comment asserts DEIR should take a more holistic approach.  

H_Jelli Norma Jellison 1 Range of aquatic and terrestrial species should be addressed in the DEIR  

 2 Comment disagrees with DEIR conclusions with the determination that creation and maintenance of the lagoon 
outlet channel would be less than significant to pinnipeds.  
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H_DeIon Barbara DeIonno 1 Comment is opposed to low flow since the Estuary Management Project is not dependent on flow.  

 

2 Comment asserts that Biological Opinion does not address water quality (temperature increase) damage 
associated with low flow. 2.1 

3 Comment asserts there is less fish habitat under low flow conditions. 2.1 

4 DEIR does not address impacts to swimming.  

5 The Estuary Management Project needs intended to balance all interests on the Russian River.  

6 Comment asserts project seems good for fish but that additional studies for other species are needed.  

H_Copes Vesta Copestakes 1 Commenter concerned with river flow and relationship to flood control for low-lying properties. 2.1 

 2 Comment asserts low-lying properties at risk for flooding should be raised. 2.5 

 

3 Comment asserts all EIRs and studies should be considered in one environmental document. 2.1 

4 Comment asserts DEIR should address upstream influences including failing septic tanks, vineyards, and other 
chemical inputs.  

5 Comment states that the natural flow of the river is unknown, and that natural condition would result from jetty 
removal. 2.5 

H_Frey Mike Frey 1 Sonoma Coast Surfrider comments that the DEIR does not address impacts on surfing activities. 2.6 

 

2 Comment cites California Coastal Act Section 30213, protecting lower cost recreational facilities; 30220, 
protecting water-dependent recreational activities. 2.6 

3 Comment concerned that no mitigation is provided to mitigate impacts to surfing. 2.6 

4 DEIR has not addressed needs of the local surfers. 2.8 

5 DEIR does not contain baseline data for E. coli and nutrients at the mouth of the river and that no monitoring has 
been conducted. Comment also asserts analysis should extend beyond Duncans Mills. 2.2; 2.4 

 

6 Comment supports jetty removal. 2.2; 2.5 

7 Commenter opposes fortifying coast and providing flood management for low-lying properties. 2.2, 2.3 

H_Hanso Larry Hanson 1 Commenter states river mouth environment is dynamic, but three processes unnatural, including manipulated 
flows released from Warm Springs Dam, the jetty structure, and low-lying properties that require low flows.  

 

2 This response assumes the comment refers to the 2010 implementation of the lagoon outlet channel. 2.5 

3 Commenter opposes artificial breaching. 2.1 

 

4 Comment asserts jetty and dam removal must be removed.  

5 Comment asserts low flow should not be implemented to provide flood management. 2.1; 2.4 

6 Commenter concerned with continued harassment to wildlife, and water quality impacts from implementing low 
flow.  
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TABLE 1 (Continued) 
COMMENT ISSUES SUMMARY 

Designator Agency and Signatory 
Comment 

Designator Comment Summary/Topic 
Master 

Response 

Public Hearing (cont.)    

H_Yeate Thomas Yeates 1 Comment regarding public process. 2.8 

 

2 Future presentations should incorporate all knowledge of river. 2.8 

3 Presentation should include analyses, actions to discover the causes, and mitigation. 2.6 

4 Comment asserts real issue is upstream influence from logging, dams, pesticide runoff.  

5 Questions amount of public outreach and use of the public knowledge.    

6 Comment asserts there are other issues affecting fish beyond what the Estuary Management Project is intended 
to solve.  

7 Requests update on 2010 lagoon outlet channel implementation.  

H_Furch Rue Furch 1 Comment questions if project will achieve goal. 2.3 

 

2 DEIR should address algae as a function of low flow.  2.1; 2.4 

3 DEIR should look at issues upstream, including pollutant inputs that affect the river. 2.2, 2.4 
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CHAPTER 2 
Master Responses 

Some topics in the Russian River Estuary Management Project Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) received multiple comments. In order to provide a thorough response on these topics, master 
responses have been prepared that present a comprehensive discussion of the key items of interest to 
the commenters. For a list of the individual comments, please refer to Table 1, Chapter 1, Summary 
of Issues Raised by Commenters. Response to each individual comment is provided in Chapter 3, 
Response to Comments. In the event that one of these major topics is raised in an individual 
comment, where appropriate, a brief response is provided and the commenter is referred to the 
following master responses for a complete discussion.  

2.1 Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements 

Introduction 
This section addresses comments regarding analyzing the Russian River Estuary Management 
Project independently of other elements in the Russian River Biological Opinion, including 
comments stating that by not analyzing the entire Russian River Biological Opinion, specifically 
the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project (Fish Flow Project), the Water Agency is 
“piecemealing” the analysis.  

Overview of Issues Raised by Commenters 
• All elements of the Russian River Biological Opinion are linked and should be considered 

as a single “project” under CEQA.1

• Separation of the Estuary Management Project from the Fish Flow Project is inconsistent 
with CEQA.  

 

• Project objectives of Estuary Management Project and Fish Flow Project are the same, and 
therefore should be considered in one environmental document. 

• Objective of the Fish Flow Project is flood prevention.  

• The Estuary Management Project requires low summertime Russian River flows.  

• The impacts associated with the Estuary Management Project could be exacerbated by 
implementation of the Fish Flow Project and all impacts should be addressed in this Draft 
EIR. 

                                                      
1 CEQA is defined as the California Environmental Quality Act.  
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• The Russian River Biological Opinion states that low flow is required for the Estuary 
Management Project and therefore both projects should be considered in the same document.  

Discussion 
The 2008 NMFS Russian River Biological Opinion requires that the Water Agency and the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) take a series of actions2 throughout the 
Russian River watershed between 2008 and 2023. The required actions are intended to avoid 
jeopardizing populations of listed3

The Russian River Biological Opinion requires that the Water Agency change its stream 
maintenance program, enhance Dry Creek fishery habitat, change its Estuary management 
practices, and request modifications to state-mandated minimum instream flow requirements. All 
of these required actions are intended to improve conditions for listed salmonids, but each is 
independent.  

 steelhead and coho salmon and their critical habitat and to 
improve conditions for these listed fish species. However, each required action has independent 
utility; any specific required action does not lead to, follow from, or make any other action more 
likely. Each action must be carried out at a different time and at a different location. Each has 
already been subject to or will be subject to its own separate environmental reviews and permit 
requirements.  

For example, the Russian River Biological Opinion requires that the Water Agency change the 
way it managed more than 200 miles of natural and engineered stream channels throughout 
Sonoma County so that those channels provide improved conditions for listed fish species while 
still providing flood protection. In 2009, the Water Agency completed an environmental impact 
report for its revised stream maintenance program and approved the revised program. The Water 
Agency obtained all necessary permits, and is now carrying out the revised stream maintenance 
program. The Russian River Biological Opinion also requires a series of actions on Dry Creek, 
the 14-mile long tributary to the Russian River into which Warm Springs Dam water is released. 
The Russian River Biological Opinion concluded that the releases create high velocity flows 
harmful to listed salmonids and requires the Water Agency to improve habitat over 6 miles of Dry 
Creek channel over a 12 year period. The Water Agency has released an Initial Study and 
Mitigated Negative Declaration for a Dry Creek habitat demonstration project and will complete 
appropriate CEQA analysis before implementing the demonstration and future habitat 
enhancement projects. The Russian River Biological Opinion also requires that the Water Agency 
study the feasibility of using a pipeline for water supply flows to bypass Dry Creek in case habitat 
enhancements do not provide the expected improvements to habitat within Dry Creek. 
Completion of the appropriate level of CEQA documentation would be required for 
implementation of such a pipeline.  

                                                      
2 The Russian River Biological Opinion identifies these actions as Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives (RPAs). So 

long as the Water Agency is in compliance with the Russian River Biological Opinion and carrying out the RPAs, it 
is avoiding jeopardizing the continued existence of listed salmonids and their critical habitats and allowed to 
incidentally ‘take’ listed species and still be in compliance with the Endangered Species Act. 

3 Under the Endangered Species Act, fish may be ‘listed’ as threatened or endangered. 
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The Estuary Management Project and the Fish Flow Project (described in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, 
Cumulative Analysis, Section 5.2.4) are two additional projects required by the Russian River 
Biological Opinion, and similarly are independent and subject to separate environmental review. 
They have different objectives, are to be implemented at different times in different locations, 
have separate environmental impacts, and are subject to approvals of different regulatory 
agencies. Implementation of each project is a separate requirement of the Russian River 
Biological Opinion and as such, the implementation and success of one project is not predicated 
on the implementation and success of another project.  

The separateness of the two projects is shown by evaluating the following factors: 

• Timing: The Russian River Biological Opinion requires a wide range of Water Agency and 
USACE activities through 2023, and the Russian River Biological Opinion requires 
completion of these activities over varying timelines. The Russian River Biological 
Opinion requires that the Estuary Management Project be carried out immediately. In 
contrast, the Russian River Biological Opinion requires that the Water Agency complete a 
final EIR for the Fish Flow Project by September 2013 and does not anticipate that the 
State Water Resources Control Board will act to change the minimum instream flows until 
about 2014 to 2016.4

• Regulatory Approvals: The two projects do not require the same regulatory approvals. 
The Estuary Management Project requires permits from the California Department of Parks 
and Recreation, California Coastal Commission, California State Lands Commission, 
California Department of Fish and Game, and North Coast Regional Water Quality Control 
Board. The Water Agency must complete the CEQA process in 2011 in order to maintain 
these permits. The Fish Flow Project, on the other hand, cannot be carried out without 
extensive changes to the Water Agency’s state water rights approved by the State Water 
Resources Control Board, which must hold public hearings before issuing a decision. The 
Fish Flow Project does not require permits from California Department of Parks and 
Recreation, California Coastal Commission or the California State Lands Commission, and 
the State Water Resources Control Board is not required to issue any water rights approvals 
for the Estuary Management Project. 

 The Water Agency has petitioned the State Water Resources Control 
Board to change minimum flows and issued an NOP for the Fish Flow Project EIR, as 
required by the Russian River Biological Opinion, and is preparing a draft EIR. Tying the 
two projects into one EIR would have prevented the Water Agency from meeting the 
Russian River Biological Opinion requirement that the Estuary Management Project be 
implemented immediately.  

• Location: The Estuary Management Project has effects only from the mouth of the Russian 
River to Vacation Beach, approximately 14 miles upstream. The Fish Flow Project, on the 
other hand, affects instream flows over the majority of the Russian River and Dry Creek. 

                                                      
4 The Russian River Biological Opinion recognized that changing D1610 minimum instream flow requirements 

would require filing a petition to change D1610 with the State Water Board, completing a multi-year EIR, and a 
State Water Board hearing process, and that this process would require 6 to 8 years to complete. (NMFS 2008, 
page 243) 
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To the extent that these geographic areas overlap or result in or have overlapping impacts, 
these impacts are discussed in the Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Impacts.5

• Objectives: The Estuary Management Project’s purpose is to change the way the Water 
Agency manages the Estuary during the lagoon management period, so that the Water 
Agency can improve Estuary conditions for rearing juvenile steelhead while continuing to 
provide flood control protection. The Fish Flow Project’s purpose, on the other hand, is to 
reduce minimum instream flows through different reaches of the Russian River and Dry 
Creek, in order to enhance various salmonid life stages currently affected by the velocity of 
the flows.  

 

The sharing of an overall objective, to avoid jeopardizing populations of listed steelhead 
and coho salmon and their critical habitat, and to improve conditions for these listed fish 
species, does not negate the independent utility of the Estuary Management Project to 
provide enhanced juvenile salmonid rearing habitat within the Estuary. 

• Relationship Between Projects: The Estuary Management Project will govern the Water 
Agency’s breaching of the Estuary under all foreseeable instream flow conditions, with or 
without the instream flow levels proposed by the Fish Flow Project. The Water Agency has 
been managing water levels in the Estuary through breaching since 1995. At the times the 
Water Agency has breached the Estuary to prevent flooding, instream flows in the Russian 
River have ranged from 77 cubic feet per second (cfs) to 1,250 cfs. Although the Water 
Agency is required by the State Water Resources Control Board to maintain minimum 
flows in the Russian River, flows often greatly exceed the prescribed minimums due to 
natural flow from unmanaged tributaries on the river. Thus, depending on the year type and 
season, instream flows into the Estuary are, and will continue to be, a combination of 
natural runoff and releases from storage. The Estuary Management Project was developed 
to govern the Water Agency’s breaching activities under all flow conditions, regardless of 
the level of instream flows, and does not require or make more likely any changes to the 
existing minimum instream flows. The Fish Flow Project, on the other hand, proposes to 
reduce the level of flows in the Russian River and Dry Creek. Under the Fish Flow Project, 
flows into the Estuary could be lower in some years, depending upon the extent of natural 
runoff and tributary flows. Reduced minimum flows in the river, and the resultant possible 
reduced flows into the Estuary, if approved by the State Water Resources Control Board, 
may make it easier for the Water Agency to maintain the water levels identified in the 
Russian River Biological Opinion as beneficial in some years.6

                                                      

 However, these lower flows 
are not required in order for the Estuary Management Project to be carried out. The Water 
Agency must carry out the Estuary Management Project regardless of whether lower 
minimum Russian River flows are ever approved by the State Water Resources Control 
Board. The Estuary Management Project, as designed and as evaluated in the Draft EIR, is 
feasible with or without the reduced minimum flows proposed by the Fish Flow Project. 
Accordingly, the individual impacts of the Fish Flow Project need not be described in this 
EIR. The cumulative effects of both projects are analyzed in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, 
Cumulative Analysis. 

5 CEQA Guidelines Section 15156 explains: “Where one project is one of several similar projects of a public 
agency, but is not deemed a part of a larger undertaking or larger project, the agency may prepare one EIR for all 
projects, or one for each project, but shall in either case comment on the cumulative effect.” 

6 As noted in the Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental Setting, page 3-3, however, ocean 
wave conditions have a significant influence over when the Estuary closes and opens, and such ocean conditions 
are wholly unrelated to the level of flows coming into the Estuary. 
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Comments stating that the Estuary Management Project depends upon the Fish Flow Project or 
makes the Fish Flow Project necessary misunderstand the fundamental nature of the Estuary 
Management Project. The Estuary Management Project has two fundamental objectives – flood 
protection and enhancing juvenile salmonid habitat (Draft EIR Section 2.3.1). The proposed 
project meets these objectives by providing for continued historic breaching of the barrier beach 
(Draft EIR Section 2.3.2) outside the lagoon management period, but modified breaching 
activities during the lagoon management period, in order to increase freshwater levels in the 
Estuary while minimizing flood hazard (Draft EIR Section 2.3.3). The Water Agency will also 
create and maintain a lagoon outlet channel in order to stabilize such higher water levels and 
minimize flood hazard (Draft EIR Section 2.4). The Russian River Biological Opinion concludes 
that reducing minimum instream flow requirements, as provided by the Fish Flow Project, will 
enable flows that will, among other benefits to salmon habitat in the watershed, provide a lower 
inflow to the Estuary between late spring and early fall, thereby enhancing the potential for 
maintaining a seasonal freshwater lagoon. However, the Russian River Biological Opinion does 
not condition lagoon management on achieving lower minimum instream flows during the lagoon 
management period. The Water Agency is required to implement the Estuary Management 
Project during the lagoon management period, regardless of the inflow into the Estuary at the 
time of barrier beach formation and closure of the river mouth. As discussed in detail in the Draft 
EIR and elsewhere in the responses to comments, because of unregulated tributary inflows, 
overall inflows into the Estuary are largely outside the control of the Water Agency, especially 
during the first part of the lagoon management period. Following natural closure of the estuary, 
the Estuary Management Project actions (reduced breaching, implementation of outlet channel, 
and maintenance of higher water levels) will take place without regard to the rate of inflow into 
the Estuary.  

Several comments acknowledge the overlap in geographic extent of the projects required under 
the Russian River Biological Opinion, and this overlap is considered in the cumulative impact 
analysis in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0. Section 5.2.4 includes a brief description of the Fish Flow 
Project, types of impacts anticipated to result from the Fish Flow Project, the relationship to the 
Estuary Management Project, as proposed, and the potential contribution to cumulatively 
significant impacts. The analysis determined that the Estuary Management Project together with 
the proposed Fish Flow Project could have a cumulatively considerable contribution to water 
quality and recreational impacts.  

The rationale behind the “piecemealing” prohibition is that the requirements of CEQA cannot be 
avoided by chopping up proposed projects into bite-size pieces which, individually considered, 
might be found to have no significant effect on the environment or to be only ministerial.7

                                                      
7 The concept of project piecemealing or segmentation derives from the CEQA Guidelines definition of a “project,” 

Section 15165, and case law. The CEQA Guidelines define “project” as “the whole of an action, which has a 
potential for resulting in a physical change in the environment, directly or ultimately…” (Section 15378[a]). CEQA 
prohibits concealing the environmental consequences of a project by separately focusing on isolated parts and 
overlooking the cumulative effect of the whole action.  

 The 
danger the prohibition seeks to avoid is the subdivision of a single project into smaller individual 
subprojects in order to avoid the responsibility of considering the environmental impact of the 
project as a whole. This rationale is not implicated in the present situation. The Water Agency has 
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carried out a careful, detailed, and exhaustive evaluation of the potential environmental impacts 
of the Estuary Management Project, and has issued a Notice of Preparation for an EIR which will 
do the same for the Fish Flow Project. All of the environmental impacts of these two separate 
projects will be fully analyzed and brought to light, including any cumulative impacts of the two 
projects. The Water Agency is preparing two EIRs because the two projects are separate with 
respect to their purposes, their objectives, their physical locations, their timing, the actions that 
will be undertaken to carry them out, and their environmental impacts. 

2.2 Project Description, Impact Areas and Scope of 
Analysis 

Introduction  
This section addresses comments about the project description, including implementation 
methods, and impact analysis within two geographic areas discussed in the EIR: the Estuary 
Study Area and the Maximum Backwater Area. 

Overview of Issues Raised by Commenters 
• Draft EIR focuses on impacts in Jenner and Duncans Mills, but impacts will extend 

upstream. 

• Analysis should extend farther upstream to Vacation Beach, Monte Rio, Forestville, and 
Dry Creek. 

Discussion 
Although the focus of Water Agency Estuary management activities is the barrier beach at the 
mouth of the Russian River,8

The Water Agency has detailed information about conditions in the Estuary up to the Duncans 
Mills area, beyond the confluence with Austin Creek. The Draft EIR identifies this area as the 
Estuary Study Area. The Water Agency has more general information about conditions from 
Duncan Mills upstream to Vacation Beach. The Draft EIR identifies this area as the Maximum 
Backwater Area. Although both areas are evaluated in the Draft EIR, the level of detail reflects 
the level of information available to the Agency for each particular area.  

 the Draft EIR analyzes environmental impacts over a greater area, 
from the mouth of the Russian River upstream to and including the Vacation Beach area. The 
Water Agency has no information that this project would have impacts upstream of Vacation 
Beach, and no such information was provided by comments received on the Draft EIR. 

                                                      
8 As presented in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description. 
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The Estuary9 extends from the mouth of the Russian River upstream approximately seven miles 
to the Duncans Mills area at the confluence of the river with Austin Creek. Within this Estuary 
Study Area, the Water Agency has developed high resolution water quality, vegetation, biological 
resource, and bathymetric information. The bathymetric data used in the analysis (EDS, 2009) is 
the best available information. The Estuary Study Area itself has three primary reaches: lower, 
middle and upper reach (see Draft EIR Figure 2-3) and the Draft EIR discusses environmental 
impacts for each reach based on the detailed information available.10

From this detailed information, the Water Agency determined that, under certain closed conditions, 
increases in water elevations that result from implementation of the proposed project may extend 
beyond Duncans Mills upstream as far as Vacation Beach. The impacts within this Maximum 
Backwater Area are also evaluated, using the less detailed information that is available. However, 
because the upper reach of the Estuary Study Area is primarily freshwater, as is the Maximum 
Backwater Area, the Water Agency was able to use the detailed information available for the upper 
reach of the Estuary Study Area to evaluate impacts within the Maximum Backwater Area. The 
Water Agency has no evidence that backwatering conditions extend further upstream nor was 
evidence presented by commenters. 

  

In addition to the detailed analysis presented for impacts from the mouth of the river to Duncans 
Mills, the Draft EIR analyzed and disclosed environmental impacts between Austin Creek (in 
proximity to Duncan Mills) upstream to Vacation Beach for geology and soils (Draft EIR 
Section 4.1), water levels (Draft EIR Section 4.2.), Water Quality (Draft EIR Section 4.3) 
Biological Resources (Draft EIR Section 4.4), Fisheries (Draft EIR Section 4.5), Land Use and 
Agricultural Resources (Draft EIR Section 4.6), Recreational Areas (Draft EIR Section 4.7), 
Cultural Resources (Draft EIR Section 4.8), Noise (Draft EIR Section 4.9), Air Quality (Draft 
EIR Section 4.10), Traffic (Draft EIR Section 4.11), and Hazardous Materials (Draft EIR 
Section 4.12), Public Services, Utilities and Public Safety (Draft EIR Section 4.13) and Aesthetic 
Resources (Draft EIR Section 4.14).  

In summary, the impact analysis for Estuary Study Area and the Maximum Backwater Area 
reflects the level of information available to the Agency for each particular area. The fact that 
there are different levels of available detailed information for the Estuary Study Area and 
Maximum Backwater Area does not mean that the disclosure within each area is inadequate. 
Although it is correct that the Water Agency did not evaluate impacts above Vacation Beach, 
there is no information that impacts would result from the proposed project.  

                                                      
9 As defined on page 2-2 of the Draft EIR, estuary is defined as a partly enclosed coastal body of water with a river 

flowing into it, and open connection to the ocean (tidally influenced). The term “Estuary,” in the context of the 
Draft and Final EIR, refers to the geographic location of the project, recognizing that the proposed project involves 
creation of a “lagoon,” which is defined as a freshwater or brackish body of water separated from the ocean by a 
barrier beach. 

10 This information collected by the Water Agency as part of its ongoing management is the best available 
information about “existing conditions” in the Estuary Study Area. 
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2.3 Project Feasibility 

Introduction 
This section addresses comments about project feasibility and the ability to achieve project 
objectives.  

Overview of Issues Raised by Commenters 
• Project design and adaptive management are experimental and unsubstantiated.  

• Russian River watershed is different than referenced examples identified in the Russian 
River Biological Opinion and used to formulate project approach. Other watersheds 
referenced are not as large, do not have the same level of agricultural and urban land uses, 
or are not as impaired as Russian River Watershed. 

• Project is experimental; should review other proven restoration examples in other West 
Coast locations. 

• Lagoon outlet channel will not be successful because it is not possible to design a sand 
spillway that will withstand erosional force. 

• Project does not have an established timeframe or success criteria. 

Discussion 
The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is the federal agency responsible for management 
of federally listed marine species, in this case endangered and threatened coho salmon, Chinook 
salmon, and steelhead, under the Endangered Species Act. In the Russian River Biological 
Opinion, NMFS assessed the condition of each of the three listed salmonid species relative to 
their extinction risk and described the function and role of their respective critical habitats for 
species conservation. The Estuary Management Project, both in terms of its design methodology 
and the use of adaptive management, has been developed to provide enhancement of habitat 
conditions for these species. A discussion of design methodology, adaptive management, success 
criteria, and use of this approach in other watersheds by NMFS is presented below. 

Design Methodology 
Design methodology for developing the lagoon outlet channel is based on understanding how a 
naturally-closing estuary forms a freshwater lagoon during summer time conditions at other 
California small to mid size coastal river mouths. The design was developed using a conceptual 
model of physical processes based on the following design criteria (PWA, 2010): 

• Knowledge gained from prior artificial breaching 
• Principles of adaptive management 
• Observations of conditions during past periods of outlet channel closures 
• Variables influencing implementation 
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• Channel alignment before closure 
• Beach berm elevation 
• Rate of lagoon water surface elevation increase 
• Use of existing bedrocks as grade control 
• Predicted outcomes/success/feasibility of the channel 
• Target conditions – lagoon water level non-tidal, between 7 and 9 feet water level, some 

slow variation in response to river discharge, wave overwash, tides, evolving morphology 
of the outlet channel.  

Because of the dynamic nature of channel morphology, it is difficult to predict the specific 
performance of the outlet channel. Therefore, the Estuary Management Project has been 
developed using adaptive management, which proposes design strategies, adjusts to the current 
conditions at the time of closure, and implements, monitors, and revises strategy and 
implementation methods as needed.  

As described in the process flow chart in Draft EIR Figure 2-5, the proposed project assumes 
potential for channel closure after the outlet channel is initially established, and includes a 
maintenance component to re-establish the channel if necessary. The channel design is included 
in the Adaptive Management Plan (PWA, 2011). Based on engineering calculations, the channel 
bed slope must be essentially flat (slope on the order of 0.0001) with water depths of less than 2 
ft, preferably 0.5 to 1 ft, to reduce the likelihood of channel scour. Tidal fluctuations in water 
level and variability in wave intensity will cause the locations of scour and deposition to shift at 
hourly timescales, but averaging across several tidal cycles, any sand lost by scour will be 
balanced by an equivalent amount of deposition (PWA, 2011). 

Adaptive Management 
Recognizing the variable and dynamic nature of the Russian River system, influence from 
external human inputs, and the future uncertainty of natural conditions, the Estuary Management 
Project is intended to be implemented as an adaptive management project. Adaptive management 
is a decision process that promotes flexible decision-making within a given set of accepted 
criteria that can be adjusted in the face of uncertainties as outcomes from management actions 
and other events become better understood. Adaptive management requires: 1) monitoring of 
biological productivity, water quality, and physical processes in the Estuary in response to the 
changes in management actions that control water surface elevations in the estuary-lagoon system; 
and 2) refinement of management actions to achieve desired water levels to support improved 
biological productivity, while simultaneously providing flood management for properties adjacent 
to the Estuary. Adaptive management also recognizes the importance of natural variability in 
contributing to ecological resilience and productivity. Adaptive management is not an 
experimental ‘trial and error’ process; rather, it provides a structured approach to resource 
management. It is an iterative process in which the actions and tasks implemented to meet the 
management objectives are continually revisited and revised based on monitoring results and 
analysis relative to performance. Although predicting the actual outcome of the actions may be 
uncertain, actions are implemented purposefully, in coordination with regulatory agencies, with a 
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specific intended outcome. By repeating the lagoon management cycles, collecting information, 
and generating increasing knowledge about the Estuary system, the Water Agency and NMFS are 
able to refine prescriptions to more closely meet the objectives of the Russian River Biological 
Opinion. For many important problems now facing the resource management community, 
adaptive management may reduce the uncertainties inherent to the management of natural 
resource systems, and allow for flexibility of response to changing conditions. For many 
conservation and management problems, utilizing management itself in an experimental context 
may be the only feasible way to gain the system understanding needed to improve management 
(USGS, 2009). 

Timeframe and Success Criteria 
The Russian River Biological Opinion identified specific targets for the Estuary Management 
Project (NMFS 2008, page 249) that were noted in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, pages 2-12 and 2-14: 
“The Estuary water level management targets (NMFS, 2008) are as follows: 

1. Daily maximum water surface elevation of 3.2 feet during 70% of the year. 
2. Average daily water surface elevation of at least 7 feet from May 15 to October 15.” 

Other Estuary Examples 
NMFS, as the federal agency with fisheries expertise, concluded that information from other 
estuaries was relevant. Based upon the range of the three salmonid species at issue and the 
benefits of estuarine rearing for the survival of steelhead, and possibly coho salmon, shown in 
some of these systems, analysis of other watersheds, including those in Santa Cruz, San Mateo, 
Marin, Sonoma and Humboldt counties, were discussed in the Russian River Biological Opinion. 
Although each watershed, including the Russian River, is unique in terms of its physical and land 
use characteristics, the issues contributing to species decline within the broader recovery area for 
these species are generally thought to be consistent across these watersheds. The Estuary 
Management Project is based on the NMFS analysis in the Russian River Biological Opinion and 
is proposed to enhance juvenile salmonid rearing habitat within the Russian River Estuary. Other 
estuaries, including the Soquel Creek, Carmel, Pescadero, San Lorenzo, Navarro, and Gualala, 
among others, are actively managed areas in California with restoration programs targeting 
salmonid fishery recovery. Each of these estuaries provide rearing habitat for steelhead during the 
summer months, which is thought to be a key and consistent habitat requirement for species 
recovery. 

2.4 Water Quality 

Introduction 
This section addresses comments about potential water quality impacts associated with 
implementing the Russian River Estuary Management Project.  
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Overview of Issues Raised By Commenters 
• Relationship of Basin Plan, water quality objectives, and TMDL 303(d) list to the proposed 

project.  

• Characterization of observed low oxygen conditions in the Estuary (anoxic and hypoxic 
conditions) as existing or natural conditions. 

• Water quality impacts related to dissolved oxygen, nutrients and bacteria, with potential 
secondary effects to public health and recreation (water contact sports). 

• Water quality impacts associated with lower flows associated with the Fish Flow Project 
(See Master Response 2.1). 

• Potential project effects on sedimentation within the Estuary. 

• Relationship of water quality to secondary biological effects (fish health, algal blooms, 
Ludwigia). 

• Potential project effects on ocean water quality.  

• Monitoring data is insufficient; specifically, the availability, adequacy, and range of water 
quality data collected in 2009 and 2010 is not adequate. Additional monitoring should be 
implemented. 

• Draft EIR should address a broad range of water quality topics.  

• Draft EIR should address water quality effects on fish. 

Discussion 

Basin Plan, Water Quality Objectives, 303(d) List of Impaired 
Waterbodies, and TMDL Policy 
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, potential project impacts are considered in 
relation to the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (NCRWQCB) North Coast Basin Plan 
(Basin Plan). The Basin Plan identifies beneficial uses for surface waters within the project area 
and establishes water quality objectives (WQOs) for freshwater and estuarine bodies to protect 
these beneficial uses. Together, the WQOs and beneficial uses are called “water quality 
standards”. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would not result in changes to 
water quality that would violate any such water quality standards applicable to the Estuary. The 
Draft EIR does, however, identify the potential for nutrient and pathogen conditions in the 
Estuary to be adversely affected.  

Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act requires that each state identify water bodies or 
segments of water bodies that are “impaired” (i.e., do not meet one or more of the water quality 
standards established in a basin plan). These waters are then identified on the “Section 303(d) List 
of Impaired Water Bodies.” Once the water body or segment is listed, the state is required to 
establish Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for the pollutant that is causing the conditions of 
impairment. A TMDL is the maximum amount of a pollutant that a water body can receive and 
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still meet water quality standards. The TMDL process provides a quantitative assessment of 
contributing sources of pollution and the pollutant load reductions or control actions needed to 
restore and protect the beneficial uses of an individual water body for a given pollutant. In other 
words, TMDLs focus on controlling discharges into impaired waters.  

The Estuary Management Project would not create or control sources of discharges of pollution 
or pollutant loads into the Russian River system. Therefore, the proposed project would not affect 
existing or proposed TMDL processes. It should be noted that the 2010 303(d) List of Impaired 
Waterbodies includes three impairments for the Russian River: pathogen/indicator bacteria; 
temperature; and sedimentation/siltation. NCRWQCB staff are in the process of developing a 
pathogen TMDL to address indicator bacteria with an extensive monitoring program to be 
implemented in 2011. NCRWQCB staff are proposing to develop a region-wide temperature 
TMDL implementation policy. Sedimentation is addressed, in part, by the TMDL Policy 
Statement for Sediment-Impaired Receiving Waters in the North Coast Region (Resolution No. 
R1-2004-0087).  

The Water Agency has no authority to compel any person or entity to take any action to improve 
or maintain water quality within any part of the Russian River, including the lower Russian River. 
Nor does the Water Agency have any authority over any land use activities that may be 
contributing to degradation of water quality. The Water Agency is, however, required by the 
Russian River Biological Opinion to continue to monitor water quality parameters in the Estuary, 
and will integrate results of monitoring into the adaptive management process. Results of 
monitoring have been, and will continue to be, made available to the NCRWQCB and the public. 

Primary Impacts to Water Quality 
Water quality conditions existing in the Estuary are characterized in Chapter 3.0, Project 
Background and Environmental Setting, and analyzed in Section 4.3, Water Quality. The EIR 
uses the best available information regarding existing conditions within the Estuary, and notes 
that there are existing exceedances of certain water quality standards identified in the Basin Plan. 
There are also water quality constituents that have not been specifically addressed in the Basin 
Plan for estuaries; draft guidelines and recommendations have been used as surrogates for 
comparison. In considering the Basin Plan’s WQOs and their corresponding goal of protecting 
beneficial uses, Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, notes that many of the Basin Plan’s WQO 
are established for freshwater conditions. As such, they are not necessarily applicable to the 
dynamic processes that are found within estuarine systems, particularly with respect to dissolved 
oxygen conditions associated with stratification. 

It should be noted that RWQCB regulates discharges of pollutants or waste, and that the regulatory 
scheme is not intended to protect beneficial uses from naturally occurring water quality conditions. 
Rather, its intent is to ensure that anthropogenic sources and activities do not adversely affect 
beneficial uses. The Estuary Management Project does not generate any such anthropogenic sources 
that would affect water quality. The State Water Resources Control Board is currently investigating 
estuaries to determine what appropriate bacterial (and nutrient source) levels are. Until then, 
existing water quality guidance only relates to freshwater, not estuarine, systems. 
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Water quality issues, including short-term impacts during outlet channel creation (Impact 4.3.1), 
impacts to salinity, dissolved oxygen, and temperature during the lagoon management period 
(Impact 4.3.2), and effect of nutrient and bacteria levels during the lagoon management period 
(Impact 4.3.3), are disclosed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality. The impacts are evaluated 
in accordance with criteria identified in the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, which require 
analysis of violation of water quality standards, alteration of drainage such that increased siltation 
or sedimentation occurs, or creation of additional pollutant sources. Additionally, Draft EIR 
Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis, includes a review of water quality impacts considering other 
cumulative projects, including the Fish Flow Project. The analysis concludes that the Estuary 
Management Project, considered in conjunction with foreseeable effects associated with other 
cumulative projects, could result in cumulatively considerable water quality impacts related to 
nutrients and bacteria. Therefore, the Draft EIR analyzed and disclosed the range of potential 
adverse water quality impacts associated with the Estuary Management Project relative to the 
significance criteria required under CEQA. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, an 
evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive; the range of 
water quality issues examined in the Draft EIR was reasonable based on available data and range 
of potential impacts. A discussion of specific water quality constituents identified in the 
comments received is provided below. 

Dissolved Oxygen 
Several comments received on the Draft EIR state that water quality conditions in the Estuary 
resulting from the project will exceed Basin Plan WQOs for dissolved oxygen, and that such 
exceedances are indicative of impaired water quality conditions. Although dissolved oxygen may 
exceed Basin Plan WQOs within the deepest parts of the Estuary water column, this is not an 
impact of the project. Rather, this is an existing condition that has been well documented by the 
Water Agency and others since 1996. Dissolved oxygen is an indicator of water quality as it 
relates to biological productivity. Existing dissolved oxygen conditions reflect re-occurring 
annual processes in the Estuary, including the formation of anoxic and hypoxic zones in the 
deepest parts of the Estuary. The dynamic steady-state between oxygen supply and consumption 
determines the oxygen concentration. In water bodies where the rate of consumption equals the 
rate of supply, water becomes devoid of oxygen and thus anoxic. 

Reduced dissolved oxygen levels are a function of stratification of the Estuary along temperature 
and salinity gradients. These areas become isolated zones, where biological processes and lack of 
turnover or mixing result in consumption of available oxygen by biological processes, resulting in 
low dissolved oxygen levels. Anoxic and hypoanoxic zones currently occur within the Estuary, 
and are commonly observed phenomena in estuaries in California. Therefore, the occurrence of 
these zones is a well-documented existing condition that results from physical processes. As 
noted in the Draft EIR and past Water Agency sampling efforts, overlying freshwater layers 
provide ample dissolved oxygen in those layers during open and closed conditions.  
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Nutrients and Bacteria 
Potential significant and unavoidable impacts to water quality associated with nutrient and 
bacteria levels are acknowledged and analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality. As noted 
on Draft EIR pages 4.3-7 and 4.3-12, there are currently no specific limits on nutrient and 
bacteria levels for estuarine systems, only freshwater. As discussed in the Draft EIR (page 4.3-
24), the precise response of the Estuary to the Estuary Management Project cannot be predicted 
with certainty. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, it is anticipated that nutrient and bacteria 
conditions would remain within the range of those experienced within the Estuary over the past 
15 years, but that the duration of those conditions would likely increase as a result of the project. 
Therefore, based upon the best available information, this EIR concludes that the proposed 
project would have the potential to result in significant and unavoidable impacts to water quality 
related to bacterial and nutrient levels in the Estuary.  

Localized water quality may be improved in some areas of the Estuary and diminished in others. 
Freshwater lagoon conditions and stratification observed within the Estuary, in combination with 
the proposed Estuary Management Project, could result in physical processes and water quality 
conditions that could have a temporary, adverse affect on aquatic ecology. These conditions 
include potential algal blooms associated with nutrient loading, or other dynamic physical 
processes that could affect water quality. The potential for dynamic physical processes to 
adversely affect water quality currently exists within the Estuary, and their occurrence is 
considered part of the existing ecological regime of the Estuary.  

The Estuary Management Project is intended to improve habitat conditions for juvenile 
salmonids. Adverse water quality conditions have occurred as a result of currently-occurring 
physical processes of the Russian River Estuary under existing conditions, and may occur in the 
future both with, and without, implementation of the Estuary Management Project. It should be 
noted that the Estuary Management Project’s Adaptive Management Plan includes provisions for 
breaching in the event that flooding conditions, water quality conditions, or biological resource 
conditions warrant, after consultation with NMFS and California Department of Fish and Game.  

Sampling events in 2009 and 2010 indicate there is a large variation in indicator bacteria levels 
observed through the different sections of the Estuary. These variations were observed to occur 
under both open and closed mouth conditions and may be seasonal as well. As noted in Draft EIR 
Section 4.3, Water Quality, pages 4.3-7 and 4.3-12, there are currently no quantified limits on 
nutrient and bacteria levels for estuarine systems, only freshwater. The Draft EIR also includes a 
cumulative analysis to evaluate the potential cumulative water quality impacts of the Estuary 
Management Project with the Fish Flow Project and concludes that potential adverse impacts are 
cumulatively considerable. As analyzed in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis (page 5-12), 
reduced inflows into the Estuary resulting from the Fish Flow Project could adversely affect 
water quality conditions, particularly with respect to bacteria and nutrient levels within the 
Estuary during freshwater lagoon conditions. Reduced flows may reduce the assimilative dilution 
capacity of Russian River flows upstream of the Estuary, and assuming inputs within the 
watershed remain constant, could result in increased concentrations of nutrients and indicator 
bacteria. Diminished water quality would have the greatest potential to occur during dry 
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hydrologic years. As discussed in Section 4.3, Water Quality, areas upstream of the Estuary 
(upstream of Austin Creek) are identified by the NCRWQCB as impaired for bacteria. Water 
quality sampling by various entities, including the Water Agency, have not identified bacterial 
levels that warrant listing the Estuary as impaired, and the 303(d) listing for bacteria is limited to 
areas upstream of Austin Creek.  

Secondary Effects related to Water Quality 
As noted in Draft EIR Sections 4.4, Biological Resources, and 4.5, Fisheries, project 
implementation is not expected to result in water quality conditions that would produce adverse 
secondary biological effects. The following discussion responds to comments regarding potential 
secondary impacts to Estuary ecology associated with changes in water quality, including: fish 
health, algal (blue-green, phosphorescent) blooms and red tides, and Ludwigia distribution. While 
these comments did not specify potential impacts related to project implementation, this response 
provides general information regarding these topics and demonstrates that the Estuary 
Management Project would not result in such adverse environmental effects.  

Fish Health 
As described in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, Impact 4.5.2, impacts from potential changes to 
water quality conditions on special status and other native fish species in the Estuary are considered 
less than significant. Water quality impacts related to the project are addressed in detail in Draft EIR 
Section 4.3, Water Quality. As noted by commenters, many species are affected by the dynamics of 
lagoon formation and breaching in the Estuary. Draft EIR Section 4.5.2 describes the varied aquatic 
species and habitat within the project area. Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, specifically outlines the 
benefits to salmonids of lagoon rearing, and Impacts 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 specifically address the likely 
effects of the proposed management action on salmonids. 

Algal Blooms 
The proposed project is not anticipated to result in increased production of blue-green algae. Blue 
green algae (Cyanobacteria) are microscopic organisms naturally present in lakes and streams. 
Blue-green algae can become very abundant in warm, shallow, undisturbed surface water that 
receives a lot of sunlight and contains high nutrient (phosphorus and nitrogen) levels. When these 
conditions occur, algae can form blooms that discolor the water or produce floating rafts or scums 
on the surface of the water. Conditions conducive to blue green algae growth, accumulation, and 
blooms (shallow, warm, nutrient-rich water) currently exist within the Russian River system and 
have been documented in areas such as Laguna de Santa Rosa. 

The lagoon under the proposed Estuary Management Project would increase water levels during 
summer seasons when water temperatures could be warmer. However, the system would not be 
entirely closed, and water would continue to flow out to the Pacific Ocean through the sandbar. 
The primary change associated with the proposed project is the change in water level and change 
in duration of maintaining the water level. The Estuary Management Project would not result in 
new sources of nutrients. Areas exposed to sunlight and subsequently warmer water temperatures, 
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and that are currently affected by nutrient inputs, will still be exposed to sunlight, warmer 
temperatures, and nutrients. For this reason, no change is expected in production of blue-green 
algae. 

“Fluorescent” algae referenced in the comments are assumed to mean “phosphorescent” algae, a 
marine dinoflagellate (Pyrocystis lunula) that exhibits bioluminescent qualities. If water 
containing a high concentration of these phosphorescent organisms is disturbed (i.e. near shore 
during wave action), the water (wave crest) glows with a luminous blue light. These organisms 
require light and temperatures between 50 and 70 degrees Fahrenheit to photosynthesize. The 
Estuary Management Project focuses on developing a freshwater lagoon and will not change the 
presence or distribution of phosphorescent algae.  

“Red tide” is a naturally occurring, non-anthropogenic phenomenon caused by a dramatic 
increase in populations of naturally occurring microscopic plankton (specifically, the 
dinoflagellate subgroup). The proposed project would not affect ocean conditions or weather 
patterns that contribute to the occurrence of red tide. Organisms that cause theses blooms on the 
Pacific west coast from California to Alaska include Alexandrium catenella. “Blooms” of the 
poison-producing plankton are a coastal phenomena caused by environmental conditions, which 
promote explosive growth. Factors that are especially favorable include warm surface 
temperatures, high nutrient content, low salinity, and calm seas. Rain followed by sunny weather 
in the summer months is often associated with red tide blooms. Water in coastal areas can be 
colored red by the algae, thus the term “red tide.” Although toxic blooms often turn the water 
reddish brown, many nontoxic species of reddish brown plankton cause the same discoloration. In 
California the majority of red tides are not caused by species that produce deadly toxins such as 
domoic acid and the paralytic shellfish poisoning toxins (Langlois and Tom, 2008). The 
California Department of Public Health (CDPH) has a volunteer-based program to monitor the 
California coast for the presence of toxin-producing phytoplankton. CDPH also routinely 
monitors shellfish for the presence of these dangerous toxins with the active participation of local 
county health departments, other agencies and universities, and volunteers. Project 
implementation would increase the duration of freshwater lagoon conditions in the Estuary; it 
would not affect ocean conditions or weather patterns that contribute to red algal bloom 
occurrence. No evidence to the contrary was provided by comments received on the Draft EIR. 

Ludwigia 
Invasive Ludwigia11

                                                      
11 Recent botanical evaluations have raised questions about the species designation of invasive Ludwigia, also called 

aquatic primrose, in the Russian River system. Although it was initially identified as Ludwigia hexapetala, 
botanists now believe the invader to be either the non-native Ludwigia peploides subspecies montevidensis, a 
hybrid, or a species new to California. Ludwigia is the subject of active scientific research, evaluating its ecology 
and the environmental triggers that promote explosive growth (Okada and Grewell, 2009; Grewell and Hoch, 
2009). 

 is a rapidly growing, perennial, freshwater aquatic shrub. This plant poses 
many threats to ecosystems due to its rapid and extensive growth and the damaging effects it has 
on native species. The Draft EIR does not discuss Ludwigia because, as discussed below, several 
factors within the Estuary limit Ludwigia distribution, including tidal conditions and resulting 
salinity and riverine scour processes, which would not be altered by project implementation. 
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Under certain conditions, invasive Ludwigia can grow over surrounding vegetation to produce a 
thick mat of woody perennial stems and decaying plant matter. This mat can inhibit the recovery 
and recruitment of other plants and eliminates open-water habitats that are important foraging 
grounds for birds and other wildlife. As Ludwigia tissue sloughs off and decomposes, microbial 
growth reduces dissolved oxygen in the water, impacting fish and invertebrate populations. 

Ludwigia occurs in transition zones of shallow, slow moving waterways, and along margins of 
lakes and reservoirs. Ludwigia is adapted to submersed and low-oxygen (anaerobic) conditions. 
Along with the ability to tolerate low oxygen, it also prospers in nutrient-rich water. Ludwigia is 
found in several systems in California. Based on consideration of the habitat requirements and 
ranges of tolerance of the Ludwigia species, the Estuary Management project would not result in 
Ludwigia colonization in the Estuary. The conditions that exist in the Laguna de Santa Rosa 
system and in other locations where Ludwigia may be present along the Russian River are very 
different than those that exist in the tidal portions of Russian River channel and estuary. Ludwigia 
requires slow moving, shallow water, and has a low tolerance for both saline conditions and 
scouring. The Estuary is saline and not a freshwater system for much of the year when it is open 
to the ocean tides. During this time, the Estuary is a dynamic hydrologic and geomorphic 
environment, where water flows, elevations, and velocities continually change (from hour to 
hour, day to day, and dramatically across seasons) and where tidal and fluvial sediment is 
continually transported, scoured, and re-deposited. Ludwigia thrives in static hydrologic and 
geomorphic conditions that do not exist along the tidal reaches of the river. Both the Estuary 
Study Area and the maximum backwater area experience winter flows and scour that limit the 
plant’s ability to establish in gravel bar areas. There are currently gravel bars that experience 
periodic inundation which could support Ludwigia growth; however, Ludwigia is not currently 
present within these areas. Project implementation would not alter winter flow or scour events 
experienced within the Estuary.  

Studies show that Ludwigia has low tolerance for salinity, and thrives only in freshwater. While 
there are other examples in California of locations of Ludwigia growth in saline or brackish 
water, it is expected that if Ludwigia developed in the Estuary, growth would be “reset” or 
eliminated with re-establishment of tidal conditions outside of the lagoon management period.  

Finally, research developed by Dr. Brenda Grewell, University of California Davis, Exotic and 
Invasive Weeds Ecologist and Researcher, University of California Davis Department of Plant 
Sciences,12

                                                      
12 Pers. Comm Bozkurt and Grewell, 2011.  

 demonstrates that, contrary to assertions by individual commenters, the presence of 
Ludwigia is not an indicator of poor water quality. There are several locations within the Russian 
River watershed, including the Alexander Valley, where Ludwigia is present in stream reaches 
with high water quality conditions. Therefore, the assertion that reduced water quality conditions 
associated with the Estuary Management Project would influence Ludwigia distribution is not 
supported by evidence.  
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Water Quality Monitoring 
As described in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental Setting, the Water 
Agency’s Estuary water quality monitoring program, as required by the Russian River Biological 
Opinion, is in place and will continue to be updated as new data is developed. The Adaptive 
Management Plan (PWA, 2011) provides for breaching in the event significant adverse water 
quality conditions are observed, following consultation with NMFS and CDFG. Although not 
required by the Russian River Biological Opinion, the Water Agency has augmented the water 
quality sampling program to include areas upstream of the Estuary and specific constituents, 
including adding datasonde monitoring stations in Monte Rio and the Willow and Austin Creek 
tributaries in 2010. Monitoring conducted as required under the Russian River Biological Opinion 
and as part of the Temporary Urgency Change Order will continue to be made available to the 
RWQCB and general public. This data is developed in order to assess river health from an 
ecological standpoint. Potential water quality threats relating to public health and recreation are 
monitored by the Sonoma County Environmental Health Division, including at Goat Rock State 
Beach. 

Availability of Water Quality Data 
Commenters questioned the accuracy of the water quality monitoring done in 2009, and requested 
that water quality studies and data from 2010 be made available to the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board and the public. The comments received did not specify why the water quality data 
collected in 2009 was inadequate, nor specify which water quality data was of concern. The 
analysis contained in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, is based on the best available 
information at the time of publication.  

The Water Agency has reviewed additional 2010 data that has been published since the 
circulation of the Draft EIR and, as discussed below, none of the new data changes the analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR. A discussion of individual data sources used to prepare this EIR is 
provided below. Contrary to some comments, all data gathered by the Water Agency regarding 
water quality monitoring in the Estuary has been and is being made available to the NCRWQCB.  

• Water Agency long-term water quality monitoring, under various sampling programs, 1996 
to present. 

• 2009 Extended Closure Data Report for results of salinity, temperature and dissolved 
oxygen monitoring conducted by University of California Davis’ Bodega Marine 
Laboratory during an extended Estuary closure event in 2009.  

• U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) of baseline water quality data during summer flows in the 
Russian River. Monitoring sites in the Estuary (Jenner and Willow Creek Marsh) were 
sampled in summer 2004 for inorganic and organic constituents, nutrients, trace elements, 
organic carbon, and mercury (Anders et al., 2006).  

• Estuary nutrients monitoring conducted by Water Agency June through October, 2010. 
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Long-term water quality information collected at Water Agency datasonde monitoring stations 
(salinity, temperature, dissolved oxygen) is discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, 
Impact 4.3.2.  

As discussed in the Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental Setting, the 
water quality analysis also references the data report published by Bodega Marine Laboratory 
(University of California, Davis; 2009), reviewing circulation, stratification, residence and 
salinity in the Estuary Study Area from July through October 2009. An extended closure period 
lasting 29 days from September 7 through October 5, 2009, allowed for a study of prolonged 
closure conditions in the Estuary at high spatial and time resolution, along with two later closures 
(October 14-17 and October 22-27). This information represents the best available information on 
water quality during an extended closure of the Russian River estuary. Comments received do not 
identify specific inadequacies in this data. This report is available on the Water Agency’s 
webpage: http://www.scwa.ca.gov/russian-river-estuary/ 

The results of nutrient and bacteria sampling collected as part of the 2009 and 2010 Temporary 
Urgency Change Orders were also discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, under 
Impact 4.3.3. Nutrient and bacteria sampling results from 2009 were provided to the NCRWQCB 
and the public in beginning on June 16, 2009, and are available on the Water Agency’s website 
(http://www.scwa.ca.gov/stateboard2009/). Updates and sampling activities continued through 
October 5, 2009, and all data is still available online. With respect to public comment regarding 
NCRWQCB comments regarding this data related to whether statistical analysis should be 
conducted; the NCRWQCB did not submit any additional comments regarding the data’s 
accuracy or adequacy to the Water Agency. Results of nutrient and bacteria monitoring in 2010 
were provided to the NCRWQCB and the public for mainstem Russian River supplemental water 
quality monitoring and the Estuary on January 14, 2011, and January 18, 2011, respectively. This 
data is available on the Water Agency’s website (http://www.scwa.ca.gov/tucp/), and was 
published in the Russian River Biological Opinion Status and Data Report Year 2009-2010 
(SCWA, February 28, 2011).  

Inclusion of 2010 Continuous Monitoring Data 
USGS and the Water Agency mainstem supplemental water quality results were posted to the 
web on January 14, 2011 and the estuary results were posted on January 18, 2011. Water quality 
data (temperature, salinity, dissolved oxygen, pH) collected in 2010 by the Water Agency has 
been evaluated and a reference has been added to Draft EIR Section 3.5 that pertains to the 
discussion of Estuary water quality (see Final EIR Chapter 4, Changes to the Draft EIR). Data 
collected in 2010 were not available for incorporation into the Estuary EIR background 
discussion or the impact analysis at the time of release of the Draft EIR. However, since release 
of the Draft EIR, the 2010 data has undergone a quality assurance review and been analyzed by 
the Water Agency. 

Data collected in 2010 was consistent with data collected in past years, and included water 
temperature, salinity, dissolved oxygen content, and pH. Conditions observed during the 2010 
season were also consistent with conditions observed in past years and with the characterization 
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of estuarine function provided in Draft EIR Section 3.5, as well as being consistent with 
conditions occurring in similar estuarine habitats. Therefore, the data collected in 2010 and 
incorporated into the Final EIR by reference supports the Draft EIR discussion of water quality 
conditions and estuarine functions currently existing in the Russian River Estuary.  

Correction to 2010 Indicator Bacteria Sample Results 
Draft EIR Chapter 4.3, Water Quality included a discussion of indicator bacteria data, including 
data on Escherichia coli (E. coli), collected by the Water Agency in 2010. The laboratory 
performing the analysis of water quality samples incorrectly reported the results for fecal coliforn 
as E. coli. The laboratory has since reissued the results with the correct bacterial constituent 
identified and the text in the Draft EIR has been changed to reflect this correction (See Final EIR 
Chapter 4, Changes to the Draft EIR). This change is not substantive and does not affect the 
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR, or the conclusion that potential impacts related to 
nutrients and bacteria are significant and unavoidable. 

E. coli is a species of fecal coliform that is often used as a surrogate for identifying potential 
bacterial contamination related to the presence of fecal coliforms. As identified in Draft EIR 
Section 4.3, Water Quality, page 4.3-8 and 4.3-22, sampling events in 2009 and 2010 indicated 
there is a large variation in indicator bacteria levels observed through the different sections of the 
Estuary. Variability in total coliform counts was observed at all sampling stations in 2009 and 
2010; similar variability was observed in 2009 E. coli data and the 2010 fecal coliform data that 
was incorrectly reported as E. coli data.  

2.5 Alternatives Analysis 

Introduction  
This section discusses comments about the selection process, range of alternatives, and evaluation 
of impacts examined in the Draft EIR.  

Overview of Issues Raised by Commenters 
• Study of the effects of jetty modification and alternative flood control measures as future 

potential actions should be included in the proposed project, rather than be considered as 
project alternatives. 

• Draft EIR does not include a cost analysis to differentiate between alternatives. 

• The basis for the project chosen is not substantiated. Draft EIR does not consider 
combining alternatives: for example the Alternative Flood Control and Habitat Restoration 
Alternatives, to meet project objectives. 

• Other alternatives should be evaluated based on least amount of construction to achieve 
objectives. 
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• Under a Reduced Project Alternative, no buildings would be flooded at this level, making 
low flow unnecessary. 

• Jetty removal would return river to more natural conditions.  

Discussion 
Several commenters expressed preference for specific alternatives or requested that additional 
alternatives be reviewed. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), an EIR need not consider 
every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, an EIR must describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid 
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Additionally, an EIR must 
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-
making and public participation. The range of alternatives examined in the Draft EIR is consistent 
with the “rule of reason” established by CEQA, and is focused on those alternatives capable of 
meeting the project objectives. Further, the EIR identifies potential alternatives that were considered 
by the lead agency, but were rejected by the agency. Among the factors that may be used to 
eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: 1) failure to meet most of the basic 
project objectives, 2) infeasibility based upon technical, economic, and/or institutional issues, or 
3) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) provides that impacts of an alternative need not be discussed 
in as great detail as significant effects of the proposed project. In discussing alternatives, an EIR 
must include sufficient information to compare the impacts of the alternatives to those of the project. 
According to the CEQA Guidelines, a matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant 
effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison, such as is provided in the 
Draft EIR at page 6-21 for the alternatives evaluated. Specific discussions about alternatives 
selection, description of selected alternatives, and environmental feasibility and tradeoffs 
associated with the Reduced Project Alternative (8-foot maximum water level), the Habitat 
Restoration Alternative, and Jetty Modification Alternative, and Alternative Flood Control 
Measures are provided in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis. The alternatives analysis 
in the Draft EIR is consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 

Several comments questioned whether the “No Project Alternative” would include continued 
Estuary management activities. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (e)(1), the 
purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decision-makers to 
compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the 
proposed project. CEQA also determines that the no project analysis shall discuss the existing 
conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published, or continuation of the existing 
activities. The Draft EIR alternatives discussion compares the environmental effects of the 
Estuary continuing to be managed as tidally influenced and artificially breached during the 
lagoon management period against environmental effects which would occur if the Estuary 
Management Project is approved. Therefore, the No Project Alternative assumes that the 
proposed project, in this case, modification of Estuary management, as required by the Russian 
River Biological Opinion, would not be implemented. Under such a scenario, the Water Agency’s 
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management of the Estuary, which has been ongoing since the 1990s, would not be modified and 
would continue. With respect to the request by a commenter for a “no breaching alternative”, the 
Draft EIR did consider a “No Future Estuary Management” Alternative (described in Section 6.3 
on page 6-3). 

Several comments expressed preference for the Reduced Project Alternative, and identified it as 
the “preferred alternative”. The Estuary Management Project proposes a target elevation of 7 feet 
with a 9 foot maximum; the Reduced Project Alternative includes an 8 foot maximum. Under the 
Reduced Project Alternative (8-foot maximum water level), structures would still be affected. As 
discussed in the Draft EIR (Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis, Section 6.7), the Reduced Project 
Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior alternative compared to the proposed 
project. It is not the “preferred alternative,” as asserted in several comments.  

Several comments expressed preference for the Jetty Modification Alternative. As required under 
the Russian River Biological Opinion, the Water Agency is developing a study plan for analyzing 
the effects and role of the existing jetty at Goat Rock State Beach on barrier beach permeability, 
sand storage and transport, flood hazard, and water surface elevations in the Estuary. Results of 
this analysis will be used within the context of the Estuary Management Project to determine 
whether modifications to the jetty would enhance rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids. 

2.6 Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts and 
Mitigation Feasibility 

Introduction  
This section discusses comments regarding recreational impacts and related socioeconomic impacts, 
and lack or inadequacy of mitigation measures identified to reduce or mitigate significant impacts.  

Overview of Issues Raised by Commenters 
• Potential project effects to surfing at Russian River mouth and the need to analyze ocean 

wave conditions. 

• Potential impacts on recreational uses at Goat Rock State Beach, Estuary, and lower 
Russian River. 

• Significant impacts to low cost recreational opportunities are not consistent with the 
California Coastal Act. 

• Socio-economic effects related to loss of recreational opportunity. 

• Project does not propose appropriate mitigation to offset impacts. 

• Draft EIR should include mitigation for private property used for recreation and restoration 
opportunities.  

• Draft EIR should evaluate consistency with the California Coastal Act.  
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Discussion 

Recreational Impacts 
The Draft EIR analyzed project impacts to recreational facilities and opportunities based on 
significance criteria established in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Recreation is of 
particular importance in the Russian River Estuary and the surrounding area. The Draft EIR 
acknowledges this importance by analyzing the proposed Estuary Management Project against 
additional criteria relating to the potential removal or diminished use of recreational opportunities 
(Draft EIR Section 4.7, Recreation, pages 4.7-6 and 4.7-7). As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.7 
and below, the proposed project is expected to have a significant adverse on recreation because it 
would change the frequency of open tidal conditions during lagoon management period, thereby 
reducing potential surfing conditions. 

Several comments requested additional discussion of wave conditions near the Russian River 
mouth and analysis of the outlet channel effects on access on the barrier beach. Additional 
characterization of wave conditions at the Russian River mouth is beyond the scope of analysis 
necessary to evaluate the environmental effects of the Estuary Management Project. As discussed 
in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Recreation, compared to historical estuary management practices, 
project implementation would result in the reduction in the frequency of open channel tidal 
conditions that contribute to wave conditions preferable for surfing. Although the specific set of 
variables that contribute to favorable wave conditions for surfing, and their frequency of 
occurrence are difficult to quantify, project implementation would reduce the occurrence of open 
channel tidal conditions. As such, project implementation would reduce the overall occurrence of 
surfable wave conditions at the Russian River mouth.  

Several commenters expressed concern that creating an outlet channel would reduce physical access 
to the north end of Goat Rock State Beach. When the mouth of the Estuary is open and tidal, access 
to the north end of Goat Rock State Beach is limited. Establishment of the outlet channel would be 
generally consistent with current barrier beach conditions, under which the Water Agency 
establishes a pilot channel to breach the sandbar within 7-14 days of barrier beach closure. 
Breaching the barrier beach reopens the mouth of the Estuary and returns the condition to limited 
access on the north side of the river. This change in the availability of access to the barrier beach 
north of the outlet channel would be incrementally decreased compared to existing conditions.  

Recreational Impacts and California Coastal Act Consistency 
Commenters questioned whether the proposed project is consistent with the California Coastal Act. 
A formal consistency analysis by the California Coastal Commission is required to determine 
whether the proposed Estuary Management Project is consistent with the coastal resources planning 
and management policies in Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976 (CCA), Public 
Resources Code Division 20. This Coastal Commission consistency analysis also evaluates 
consistency with Local Coastal Programs. A more detailed consistency review of the Estuary 
Management Project under the applicable Sonoma Local Coastal Plan and the California Coastal 
Act would be required for approval of coastal development permits when the project proceeds to the 
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permitting phase. However, both California Coastal Commission and Sonoma County Permit and 
Resource Management Department have found the Water Agency’s Estuary management activities, 
including the lagoon management identified in the Russian River Biological Opinion, to be 
consistent with the Local Coastal Plan in the past, and the Water Agency anticipates issuance of 
appropriate permits for implementation of the Estuary Management Project. 

Mitigation Nexus and Feasibility 
Several comments assert that the Draft EIR fails to identify relevant mitigation measures for the 
significant and unavoidable impacts to recreation (surfing and riverfront beaches), water quality 
(nutrients and bacteria) and biological resources (vegetation and pinnipeds) identified in the draft 
EIR. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(4)(B), mitigation measures must be 
roughly proportional to the impacts of a project and there must be an essential nexus (i.e., 
connection) between mitigation measures and the impacts caused by the project (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(a)(4)(A)). Mitigation measures identified in comments on the Draft EIR would not 
be consistent with these guidelines. 

Recreation 
Feasible mitigation for the reduced frequency of favorable surf conditions or access to the barrier 
beach north of the outlet channel (when established) is not available, aside from implementation 
of the No Project Alternative. Suggested mitigation measures, such as artificial reefs to alter or 
improve surfing conditions, are infeasible given the engineering, construction, and financial 
challenges attendant to such a project, and would have the potential for their own substantial 
environmental effects. For mitigation measures to be feasible, they must be sufficient to reduce 
the impact to a level below the significance threshold. Comments on the Draft EIR, including 
comments from California State Parks, suggest mitigation measures to provide offsetting benefits 
to recreational access. Potential mitigation strategies identified by commenters include improving 
public access or providing additional public access to surfing areas in new locations, or building 
an artificial reef to enhance surfing conditions. The types of mitigation suggested by commenters 
and listed above are not commensurate with the temporary nature of the impacts, which only 
occur during a portion the 5-month lagoon management period. 

Providing new points for public access to beaches or surfing locations would have potential 
environmental impacts which could ultimately be more severe than the temporary impact to 
recreation during the lagoon management period. For example, opening a new point of access 
could result in increased vehicle and foot traffic in a previously undisturbed, biologically 
sensitive area. Opportunities to improve and enhance public access at other locations to offset 
reduced frequency of open tidal conditions conducive to surfing would need to be coordinated with 
land owners or agencies with jurisdiction at the alternative locations. There may be public safety, 
traffic, sensitive biological resource, erosion and other environmental constraints or limitations 
associated with implementing new public access points.  

Similarly, installation, maintenance, and long-term operation of an artificial reef to create new or 
improved surfing opportunities could result in additional environmental impacts. There is no 
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expert evidence to substantiate the viability, either recreationally or from a biological resource 
perspective, of an artificial reef. Construction of a physical structure would result in direct, adverse 
environmental effects to marine life, hydrology, and geomorphology during construction. Cases of 
successful artificial reefs are most prevalent outside of North America, in locations that are subject 
to severe weather (i.e. monsoons). Feasibility studies would need to be undertaken to determine if 
an artificial reef would be feasible or functional in the Russian River area.  

Water Quality 
With respect to mitigation for potential water quality impacts, the Draft EIR explains that given 
the uncertainty of impacts, it is not reasonable, nor environmentally beneficial, to provide 
mitigation for an unknown or uncertain impact.  

Continued monitoring will provide tangible and real-time information about water quality as the 
Estuary Management Project is implemented. Irregularities or adverse trends will be tracked, 
noted, and addressed to the extent feasible through the adaptive management process, which 
provides a mechanism for correction and management of deviation from the desired future 
condition. The Water Agency does not have jurisdiction, enforcement authority, or scientific 
justification for setting thresholds for water quality standards. The Estuary Management Project, 
consistent with the Russian River Biological Opinion, has included contingency actions for 
overriding breaching conditions. No additional mitigation measures are feasible or required. As 
discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-22: 

“Certain conditions during the lagoon management period, such as water quality 
degradation or imminent flooding to properties and structures adjacent to the Estuary, could 
require a change in management, and may result in the Water Agency breaching the barrier 
beach during the lagoon management period. If Estuary water surface elevations rise above 
7 feet (at the Jenner gage) and flooding appears imminent (approaching 9 feet; giving 
consideration to river inflow, rate of Estuary water surface elevation rise, and ocean 
conditions), the Water Agency may artificially breach the barrier beach during the lagoon 
management period to alleviate potential flooding, as discussed in the NMFS’ Russian 
River Biological Opinion. The Water Agency would consult with NMFS, CDFG, and State 
Parks regarding the potential for flooding as described in the Lagoon Outlet Channel 
Adaptive Management Plan (PWA, 2010). The Russian River Biological Opinion 
incidental take statement estimates that the Water Agency may need to artificially breach 
the barrier beach “twice per year between May 15 and October 15 during the first three 
years covered by this opinion, and once per year between May 15 and October 15 during 
years four to 15 covered by this opinion” (NMFS, 2008). Water Quality parameters are 
defined in the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan and would 
be further defined in consultation with NMFS and RWQCB.” [Footnotes omitted] 

Biological Resources 
The Water Agency currently implements pinniped monitoring as part of its Estuary Management 
activities, and is required to continue pinniped monitoring throughout the duration of its 
management activities. No additional mitigation measures were identified by commenters or are 
required. 
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Economic Impacts 
According to the Section 15358(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts to be analyzed in an EIR 
must be “related to physical changes” in the environment. The CEQA Guidelines do not directly 
require an analysis of a project’s social or economic effects because such impacts are not, in and 
of themselves, considered significant effects on the environment. CEQA Guidelines §15131(a) 
states: 

“Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a 
project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to 
physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate 
economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to 
trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical 
changes.”  

Under CEQA, economic impacts to businesses and land owners are generally only considered if 
the economic impacts themselves are so severe that they result in adverse physical changes. The 
Water Agency has no evidence of, and commenters presented no evidence of, adverse physical 
changes arising from economic impacts as a result the Estuary Management Project. Therefore, 
no additional analysis of economic impacts related to implementation of the Estuary Management 
Project is required. 

2.7 CEQA Statutes: Adequacy of EIR Analysis 

Introduction 
This section discusses comments on the Draft EIR’s specificity and how the Draft EIR addresses 
uncertainty.  

Overview of Issues Raised by Commenters 
• Draft EIR is inadequate because it assumes artificial breaching is the baseline condition. 

• Conclusions are not based on substantial evidence. 

• Analyses are speculative. 

• Projections of project performance assume existing conditions will remain; does not 
consider foreseeable future conditions, i.e. climate change. 

Discussion 
The Draft EIR has been prepared with sufficient analysis to provide decision-makers with 
information to enable them to make a decision on project approval that intelligently takes into 
account environmental consequences. CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 says that “[a]n evaluation 
of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but [rather] the 
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sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible.” Data gathering 
need not be “exhaustive.” 

Baseline Condition 
Some commenters argued that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it considers the Water Agency’s 
artificial breaching of the barrier beach as the baseline condition. In accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125, for the purposes of this analysis, the environmental setting described in 
Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental Setting, constitutes the physical baseline 
conditions within the Estuary Study Area and Maximum Backwater Area by which the Water 
Agency determines whether an impact is significant. The analysis reviews project impacts 
relative to “change from existing conditions.” At present and since the 1990s, the Water Agency 
breaches the sandbar by creating a channel when necessary to minimize potential for flooding. 
The project proposes a change in the Water Agency’s management practices. The Draft EIR 
evaluates the impacts of this change in practice. CEQA requires a description of the physical 
environmental conditions as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published. The 
physical environment at the time of the notice of preparation included existing, ongoing Agency 
estuary management practices.  

Substantial Evidence 
Some commenters stated that the conclusions in the Draft EIR were not supported by substantial 
evidence. CEQA Guidelines Section 15384(a) defines “substantial evidence” as “enough relevant 
information and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to 
support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might also be reached. Whether a fair 
argument can be made that the project may have a significant effect on the environment is to be 
determined by examining the whole record before the lead agency. Argument, speculation, 
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or 
evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical 
impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.”  

Speculation and Future Conditions 
Estuaries are complex, dynamic ecosystems, and experience changed conditions daily, between 
seasons, between years, and between different places in the same estuary. These conditions make 
estuaries extremely difficult to study. Moreover, the evaluation of the significance of the effects 
of changes due to Estuary management must be judged against the baseline required by CEQA 
(i.e. current conditions and ongoing management). Under the current Estuary management 
practices, water depth and salinity, as well as other water quality parameters, continuously 
fluctuate across a wide range of values.  

As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, “[a]n”an evaluation of the environmental effects 
of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the 
light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR 
inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among experts. 
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The courts have looked not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness and a good faith 
effort at full disclosure.” For the proposed Estuary Management Project, this Guideline is 
particularly relevant for two reasons: 1) as discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Background 
and Environmental Setting, the Estuary is a complex environment subject to changing 
environmental conditions on daily, seasonal, and yearly timeframes. Therefore, it may not be 
possible to precisely predict the effects of the proposed Estuary Management Project with 
precision; and 2) the Estuary Management Project proposes implementation of an Adaptive 
Management Plan that would, by definition, monitor and react to conditions that are observed in 
the Estuary during the course of its implementation. Application of the adaptive management 
process to the Russian River Estuary is prescribed in the Russian River Biological Opinion by 
NMFS, the agency with the legal responsibility and expertise on sensitive fisheries species 
management. 

Within this context, the Water Agency recognizes that the precise response of the Estuary cannot 
be predicted with certainty. However, it is anticipated that conditions will remain within the range 
of those experienced within the Estuary during closed periods over the past 15 years, although the 
duration of those conditions may be extended, depending on the length of estuary closures. With 
respect to listed fish species, this increase in duration of freshwater lagoon conditions is a primary 
objective of the proposed project, and is anticipated to provide benefit to juvenile salmonids, 
particularly steelhead. This increase in duration may also result in secondary effects. Several 
technical issues will require additional monitoring, with subsequent alteration of the Adaptive 
Management Plan using the best information available.  

Some commenters stated that the Draft EIR failed to consider the effects of future climate change 
on the project, including sea level rise. The Draft EIR describes Climate Change and Sea Level 
Rise in Draft EIR Section 4.2, Hydrology and Flooding (page 4.2-9) and in Chapter 5.0, 
Cumulative Analysis, under Impact 5.2.4. 

2.8 Public Review Process 

Introduction  
This section discusses comments regarding the public review process.  

Overview of Issues Raised by Commenters 
• Biological Opinion did not include public participation of western Sonoma County. 

• Members of public with knowledge of river conditions should be included in the EIR 
process. 

Discussion 
Prior to developing the Draft EIR, the Water Agency released the Notice of Preparation (NOP) 
and entered into the scoping process to solicit input from agencies and the public. The NOP was 
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prepared by the Water Agency in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082 to provide 
responsible and trustee agencies and the Office of Planning and Research with sufficient 
information describing the project and the potential environmental effects to enable agencies to 
make a meaningful response. As summarized in Draft EIR Chapter 1.0, Introduction, the NOP 
was circulated on Water Agency letterhead on May 7, 2010. The NOP identified the Water 
Agency as the CEQA Lead Agency, and established a 45-day public review period, which ended 
June 21, 2010. The purpose of the NOP public review period is to allow for review and comment 
by public agencies or interested members of the public on the scope of significant environmental 
issues to be analyzed, reasonable alternatives to be examined, and mitigation measures to be 
included in the Draft EIR. A response to a Notice of Preparation, at a minimum, should identify: 
the significant environmental issues and reasonable alternatives and mitigation measures that the 
responsible or trustee agency, or the Office of Planning and Research, will need to have explored 
in the Draft EIR. The NOP was mailed to the State Clearinghouse, and was posted to the Water 
Agency’s website. Public legal notices and display advertisements were placed in five local 
newspapers informing the general public of the availability of the NOP and the times and 
locations of scheduled scoping meetings. The NOP was directly mailed to 431 parties,13

Scoping has been found to be an effective way to bring together and resolve the concerns of 
affected federal, state, and local agencies, the proponent of the action, and other interested 
persons including those who might not be in accord with the action on environmental grounds 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15083). The Water Agency held publically noticed scoping meetings 
on May 19 and 20, 2010, at the locations identified below.  

 and a 
postcard notification of the NOP’s availability was sent to 1,231 parties.  

Wednesday May 19, 2010 
Open House Scoping Meeting: 7:30 p.m. – 9:00 p.m. 
Jenner Community Center, 10398 Highway 1, Jenner CA 95450 

Thursday May 20, 2010  
6:30 p.m. – 8:30 p.m. 
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department Meeting Room 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

During an additional meeting on June 15, 2010, the Water Agency requested participation from 
regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over the project area or resources to solicit their comments 
and input on the scope of the EIR. Scoping has been helpful to agencies in identifying the range 
of actions, alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant effects to be analyzed in depth in an 
EIR and in eliminating detailed study issues found not to be important. A primary purpose of the 
Scoping Report, included in Draft EIR Appendix 1.2, was to document the process of soliciting 
and identifying comments from interested agencies and the public. The Scoping Process provides 
the means by which the Water Agency and the responsible agencies can determine those issues 
that interested participants consider to be the principal areas for study and analysis.  

                                                      
13 Distribution List provided in Appendix 1.  
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The Draft EIR was released on December 15, 2010. Public review and input was solicited on the 
Draft EIR during the public review period and public hearing, on the Draft EIR, held on 
January 18, 2011. The Draft EIR public review period extended 60 days from release on 
December 15, 2010, through February 14, 2011. The public comment period generally lasts for 
45 days; the Water Agency determined 60 days was appropriate for this project. 

Although NMFS was not required to and did not carry out any public process prior to adopting 
the Russian River Biological Opinion, the Russian River Biological Opinion was the result of ten 
years of consultation which included multiple opportunities for public participation. The Section 
7 consultation process under the Endangered Species Act formally includes only regulatory 
agencies; however additional outreach to collaborate with the public and local agencies has been 
conducted over the past fourteen years, beginning in 1997. A Public Policy Facilitating 
Committee (PPFC) was formed, comprised of representatives of NMFS, USACE, the Water 
Agency, Mendocino County, the California Resources Agency, and the North Coast Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. The purpose of the committee was to receive reports from the 
Water Agency and its Endangered Species Act consultant, as well as public comment, on the 
analysis of the impact of the Water Agency’s activities on the listed species and proposals to 
mitigate those impacts. This committee met in public over 19 times from 1998 to 2006. Since the 
Russian River Biological Opinion was issued in 2008, there have been 3 more PFFC meetings to 
introduce the Russian River Biological Opinion to the PPFC and the public, and to provide 
updates regarding progress made in implementing the Russian River Biological Opinion 
requirements. 

2.9 Draft EIR Recirculation 

Introduction 
This section discusses comments regarding Draft EIR Recirculation. 

Overview of Issues Raised by Commenters 
• Draft EIR analysis is inadequate and should be updated and recirculated.  

• Draft EIR should be analyzed with the Fish Flow project and recirculated (See Master 
Response 2.1). 

• 2010 water quality data should be included as new information and recirculated (See 
Master Response 2.4).  

Discussion 
Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, recirculation of a Draft EIR is required when 
significant new information is added to the Draft EIR following the public review period, but 
before certification. New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is 
changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid 
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such an effect that the project proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new 
information” requiring recirculation would include the following: 

• A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.  

• A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

• A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from those 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the 
project’s proponents decline to adopt it.  

None of the above criteria established by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 are applicable to the 
Draft EIR and therefore, recirculation of the EIR is not warranted. The Master Responses 2.1 
through 2.8 provided above in this section provide clarification regarding a number of technical 
items, and do not change the analysis or conclusions provided in the Draft EIR. 

_________________________ 
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CHAPTER 3 
Responses to Comments 

This chapter provides responses to individual comment letters received on the Draft EIR. 
Individual comment letters are provided followed by responses to those comments. As provided 
for under CEQA Section 21080.4, comments were accepted via email and are treated equivalent 
to written comments. Transcripts recorded during the Public Hearing (January 18, 2011) are also 
included as comments. Pursuant to CEQA Section 15132, responses are focuses on significant 
environmental points raised in the review and consultation process.  
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3.1 Responses to Federal, State, and Local Agencies 
Comments 

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

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

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

F_NMFS-3 Please refer to analysis provided in Draft Environemental Impact Report (EIR) 
Section 4.5, Fisheries, Impact 4.5.1, Habitat Availability. This analysis, which 
characterizes cross sectional distribution of water surfaces, estimates the 
available habitat provided by proposed project implementation. This analysis 
identifies a potential storage increase of 2,771 acre-feet at the 7 foot water 
surface elevation in areas extending upstream to Vacation Beach. The cross 
sectional characterization of water quality data, as requested by the commenter, 
is not available from the Hydrography of the Russian River Estuary Summer-Fall 
2009. However, in discussing the volume of habitat provided by increased water 
levels, the potential for newly inundated areas to provide shallow water habitat is 
recognized. Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses for a discussion of water quality impacts.  



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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.1-10 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

F_NMFS-4 Figure 4.5-1 in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, and the comparison of project 
alternatives in Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis quantifies the anticipated 
difference between the potential habitat provided by the proposed project and the 
Reduced Alternative on a volume basis. Under the proposed project, 
approximately 4,838 acre-feet of potential habitat would be provided. This 
volume is reduced to 3,590 acre-feet under the Reduced Project Alternative. This 
is the only available quantifiable information between these two alternatives. It is 
unlikely that there is a quantifiable, demonstrable difference in habitat quality 
between the area provided by a water surface elevation of 8 feet and the water 
surface elevation of 9 feet. The area of inundation between the thalweg and the 
water edge would be increased, but conditions along the edge would be similar at 
either elevation. Therefore, the characterization provided by the Draft EIR on a 
volume basis provides enough discernable information for decision makers to 
weigh the individual alternatives, and their ability to reduce impacts and meet the 
proposed project objectives. 

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

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

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

F_NMFS-8 Text regarding length of Dry Creek on page 5-19, of Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, 
Cumulative Analysis, has been revised as follows: 
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The Russian River Biological Opinion addresses this problem by mandating 
the creation of pools, backwaters and side channels on six miles of the 
14-mile 15-mile creek over a 12-year period. 

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

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

S_CDFG-1 No response or text modification required. 

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

S_CDFG-3 No response or text modification required. 

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

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

 
 

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

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

heritage  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1. NMFS Marine Mammal Protection Act Incidental Harassment 
Authorization 

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

(PRC 7918.9)1 

“Since 1996, the Sonoma County Water Agency possesses operated artificial 
breaching under a general rent-free land use lease permit issued by the 
CSLC, in accordance with Article 2 of the Leasing and Permitting 
Regulations, to conduct artificial breaching within CSLC jurisdiction (CSLC, 
2007). The Water Agency’s most recent lease expired as of December 31, 
2010, and an application for renewal of this land use lease is pending review 
by CSLC. However, this lease has a hold-over clause that provides a month-
to-month lease while a new lease is under review. The Water Agency 
submitted a lease application prior to the December 31, 2010 expiration of 
the existing lease. 

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

S_CSLC-3 All Water Agency beach management activities are monitored by Water Agency 
biological staff, pursuant to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4.1a (Section 4.4, 
Biological Resources, page 4.4-71). No additional mitigation is required.  
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S_CSLC-4 Text on page 4.4-73 under the Impact 4.4.2 and Impact 4.4.3 headings has been 
revised as follows: 

“Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4.1b.  

Impact Significance After Mitigation: Less that Significant with Mitigation.” 

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

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

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

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

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

“Impacts associated with traffic and transportation cultural resources are 
summarized and categorized as either “less than significant,” “less than 
significant with mitigation,” or “significant and unavoidable.” 

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

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

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

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

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

“In 1867 John Rule purchased 4,000 acres of Rancho Muniz at the mouth of 
the Russian River. The following year, Charles Jenner reportedly received 
permission from Rule to erect a small house on the north side of the Russian 
River and named the spot Jenner Gulch. In 1905 the Redwood Lumber 
Company mill was erected on the south side of the river. It was later rebuilt 
upriver at Duncans Mills. Jenner School opened in 1905 for children of the 
mill workers. In the 1920s the Penny brothers owned and lived on the 
29-acre island in the Russian River (now called Penny Island; Twohy, n.d.). 
Following the death of one brother, the surviving Penny asked longtime 
friend Joe Santos to take care of him until his death and bury him on the 
island. In return the island was deeded to him. The Santos family built a 
house and lived on the island until 1948 (Schwaderer and Stardford, 1982; 
Twohy, n.d.). One coffin has been found on the island that may be associated 
with the Penny brother; however, this has not been substantiated (Schwaderer 
and Stardford, 1982:7).”  

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

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

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

1. In the event of unanticipated discovery of archaeological 
materials occurs during construction, the Water Agency shall 
retain the services of a qualified professional archaeologist to 
evaluate the significance of the items prior to resuming any 
activities that could impact the site. A qualified maritime 
archaeologist shall be retained to examine shipwreck remains or 
related submerged artifacts if discovered near the river mouth 
during outlet channel creation or maintenance. 

2. In the case of an unanticipated archaeological discovery, if it is 
determined that the find is potentially eligible for listing in the 
California and/or National Registers, and the site cannot be 
avoided, the Water Agency shall provide a research design and 
excavation plan, prepared by a qualified archaeologist, outlining 
recovery of the resource, analysis, and reporting of the find. The 
research design and excavation plan shall be approved by the 
Water Agency, State Parks, and U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. The California State Lands Commission shall 
provide approval of a research design for shipwreck remains 
or related submerged artifacts. Implementation of the research 
design and excavation plan shall be conducted prior to work 
being resumed. Upon project approval, the Water Agency will 
coordinate with State Parks and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
to develop an action plan that can be implemented in the event 
that flooding is imminent and breaching must occur 
immediately.  

Impact Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.” 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

L_NSCAPCD-1 No response or text modification required.  

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

L_RRRPD-1 Commenter is included on notification list. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



3. Responses to Comments  
 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.2-1 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

3.2 Responses to Groups and Organizations 
Comments 

This section includes copies of comment letters from interest groups and organizations and 
corresponding responses. Comment letters are arranged alphabetically by group acronym or 
name. 
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Austin Creek Alliance, Pamela Conley, January 31, 2011 

G_ACA-1 For a discussion related to the flows in the Russian River, please refer to Master 
Response 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 and Impact Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

G_ACA-2 For a discussion related to the flows in the Russian River, please refer to Master 
Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 
2, Master Responses. Please refer to Master Response 2.2, Project Description 
and Impact Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses, for a discussion related 
to the geographic extent of analysis.  

G_ACA-3 For a discussion of the relationship, and cumulative effects to water quality of the 
Estuary Management Project to the proposal to lower minimum instream flows as 
required by the Russian River Biological Opinion, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.4, 
Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_ACA-4 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the Fish 
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. With respect to fisheries, Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, includes an 
analysis of potential impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed and non-listed fish 
species. The Draft EIR concludes that there will be a beneficial increase in potential 
rearing habitat availability for juvenile salmonids. The analysis found that localized 
effects from the Estuary Management Project to fish managed under the Coastal 
Pelagic and Pacific Groundfish Fisheries Management Plans, as well as other marine 
fish species and macroinvertebrates that use portions of the Estuary, are unlikely to 
represent a substantial adverse affect. Therefore, impacts are considered less than 
significant. Please refer to Impact 4.5.2, Habitat quality on page 4.5-22 of the Draft 
EIR. Impact 4.5.2 finds that management of the Estuary could result in changes in 
water quality conditions which could be stressful for rearing salmonids, special 
status, and other native fish species inhabiting the Estuary. However, Impact 4.5.2 is 
found to be less than significant. 

G_ACA-5 Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources evaluated the potential impacts on 
pinnipeds occupying the beach haulout site noted by the commenter. Please refer to 
Impact 4.4.1, Special-Status Plant and Animal Species, Marine Mammals, on 
page 4.4-69. Additionally, the Draft EIR evaluated the potential impacts on pinnipeds 
occupying the beach haulout site, as well as haulouts located within the mainstem of 
the Russian River Estuary. For this assessment, refer to Impact 4.4.8, Protected 
Marine Mammals, on page 4.4-79 of the Draft EIR.  
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G_ACA-6 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. The Draft EIR includes the Russian River Biological Opinion by 
reference; other estuary studies and examples are presented in research as part of 
the Biological Opinion. 

G_ACA-7 The Russian River Biological Opinion analyzed the impacts of the Water Agency’s 
water supply, flood channel maintenance, and Estuary management activities on 
listed salmonid species, and the incidental take statement in the Russian River 
Biological Opinion covers all such activities. The specific project objectives of the 
Estuary Management Project are established in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project 
Description (page 2-11), and include providing enhanced rearing habitat for 
juvenile salmonids within the Russian River Estuary and minimizing flood hazard. 
The project objectives do not include lowering flows for future development or 
agricultural needs, which are not proposed as part of the project. Please refer to 
Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_ACA-8 The Russian River Biological Opinion represents over 10 years of collaboration 
during the consultation process by federal nexus under Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act, involving USACE, Water Agency, NMFS and CDFG. The Section 7 
consultation process under the Endangered Species Act formally includes 
regulatory agencies; however additional outreach to collaborate with the public and 
local agencies has been conducted over the past fourteen years. The environmental 
leaders referenced in the comment letters were included on the distribution list and 
invited to scoping meetings. Please refer to Master Response 2.8, Public Review 
Process, in Chapter 2, Master Responses, for discussion of scoping and public 
review processes implemented for the Estuary Management Project EIR. 

G_ACA-9 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion of the feasibility of success of the proposed project. 
The modification of existing remnants of the jetty at the mouth of the Russian 
River was considered in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, 
Alternatives Analysis, Section 6.4.5 beginning on page 6-8. 

G_ACA-10 Refer to Master Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, and 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts, and 
Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2 Master Responses. 
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Coast Action Group, Alan Levine, February 11, 2011 

G_CAG-1 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. 

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

G_CAG-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. 

G_CAG-4 For a discussion of the relationship, and cumulative effects to water quality, of the 
Estuary Management Project to the proposal to lower minimum instream flows as 
required by the Russian River Biological Opinion, refer to Master Response 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.  

G_CAG-5 Please refer to Master Response 2.6 Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic 
Impacts and Mitigation Feasibility in Chapter 2, Master Responses, for 
discussion regarding Draft EIR consideration and analysis of potential impacts to 
recreation. Impacts related to recreation are also described in Draft EIR Section 4.7, 
Recreation. 
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G_CAG-6 Please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements and Master Response 2.2, Project Description, Impact Areas, and 
Scope of Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_CAG-7 lease refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses.  

G_CAG-8 Refer to response to comment G_CAG-2.  

G_CAG-9 For a discussion of water quality, and analysis of best available data, please refer to 
Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

G_CAG-10 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the Fish 
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses.  

 For additional discussion related to potential Estuary Management Project impacts to 
water quality, including effects of nutrients, bacteria, and secondary effects, refer to 
Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. With 
respect to the Estuary Management Project, water quality issues, including short-term 
impacts during outlet channel creation (Impact 4.3.1), impacts to salinity, dissolved 
oxygen, and temperature during the Lagoon Management Period (Impact 4.3.2), and 
effects of nutrient and bacteria levels during the lagoon management period (Impact 
4.3.3), are disclosed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality. The impacts are 
evaluated in accordance with criteria identified in the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, 
which require analysis of violation of water quality standards, alteration of drainage 
such that increased siltation or sedimentation occurs, or creation of additional 
pollutant sources. For a discussion regarding the invasive aquatic plant species, 
Ludwigia, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion of potential secondary biological effects related to water 
quality impacts. 

G_CAG-11 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. 
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Defenders of Wildlife, Richard Charter, February 12, 2011 

G_DOW-1 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. The Draft EIR includes the Russian River Biological Opinion by 
reference; other estuary studies and examples are presented in research as part of 
the Biological Opinion.  

G_DOW-2 Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, includes an analysis, based on evaluation of 
CEQA criteria, of potential water quality impacts. Refer to Master Response 2.4, 
Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The project description, 
presented in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, was prepared in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15124, and includes project objectives, location and map 
information, and technical and environmental characteristics, and intended use of the 
EIR. For additional discussion about the content provided in the project description, 
refer to Master Response 2.2, Project Description, Impact Areas and Scope of 
Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The comment does not clearly state 
what administrative and decision-making processes are deficient. In reviewing the 
preparation of the Draft EIR with CEQA Guidelines Section 21003, Environmental 
Review Procedures and Administration of Process, the Draft EIR is organized and 
written in a manner that will be meaningful and useful to decision makers and to the 
public, and emphasizes feasible mitigation measures and feasible alternatives to 
projects. With regard to decision-making procedures, Draft EIR Chapter 1.0, 
Introduction identifies the intended use of the document by the Water Agency Board 
of Supervisors.  

G_DOW-3 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion related to the principles of adaptive management. The 
Draft EIR includes the Russian River Biological Opinion by reference; other 
estuary studies and examples are presented in research as part of the Biological 
Opinion. The Biological Opinion contains clear timeframes for implementation and 
re-evaluation of the project over the period covered in the Biological Opinion, 
through 2023.  

G_DOW-4 The Draft EIR addressed potential impacts to habitats and wildlife in Section 4.4, 
Biological Resources, and to fish in Section 4.5, Fisheries. Draft EIR Section 4.5 
includes analysis of other non-Endangered Species Act-protected aquatic species, 
including common fish species and macro invertebrates.  

G_DOW-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. 
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G_DOW-6 The Temporary Urgency Change Petitions (TUCP) are not proposed as part of the 
Estuary Management Project and are not included in the project’s environmental 
analysis. The potential for the Estuary Management Project to contribute 
cumulatively to impacts related to Temporary Urgency Change Petitions are 
considered in a cumulative analysis (Draft EIR, Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis) 
and includes information on the CEQA analysis for the TUCP.  

 The comment is incorrect in the assertion that the NMFS scoping letter, dated 
June 22, 2010, argues that the Estuary Management Project should consider flow 
changes in the same EIR. Instead, the NMFS scoping letter states: 

“The Russian River BO directs SCWA to pursue Temporary Urgency Changes 
(TUC) to D-1610 to reduce summer inflow prior to a final change in D-1610 
that will be supported by a separate EIR and water rights regulatory process, 
which we [NMFS] anticipate will be completed sometime between 2014 and 
2016.”  

 The Russian River Biological Opinion and NMFS scoping letter recognize that 
flow changes would be analyzed in a separate CEQA process. Both changes to 
flow under Decision 1610 and the TUCs are included in the cumulative analysis in 
Draft EIR Chapter 5.0. This analysis considers the potential impacts of the Estuary 
Management Project in conjunction with the anticipated effects of reducing 
minimum instream flows. The TUCPs result from a separate requirement of the 
Russian River Biological Opinion and have been found by the SWRCB to be 
exempt from CEQA. 

G_DOW-7 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Reponses, for a discussion on management of other river and lagoon systems in 
California. The Draft EIR includes the Russian River Biological Opinion by 
reference; the other estuary studies and examples are presented in research as part 
of the Biological Opinion. 

G_DOW-8 Refer to response to comment S_CDFG-4 for a discussion regarding the Marine 
Life Protection Act.  

G_DOW-9 The Estuary Management Project does not include management of flows during 
wet years. Please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other 
Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_DOW-10 The Draft EIR analyzed the potential effects to recreation and recreational 
resources in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Appendix G criteria in Draft EIR 
Section 4.7, Recreation. For additional discussion related to the Draft EIR 
analysis of potential recreational impacts, and CEQA requirements for 
socioeconomic effects, please refer to Master Response 2.6, Recreational 
Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts and Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses. 
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G_DOW-11 All special-status species potentially present in the Estuary Study Area and 
maximum backwater area are addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological 
Resources. The Draft EIR evaluates the types and conditions of the habitats 
present on the project site to determine their potential to support candidate, 
sensitive, or special-status species (herein collectively referred to as sensitive 
species) and to assess potential impacts resulting from the project to these 
species. This comment does not identify a specific inadequacy in the Draft EIR.  

The potential impacts to special-status plant and animal species from the creation 
and maintenance of the lagoon outlet channel were addressed in Impact 4.4.1. 
This discussion included an assessment on the potential impacts to special-status 
species that may occur within the outlet channel management area and access 
route or directly adjacent to these sites. Special-status species addressed in this 
impact included Tidestrom’s lupine, Myrtle’s silverspot butterfly, nesting birds, 
and pinnipeds, among others. The potential impacts to special-status plant and 
animal species from the long-term adaptive management of the Estuary were 
addressed in Impact 4.4.7. This discussion included an assessment on the 
potential impacts to special-status species with a moderate to high potential to 
occur within the Estuary Study Area and those species that are primarily 
associated with freshwater marsh and riparian habitats, and open water habitat 
and beaches, gravel bars, and mudflats. Special-status species addressed in this 
impact included, but were not limited to, bristly sedge, deceiving sedge, 
California freshwater shrimp, foothill yellow-legged frog, California red-legged 
frog, western pond turtle, northern harrier, and great blue heron. 

G_DOW-12 The Draft EIR contains a delineation and assessment of the altered water levels 
on Penny Island. Delineation of elevation contours shown on the Draft EIR 
Figure 3-4 series are based on bathymetric and topographic survey (EDS, 2009) 
of the Estuary study area, including Penny Island, and represent the best available 
information. The water surface elevations, shown at 4.5, 7.0, 9.0, and 14.0 feet, 
are developed based on water levels recorded at the Jenner gage located across 
the river from Penny Island. Potential impacts associated with the increased 
inundation for a longer duration are characterized in Section 4.4, Biological 
Resources, Impact 4.4.6, which addresses potential impacts associated with the 
Estuary Management Plan on sensitive natural communities. Draft EIR 
Figures 4.4-1 through 4.4-5 show the mapped communities with their 
approximate existing elevations, including Penny Island. The extent of 
inundation of each community within the marked elevations was determined 
based on this map series. Although lagoon adaptive management would increase 
the duration of inundation associated with perched freshwater lagoon conditions, 
the exact length and extent of inundation cannot be predicted with certainty, as it 
would depend upon barrier beach formation and outlet channel performance. The 
Draft EIR assumes that a water surface elevation of up to 9 feet for periods of 
one to five months represents a frequency, duration and depth that would be 
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experienced under the proposed project, and that this assumption provides a way 
to estimate the impacts to vegetation communities.  

As described in the Draft EIR, Section 4.4, Biological Resources, Coastal and 
Valley Freshwater Marsh (CVFM) is the only CDFG sensitive natural community 
mapped within the Estuary Study Area that could be adversely affected by changes 
in surface water elevation, duration of inundation, or water quality parameters (e.g., 
salinity, dissolved oxygen, temperature). Northern Foredune Scrub, a CDFG 
Sensitive Natural Community, would not be substantially affected by the proposed 
project. As noted in this discussion, although conversion would be subject to 
several factors, this potential conversion would likely occur throughout the 
estuary, and may result in an increased distribution of CVFM. As noted in CDFG 
comments on the Draft EIR, CDFG agrees with the Draft EIR’s findings that 
changes in vegetation assemblages would likely result in increases in sensitive 
Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh habitat, and that these vegetation 
distribution changes would be beneficial from a habitat perspective. 

G_DOW-13 For a discussion of Draft EIR’s characterization of existing water quality 
conditions, including nutrients and bacteria, in the Estuary and impacts analyzed 
in the Draft EIR, refer to Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and 
Environmental Setting, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses. For a discussion of adequacy of the EIR 
analysis, refer to Master Response 2.7, CEQA Statutes: Adequacy of EIR 
Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_DOW-14 Biomagnification is the result of the process of bioaccumulation and biotransfer 
by which tissue concentrations of chemicals in organisms at one trophic level 
exceed tissue concentrations in organisms at the next lower trophic level in a 
food chain. The Estuary Management Project would not create or contribute to 
new or more severe sources of pollution; additionally, the Water Agency does 
not have the authority to control input from other dischargers. Cumulative 
impacts related to water quality are evaluated in Draft EIR, Chapter 5.0, 
Cumulative Analysis. The comment does not specify the toxic compounds that 
are of concern, nor how they may be related to the proposed project. 

G_DOW-15 Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses regarding nutrient levels within the project area. Please refer to 
Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts and 
Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses, for a discussion on 
mitigation and monitoring requirements for nutrients. 

G_DOW-16 Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality includes a discussion regarding pathogens. 
The correlation of pathogens to rainfall events is not specifically addressed by the 
comment, nor is it specified how such a correlation may be related to the 
proposed project, and is not required in the context of this project. Refer to 
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Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses for 
additional discussion regarding the Draft EIR analysis of nutrients. 

G_DOW-17 In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a proposed project 
would have a significant impact related to wildlife species if it would “[h]ave a 
substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, polices, or regulations, or by CDFG or USFWS.” The Draft EIR 
includes this guideline in the criteria used to determine the significance of a 
potential impact in Section 4.4, Biological Resources. The Draft EIR does not 
specifically analyze diversity, but it does evaluate the types and conditions of the 
habitats present on the project site to determine their potential to support 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species (herein collectively referred to as 
sensitive species) and to assess potential impacts resulting from the project to 
these species. Refer to response to comment G_DOW-11 above, for long-term 
impacts to special-status plant and animal species. 

G_DOW-18 The Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, evaluated the potential impacts 
on pinnipeds occupying the beach haulout site. For this assessment, refer to 
Impact 4.4.1, Special-Status Plant and Animal Species, Marine Mammals, on 
page 4.4-69. Additionally, the Draft EIR evaluated the potential impacts on 
pinnipeds occupying the beach haulout site, as well as haulouts located within the 
mainstem of the Russian River Estuary. For this assessment, please refer to 
Impact 4.4.8, Protected Marine Mammals, on page 4.4-79. Potential impacts to 
nursery sites, which includes harbor seal pupping, is included in Impact 4.4.10, 
Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites, on page 4.4-83. The Draft EIR considered 
the Marine Mammal Protection Act Incidental Harassment Authorization (IHA), 
issued by NMFS, the agency with the responsibility of marine mammal species 
protection, and its provisions were consequently adopted as mitigation. 

G_DOW-19 A Notice of Intent (NOI) was not prepared for the Estuary Management Project 
because it is not subject to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). A 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15082(a) and included the description and location of the project and a list of 
probable environmental effects. The intent of scoping is to solicit input regarding 
the scope of EIR analysis. The comment also asserts that the Draft EIR does not 
address the probable environmental effects of the project in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(c), Meetings. This excerpt and the method in 
which the Water Agency complied are presented in the table below. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(c), Meetings Water Agency Compliance Methodology  

In order to expedite the consultation, the lead agency, 
a responsible agency, a trustee agency, the Office of 
Planning and Research or a project applicant may 
request one or more meetings between 

During an additional scoping meetings (staff meetings) on 
June 15, 2010, and September 13, 2010, the Water Agency 
requested participation from regulatory agencies with 
jurisdiction over the project area or resources during a 
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(c), Meetings Water Agency Compliance Methodology  

representatives of the agencies involved to assist the 
lead agency in determining the scope and content of 
the environmental information that the responsible or 
trustee agency may require. Such meetings shall be 
convened by the lead agency as soon as possible, but 
no later than 30 days after the meetings were 
requested. On request, the Office of Planning and 
Research will assist in convening meetings that involve 
state agencies. 

scoping meeting to solicit their comments and input on the 
scope of the EIR. Invitees included members NMFS, 
USACE, CDFG, California Department of Parks and 
Recreation, NCRWQCB, California Coastal Commission, 
and California State Lands Commission. The meeting was 
not attended by representatives from the latter two 
agencies.  

For projects of statewide, regional or areawide 
significance pursuant to Section 15206, the lead 
agency shall conduct at least one scoping meeting. A 
scoping meeting held pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act, 42 USC 4321 et seq. 
(NEPA) in the city or county within which the project is 
located satisfies this requirement if the lead agency 
meets the notice requirements of subsection (c)(2) 
below. 

The Water Agency held two scoping meetings in the city 
and county of the project area: 

Wednesday May 19, 2010 
Community Meeting, Summary of 2010 Estuary 
activities:6:30 p.m. – 7:30 p.m.  
Open House Scoping Meeting: 7:30 p.m. – 9:00 p.m. 
Jenner Community Center, 10398 Highway 1 
Jenner CA 95450 
Thursday May 20, 2010  
6:30 p.m. – 8:30 p.m. 
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management 
Department Meeting Room, 2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

(2) The lead agency shall provide notice of the scoping 
meeting to all of the following: 

(A) any county or city that borders on a county or 
city within which the project is located, unless 
otherwise designated annually by agreement 
between the lead agency and the county or city; 

(B) any responsible agency 
(C) any public agency that has jurisdiction by law 

with respect to the project; 
(D) any organization or individual who has filed a 

written request for the notice. 

Hard copies of the NOP and postcards summarizing the 
notice and pertinent meetings dates, times, and locations 
were circulated on May 7, 2010. The NOP was mailed to 
the State Clearinghouse, and was posted to the Water 
Agency website. 

The NOP was directly mailed to 431 parties, and a postcard 
notification of the NOP’s availability was sent to 1,231 
parties. The distribution list was developed based on the 
SCWA databases of regulatory agencies with jurisdiction, 
local organizations, business, and interest groups, and 
property owners based on parcels data. Hard copies of the 
NOP were mailed directly to federal, state, and local 
agencies with jurisdiction; members of organizations, 
business, and interest groups that requested a copy; and 
property owners with postal zip codes within Jenner, 
Duncans Mills, Monte Rio, Ville Grande, Rio Nido, Camp 
Meeker, Forestville, Occidental, Bodega Bay, and some in 
the Dry Creek area. Postcards were mailed to parties that 
have previously expressed interest in the RRIFR Program, 
including other local agencies, other interest groups and 
organizations, and a subset of Sonoma County residents 
and property owners (outside of the locations listed above). 
A full copy of the NOP hard copy distribution list is provided 
in Appendix 1 of the Final EIR.  

(3) A lead agency shall call at least one scoping 
meeting for a proposed project that may affect 
highways or other facilities under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Transportation if the meeting is 
requested by the Department. The lead agency shall 
call the scoping meeting as soon as possible but not 
later than 30 days after receiving the request from the 
Department of Transportation. 

No meeting was requested by the Department of 
Transportation. The Department received the NOP and 
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR.  

 

G_DOW-20 Comment acknowledged. Receipt acknowledged via email on February 22, 2011.  
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Friends of the Eel River, David Keller, February 14, 2011 

G_FOER-1 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. 

G_FOER-2 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project and the CEQA requirements that 
would trigger reirculation, refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other 
Biological Opinion Elements, and Master Response 2.9, Recirculation, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_FOER-3 Scoping comments submitted by Friends of the Eel River for the Notice of 
Preparation for the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project on November 
12, 2010, that were attached to the comment letter on the Estuary Management 
Project Draft EIR, are included in the record, but are not addressed in this Final 
EIR because these comments are directed at a different project (the Fish Habitat 
Flows and Water Rights Project), rather than the proposed project analyzed in the 
Draft EIR. For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management 
Project to the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master 
Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

G_FOER-4 As described in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis, water released from 
storage in Lake Mendocino includes water imported from the Eel River via 
Pacific Gas and Electric’s (PG&E) Pottery Valley Project (PVP). The PVP was 
constructed in 1908 and includes a diversion tunnel to transfer water from the 
Eel River into the Russian River watershed (see Figure 2-1 in Draft EIR). Water 
is stored in Lake Pillsbury on the Eel River, then released and re-diverted 
12 miles downstream at Cape Horn Dam through a diversion tunnel to the Potter 
Valley powerhouse in the Russian River watershed. The water is discharged from 
the powerhouse into a canal from which the Potter Valley Irrigation District 
diverts water. It then flows into the East Fork of the Russian River to Lake 
Mendocino. PVP diversions are regulated by a license issued to PG&E by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and serve multiple purposes, 
including power generation, Potter Valley agricultural irrigation, and minimum 
instream flow requirements in the East Fork of the Russian River. For a 
discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to Russian 
River flows, refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The Estuary Management 
Project does not propose changes to Eel River diversions, which are controlled 
by FERC and PG&E. The Estuary Management Project will govern the Water 
Agency’s management of the Estuary with or without the instream flow levels 
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proposed by the Fish Flow Project, and regardless of what amount of water is, or 
is not, diverted by PG&E from the Eel River to the Russian River.  

G_FOER-5 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. Refer also to response to comment G_FOER-4 above. 

G_FOER-6 The Estuary Management Project is designed to achieve primary dual objectives, 
of enhancing rearing habitat and managing Estuary water levels to minimize 
flood hazard (Draft EIR Chapter 1.0, Introduction, Section 1.2). As noted in 
Draft EIR page 1-1, there is a history of managing the Estuary water levels for 
flood protection and the Russian River Biological Opinion recognizes flood 
management as a key consideration in Estuary Management. For a discussion of 
project alternatives, please refer to Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives, which 
includes analysis of Alternative Flood Control Measures, including establishment 
of a flood plain management area. 

G_FOER-7 Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis, (Section 6.4.6) includes review of 
Alternative Flood Control Measures, including establishment of a flood plain 
management area. Additionally, Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.2.2 requires the 
Water Agency to coordinate with NMFS and work with the property owners to 
identify measures that would, if necessary, substantially minimize or avoid any 
damages to existing structures that would occur as a result of implementing the 
project (i.e., increased flooding durations at the 7 and 9 foot elevation). As 
appropriate, the Water Agency shall survey properties within the 9 foot elevation 
in greater detail to more accurately and precisely determine the elevation of the 
structures potentially at risk; this information shall be kept on record at the Water 
Agency and a copy shall be provided to each of the property owners. 

G_FOER-8 Email correspondence provided does not comment on the Draft EIR; however 
has been included in the record.  
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Friends of Villa Grande, Richard Holmer, February 12, 2011 

L_FOVG-1 Draft EIR Section 4.7, Recreation, includes a discussion of impacts to river front 
beaches associated with the Estuary Management Project. Although the Draft EIR 
does not specifically mention Patterson Point Preserve, it is located in the 
maximum backwater area, shown on Draft EIR Figure 2-3A, and therefore is 
included in the discussion and quantification of impacts to public and private river 
beach areas. The Draft EIR text on pages 4.7-3 and 4.7-9 has been modified to 
specifically include the Patterson Point Preserve, as follows: 

“In the maximum backwater area, there is formal public access at Monte 
Rio Community Beach, Patterson Point Preserve, and Vacation Beach. 
Monte Rio Community Beach is located on a large bend in the river and 
offers picnic amenities and boat rental facilities. This location is frequently 
used for community gatherings. Patterson Point Preserve is located in Villa 
Grande and maintained by Friends of Villa Grande for public river 
recreation and restoration as a redwood and riparian area. Vacation Beach 
is located at Vacation Beach Road in Guerneville and has a seasonal dam 
during the summer recreation season that is removed over four days in late 
September” (page 4.7-3). 

“Public beach access within the maximum backwater area is limited to 
Monte Rio Community Beach, Patterson Point Preserve, and Vacation 
Beach. Many of the beach areas occurring within the Estuary Study Area 
and maximum backwater area do not have formal public access. Inundation 
associated with higher water levels would reduce the amount of beach 
acreage available within the Estuary, and these conditions would occur for a 
longer duration, depending upon performance of the outlet channel” 
(page 4.7-9).  

Comment states that beach, preserve, and property at Patterson Point Preserve 
will be inundated for a longer duration than historically experienced during the 
lagoon management period and this precludes restoration efforts and recreational 
use. Comment does include specifics about restoration efforts at the Patterson 
Point Preserve. As disclosed in the Draft EIR, increased duration of elevated 
water levels may preclude use of these riverfront beach areas; clarification of the 
specific Patterson Point Preserve Area does not change the conclusions presented 
in the Draft EIR. 

Refer also to and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion regarding water quality and public health.  

L_FOVG-2 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 
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Description, Impact Areas, and Scope of Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 

L_FOVG-3 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 

L_FOVG-4 Refer to responses to comments G_FOVG-1 and-2 above for a discussion related 
to the inclusion of potential impacts to the Patterson Point Preserve. For a 
discussion of mitigation to avoid impacts to recreational and restoration uses, 
refer to Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts 
and Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 
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Lozeau Drury LLP, Russian River Watershed Protection, 
February 14, 2011 

G_LozDru-1 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 

G_LozDru-2 For a discussion of Draft EIR’s characterization of existing water quality 
conditions in the Estuary and impacts analyzed in the Draft EIR, refer to Draft 
EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental Setting, and Master 
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. For a 
discussion of adequacy of the EIR analysis, refer to Master Response 2.7, 
CEQA Statutes: Adequacy of EIR Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_LozDru-3 For a discussion of the range of water quality impacts analyzed in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines in the Draft EIR, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water 
Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. This comment is general and does 
not identify a specific inadequacy in the water quality analysis in the Draft EIR.  

G_LozDru-4 Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, and Master Response 2.6, 
Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts, and Mitigation Feasibility, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses, for a discussion of potential water quality 
impacts and feasible mitigation. 

G_LozDru-5 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flow and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, and Master 
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. Please also 
refer to Master Response 2.9, Recirculation of Draft EIR, for a discussion of 
the CEQA requirements that would trigger recirculation. 

G_LozDru-6 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses.  

G_LozDru-7 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, and the respective project 
objectives and timing, refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other 
Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The TUCPs 
are not proposed as part of the Estuary Management Project and are not included 
in the project’s environmental analysis. The potential for the Estuary 
Management Project to contribute cumulatively to impacts related to TUCPs are 
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considered in a cumulative analysis (Draft EIR, Chapter 5.0, Cumulative 
Analysis) and includes information on the CEQA analysis for the TUCP. The 
TUCPs result from a separate requirement of the Biological Opinion and have 
been found by the State Water Resources Control Board to be exempt from 
CEQA. 

G_LozDru-8 The Estuary Management Project would not obstruct the Russian River mouth. As 
discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, the outlet channel would 
be created following natural closure events. Water quality conditions existing in the 
Estuary, including existing impairments for temperature and sediment, are 
characterized in Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental Setting, and 
analyzed in Section 4.3, Water Quality. For additional discussion of Draft EIR’s 
characterization of existing water quality conditions in the Estuary and impacts 
analyzed in the Draft EIR, and monitoring required under the Russian River 
Biological Opinion refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses. For a discussion of the relationship, and cumulative effects to 
water quality, of the Estuary Management Project to the proposal to lower 
minimum instream flows as required by the Russian River Biological Opinion, 
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_LozDru-9 Under CEQA, baseline conditions are considered the physical conditions at the 
time of the Notice of Preparation. Water quality conditions existing in the 
Estuary, including occurrences of dissolved oxygen and relationship of the 
Estuary Management Project to Basin Plan Water Quality Objectives, are 
characterized in Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental Setting, and 
analyzed in Section 4.3, Water Quality. Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality 
describes the impairments listed on the 303(d) list and applicability to the Estuary 
Management Project. Impacts 4.3.2, beginning on page 4.3-17, evaluates 
potential changes in dissolved oxygen levels; Impact 4.3.3 addressed nutrients 
and bacteria. Conclusions of the analyses are based on review of best available 
data relative to these parameters. For additional discussion refer to Master 
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_LozDru-10 Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, beginning on page 4.3-22, provides a 
discussion of residence time within the estuary. In 2009, the Water Agency 
contracted with Bodega Marine Laboratory (U.C. Davis) to provide a view of 
circulation, stratification, residence and salinity in the Russian River Estuary over 
summer and fall months of 2009. Residence time is a function of river flows into 
the Estuary, discharge at the river mouth, seepage through the barrier beach, and 
other losses, such as evaporation and groundwater infiltration. Under current 
conditions, the estimated residence time in the Estuary ranges from 
approximately one day, during open tidal conditions, to approximately 27 days, 
under full closure conditions. With artificial breaching under existing conditions, 
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the actual residence time within the Estuary during closure events is the time 
period between barrier beach formation and the implementation of artificial 
breaching by the Water Agency. This time period is typically between five and 
14 days. The fill rate of the estuary is approximately 0.5 feet per day at a flow of 
185 cfs. This closed condition is the time between closure and Water Agency 
artificial breaching. Implementation of the Estuary Management Project would 
not alter the rate of inflow into the Estuary, or the fill rate of the Estuary. Under 
the Estuary Management Plan, creation of the outlet channel to support water 
elevations of 7 to 9 feet would not alter the duration of fully-closed estuary 
conditions. Rather, it would establish an outlet channel that would result in 
“steady-state” conditions within the same approximately timeframe. The 
definition of “steady-state” in the Draft EIR (defined as the continuous outflow 
condition after the outlet channel is established) conflicts with the commenter’s 
use of the terms (defined as the period of closure before the outlet channel is 
created). 

As presented in the Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality (page 4.3-23), based 
upon the lowest observed flows of 70-85 cfs, and stratified conditions observed 
during the 2009 closure, residence time for the proposed project is estimated to 
range between 14 days and 22 days, depending upon the depth of the freshwater 
layer that is established. This represents an increase in estimated residence time 
of approximately one week, compared to the typical residence time of between 
five and 14 days associated with artificial breaching under existing conditions. It 
should be noted that during the extended closure in October 2009, residence time 
was extended to the duration of the 29-day closure. During that time period, no 
nuisance conditions were observed. 

That is to say, inflow to the estuary would be matched primarily by outflow 
conveyed by the channel and seepage through the barrier beach. Other natural 
loses, such as evaporation, would provide additional, but minor losses. Therefore, 
establishment of the outlet channel would include flow through the Estuary 
towards the outlet channel, as opposed to full closure conditions, when output is 
limited to seepage through the barrier beach (Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water 
Quality, pages 4.3-22 and -23). For additional information regarding fish and 
wildlife, refer to Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries. 

G_LozDru-11 Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality. The Estuary Management 
Project would not create or control sources of discharges of pollution or pollutant 
loads into the Russian River system.  

G_LozDru-12 Refer to the analysis provided in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, and the 
discussion in Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, and Master Response 2.6, 
Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts, and Mitigation Feasibility, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses, for discussion related to Draft EIR analysis and 
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level of significance of impacts on parameters, including but not limited to 
bacteria, nutrients, and salinity, monitoring required under the Russian River 
Biological Opinion. 

G_LozDru-13 Refer to Master Responses 2.3, Project Feasibility, for a discussion related to 
the adaptive management process, and Master Response 2.7, CEQA Statutes: 
Adequacy of EIR Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_LozDru-14 Refer to Master Response 2.9, Draft EIR Recirculation, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 
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North Coast River Watch, Larry Hanson, February 14, 2011 

G_NCRW-1 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project and other Water Agency operations, 
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

G_NCRW-2 The letter from the Regional Water Quality Control Board, dated November 15, 
2011, as referenced in the comment is directed toward the Fish Habitat Flows and 
Water Rights Project, not the Draft EIR for the Estuary Management Project. The 
Draft EIR does not include an analysis of potential violation of water quality 
objectives associated with the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project 
because this is a separate project. The Draft EIR, Chapter 5.0, Cumulative 
Analysis, analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the Estuary 
Management Project in combination with the Fish Habitat Flows and Water 
Rights Project. For additional discussion, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water 
Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

G_NCRW-3 For a discussion regarding alternatives and costs, refer to Master Response 2.5, 
Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. CEQA does not 
require a full cost feasibility analysis.  

G_NCRW-4 For a discussion of the selection, range, and evaluation of alternatives, refer to 
Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2 Master Responses. 
Final project approval will be made by the Water Agency Board of Supervisors 
based on full review of environmental considerations. 

 This comment is also concerned with the assertion that the Estuary Management 
Project will, with certainty, provide an additional 4,565 are-feet of storage 
(potential fish rearing habitat). This quantity was derived as part of the Draft EIR 
analysis based on a calculation of change in volume of water in the Estuary if 
water levels are maintained at 9 feet. This is not based on another estuary 
example, rather is calculated based on actual Russian River Estuary 
characteristics.  

G_NCRW-5 Refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, 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 
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target estuarine water levels. This is included as a potential alternative to the 
Estuary Management Project in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis.  

G_NCRW-6 As described in general in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries and in detail under 
Impact 4.5.1 (page 4.5-19 et seq.), the ecological benefits of lagoon habitat for 
salmonids (and especially rearing steelhead) have been documented extensively. 
Please refer to Impact 4.4.1, Special-Status Plant and Animal Species, Marine 
Mammals, on page 4.4-69. Additionally, the Draft EIR evaluated the potential 
impacts on pinnipeds occupying the beach haulout site, as well as haulouts located 
within the mainstem of the Russian River Estuary. For this assessment, refer to 
Impact 4.4.8, Protected Marine Mammals, on page 4.4-79. With respect to 
predation, there is no substantial evidence to indicate that intrusive predation would 
be significantly altered as a result of the project. This predator/prey relationship 
already occurs, although for a shorter duration and predation is an ongoing survival 
cycle. This relationship is not addressed by CEQA criteria. 

G_NCRW-7 “Construction” activities, namely operation of heavy machinery to create the 
lagoon outlet channel, is described in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, 
and is assumed to consist of one to two pieces of equipment on the beach for 
initial channel creation and up to eighteen maintenance events over a five month 
period. The resource analyses in Chapter 4.0, Environmental Setting, Impacts, 
and Mitigation Measures, include a discussion of impacts associated with 
channel creation. 

A reasonable range of alternatives was evaluated based on the ability to achieve 
project objectives and minimize or avoid environmental impacts. As presented in 
Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis, several of the other alternatives, 
including the Temporary Outlet Standpipe and Jetty Modification, are anticipated 
to incur equivalent or greater construction related impacts for implementation, 
and are therefore not environmental superior.  

G_NCRW-8  The requested data related to estuary monitoring was provided to the 
commenter. No further comments have been submitted.  



3. Responses to Comments 
3.2 Responses to Groups and Organizations Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.2-80 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank 

 



1



2



3



4



5



6



7



8



9



10



1



2



13



14



15



16



17



18



19



20



21



22



23



1



2



3



4



28



29



30



31



32



33



34



35



36



37



38



39



40



41



42



43



44



45



46



47



48



49



50



51



52



53



54



55



56



57



58



59



60



61



62



63



64



65



66



67



68



69



70



71



72



73



74



75



76



77



78



79



80



81



82



83



84



85



3. Responses to Comments 
3.2 Responses to Groups and Organizations Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.2-166 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Russian River Watershed Protection Committee, Brenda 
Adelman, February 14, 2011 

G_RRWPC-1 The revised Notice of Preparation scoping comments, submitted as Attachment 1, 
are incorporated into the record. Individual responses to Attachment 1 are 
provided in Responses G_RRWPC-56 through G_RRWPC-62. 

G_RRWPC-2 CEQA provides for professional judgment. The level of impact is based on a 
reasonable assumption predicated upon fact, or expert opinion supported by fact. 
If there is disagreement among expert opinion supported by facts over the 
significance of an effect on the environment, the Lead Agency shall treat the 
effect as significant (CEQA 15064(g)).  

G_RRWPC-3 The Draft EIR examines impacts related to the Estuary Management Project. It 
does not analyze the Russian River Biological Opinion, or the change from 
“natural” conditions referenced in the Biological Opinion to current conditions. 
As such, the Draft EIR is not required to retroactively characterize the historic 
flora and fauna that may have been affected by past unrelated actions; rather the 
Draft EIR considers the potential effects of the proposed project on the existing 
physical environment. For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary 
Management Project to the flows under the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights 
Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The Draft EIR also 
cumulatively analyzes, in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0 Cumulative Analysis, the 
impacts of reducing minimum instream flows proposed by the Biological 
Opinion under the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project in conjunction 
with impacts associated with the Estuary Management Project.  

G_RRWPC-4 The Draft EIR for the Estuary Management Project does not state that flows have 
been as low as 25 cfs in the lower Russian River. For a discussion of the 
relevance of flow data to the Estuary Management Project, refer to Master 
Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses. For a discussion of the Draft EIR analysis of 
water quality parameters refer to Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, 
specifically Impacts 4.3.2 (temperature) and 4.3.3 (bacteria and nutrients). For 
additional discussion, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

G_RRWPC-5 Please refer to response to comment G_RRWPC-3. The analysis in this Draft 
EIR is based on potential changes from existing baseline conditions, as required 
by CEQA, not on changes from a pre-dam “natural” condition. As presented in 
Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses, the Russian River Biological Opinion concludes 
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that Water Agency operations have potential to jeopardize the continued 
existence of federally listed steelhead and coho salmon and their critical habitat. 
The Russian River Biological Opinion includes a requirement to modify practices 
to avoid jeopardizing these species and their critical habitat and to enhance 
rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids within the Estuary.  

G_RRWPC-6 Please refer to response to comment G_RRWPC-3. For a discussion of the 
relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the Fish Habitat Flows and 
Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other 
Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The Draft EIR 
is not required to provide a historical account of past degradation over the last 
100 years. It is recognized that past activities, including loss of riparian habitat, 
gravel mining, sedimentation, timber harvest, and agriculture have influenced 
river water quality, and these factors are captured as part of the environmental 
baseline used for analysis, as presented in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project 
Background and Environmental Setting.  

G_RRWPC-7 Please refer to responses to comments G-RRWPC-3 and -6. Estuary management 
during the Lagoon Management Period may be subject to a variety of weather 
patterns and subsequent flow conditions. The Estuary Management Project has 
been developed to adaptively manage the Estuary under the range of observed 
flow conditions following barrier beach formation under varying hydrologic year 
types and conditions, as noted in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and 
Environmental Setting (Figure 3-1).  

G_RRWPC-8 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses.  

G_RRWPC-9 Impact 4.5.2, Habitat Quality, in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, included an 
analysis of the potential effect of Estuary Management Project on outmigrating 
Chinook and coho smolts. Please refer to discussion beginning on page 4.5-23 of 
the Draft EIR. It should be noted that a closure event and formation of a barrier 
beach in May is not caused or proposed by the Project, which would not affect the 
occurrence or timing of natural closures. Barrier construction to maintain a closed 
mouth is not proposed as part of the project, As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 
2.0, Project Description, the intent of the project is to modify previous management 
during the Lagoon Management Period, and create an outlet channel following a 
natural beach closure such that outflow occurs, but tidal exchange is minimized, to 
improve rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids.  

G_RRWPC-10 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
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Responses. Per the commenter’s request, the flow data recorded at Hacienda 
Bridge that was considered in the Draft EIR is provided in Final EIR Appendix 
2, which shows historical flow data at Hacienda Bridge, Guerneville, relative to 
mouth closure dates. 

G_RRWPC-11 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. The Draft EIR analyzes the potential water quality effects of the 
proposed Estuary Management Project. Water quality impacts in the maximum 
backwater area (the greatest geographic area in which any impacts are projected 
to occur) are described in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality. For additional 
discussion, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. Additionally, impacts associated with Fish Habitat Flows and Water 
Rights Project, are considered in the cumulative analysis in Draft EIR Chapter 
5.0, Cumulative Analysis.  

G_RRWPC-12 Historical photos provided as an attachment to the comment letter are 
incorporated into the record. 

G_RRWPC-13 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. The Draft EIR examines impacts related to the 
Estuary Management Project. It does not analyze the Russian River Biological 
Opinion, or the effects of flow on summer dams, which are outside the Estuary 
Study Area and maximum backwater area. 

G_RRWPC-14 Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, includes information on the timing of 
closures and subsequent natural and artificial breaching events during the Lagoon 
Management Period. As noted in Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other 
Biological Opinion Elements, the Estuary Management Project has been 
developed to adaptively manage the Estuary under the range of observed flow 
conditions following barrier beach formation under varying hydrologic year 
types and conditions. As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and 
Environmental Setting (page 3-3), River flows typically decline rapidly over the 
five month lagoon management period. Flows in May averaged 767 cfs for the 
years 1939 to 2009, and averaged 178 cfs in September for the same time period. 
Because of decline in river flow during the lagoon management period, the 
primary factors in barrier beach formation are wave activity and tidal exchange, 
with river outflow being a secondary factor. Average monthly wave energy 
changes with the seasons; wave energy is greatest in winter, reduces over spring, 
and is minimal from July to September. However, late spring storms, early fall 
storms and Southern Hemisphere storms can occasionally produce waves 
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exceeding 10 feet in the vicinity of the river mouth during the lagoon 
management period. Swell waves with periods longer than 10 seconds from 
either the northwest or south are often the cause of closure during the 
management period. Large wave events are particularly likely to cause closure 
when they coincide with the reduced tidal exchange that occurs approximately 
every two weeks during neap tides. As such, the timing of closures within the 
lagoon management period will vary, as noted by commentor. 

G_RRWPC-15 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.  

G_RRWPC-16 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. Please refer to Final EIR Appendix 2, which 
shows historical flow data at Hacienda Bridge, Guerneville, relative to mouth 
closure dates. 

G_RRWPC-17 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. Please refer to Final EIR Appendix 2, which 
shows historical flow data at Hacienda relative to mouth closure dates.  

G_RRWPC-18 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, and a discussion relevant to the 
comment’s assertion that the change in minimum flows is intended to prevent 
flooding, please refer to Master Response 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 
and Impact Areas, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. With respect to validity 
and availability of water quality data considered in the Draft EIR, please refer to 
Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

G_RRWPC-19 It is impossible to predict with certainty the future occurrence of barrier beach 
closures, as closure is dependent upon several factors. As noted in Draft EIR 
Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental Setting (page 3-3) barrier 
beach formation and closure of the river mouth is affected by wave activity from 
the Pacific Ocean, with river flow being a secondary factor. The Estuary 
Management Project has been developed to adaptively manage the Estuary under 
the range of observed flow conditions following barrier beach formation under 
varying hydrologic year types and conditions. As discussed on page 5-11 of the 



3. Responses to Comments 
3.2 Responses to Groups and Organizations Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.2-170 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Draft EIR, changes in Decision 1610 minimum instream flows could increase the 
number of barrier beach closures in a given year, depending upon the hydrologic 
year type and wave conditions during summer months. As clarification, the Draft 
EIR statement referenced by the commentor relates to the number of barrier 
beach closures in a given year. 

 G_RRWPC-20 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. The Estuary Management Project has been 
developed to adaptively manage the Estuary under the range of observed flow 
conditions following barrier beach formation under varying hydrologic year 
types and conditions, as noted in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and 
Environmental Setting (Figure 3-1).  

G_RRWPC-21 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.  

G_RRWPC-22 Comment requests clarification of whether 71 cfs was measured during a closure 
event. Draft EIR page 2-16 states: 

“Review of flow data for the 115 closure events occurring between 1996 
and 2009 indicated a median flow at the USGS Guerneville Gauge for 
these events is 250 cubic feet per second (cfs), with a minimum flow of 
71 cfs and a maximum flow of 1,120 cfs.” 

G_RRWPC-23 2009 was a Temporary Urgency Change year due to a dry spring season. The 
71 cfs is within the minimum flow conditions for Hacienda in a dry year and 
within the order issued by SWRCB to reduce minimum instream flows, as well 
as within the Russian River Biological Opinion flow change requirements. The 
2009 Photo Report included with the comment letter is incorporated into the 
record.  

G_RRWPC-24 This comment does not indicate any deficiency or question about the adequacy of 
the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR. The TUCPs are 
not proposed as part of the Estuary Management Project. The TUCPs result from 
a separate requirement of the Russian River Biological Opinion and have been 
found by the SWRCB to be exempt from CEQA. The potential for the Estuary 
Management Project to contribute cumulatively to impacts related to TUCPs are 
considered in a cumulative analysis (Draft EIR, Chapter 5.0, Cumulative 
Analysis) and includes information on the CEQA analysis for the TUCP. 
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G_RRWPC-25 The comment is incorrect in the assertion that the NMFS scoping letter, dated 
June 22, 2010 argues that the Estuary Management Project should consider flow 
changes in the same EIR. Instead, the NMFS scoping letter states: 

“The Russian River BO directs SCWA to pursue Temporary Urgency 
Changes (TUC) to D-1610 to reduce summer inflow prior to a final change 
in D-1610 that will be supported by a separate EIR and water rights 
regulatory process, which we [NMFS] anticipate will be completed 
sometime between 2014 and 2016.” 

 The Russian River Biological Opinion and NMFS’ scoping letter recognize that 
flow changes would be analyzed in a separate CEQA process. Both changes to 
flow under Decision 1610 and the TUCs are included in the cumulative analysis 
in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0. This analysis considers the potential impacts of the 
Estuary Management Project, in conjunction with the anticipated effects of 
reducing minimum instream flows. The TUCPs result from a separate 
requirement of the Biological Opinion and have been found by the SWRCB to be 
exempt from CEQA. 

G_RRWPC-26 As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 1.0, Introduction, the Water Agency has 
historically provided management of Estuary water levels through artificial 
breaching, and will continue to do so. The Water Agency requested and received 
extensions of existing permits to cover Estuary management activities in 2010 
and 2011, including lagoon management actions. The Water Agency is currently 
in the process of acquiring permits for the Estuary Management Project. The 
lagoon outlet channel was implemented in July 2010 under the existing permits. 
The Water Agency intends to implement the Estuary Management Project in 
2011 in order to comply with the Russian River Biological Opinion.  

G_RRWPC-27 No environmental review under NEPA is required because the project is not 
proposed, and would not be implemented by, a federal Lead Agency. The Water 
Agency is the Lead Agency under CEQA. Federal agencies, including USACE, 
will complete their independent review of the project, and any required NEPA 
process, as appropriate. 

G_RRWPC-28 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. Please also refer to response to comment 
G_RRWPC-19, above. 

G_RRWPC-29  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 water quality impacts and 
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Draft EIR analysis, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses. The Draft EIR for the Estuary Management Project includes 
an analysis of potential secondary effects to fisheries resulting from water quality 
changes in Impact 4.5.1 in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, beginning on 
page 4.5-19.  

G_RRWPC-30 As described in Draft EIR page 4.2-2, Table 4.2-1 is included to provide context 
information about the existing hydrologic regime regarding flows year-round. In 
combination with Draft EIR Figure 3-1, this shows what range of flows may be 
expected during the Lagoon Management Period. Please refer to Final EIR 
Appendix 2, which shows historical flow data at Hacienda relative to mouth 
closure dates. 

G_RRWPC-31 Please refer to Final EIR Appendix 2, which shows historical flow data at 
Hacienda relative to mouth closure dates. Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project 
Background and Environmental Setting, Section 3.5, and Section 4.2, Hydrology 
and Flooding, for a discussion of water levels during closure events. 

 With respect to the flow values presented in the Draft EIR, the median flow data 
is presented, as opposed to the mean, as requested by the commenter, because 
median values are resistant to outliers, values that are numerically distant from 
the rest of the data. Both mean and median data are presented in Final EIR 
Appendix 2. 

 As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental 
Setting (page 3-3) barrier beach formation and closure of the river mouth is 
affected by wave activity from the Pacific Ocean, with river flow being a 
secondary factor. The Estuary Management Project has been developed to 
adaptively manage the Estuary under the range of observed flow conditions 
following barrier beach formation under varying hydrologic year types and 
conditions. The Russian River Biological Opinion content is not analyzed or 
disputed in this Draft EIR. 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. 

G_RRWPC-32 For a discussion regarding the Estuary Management Project’s potential 
contribution to nutrients, blue-green algae formation, and required water quality 
monitoring, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, 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 Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  
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G_RRWPC-33 This comment is not directed to the environmental analysis of Draft EIR for the 
Estuary Management Project; therefore no changes in the Final EIR are 
necessary. Please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other 
Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_RRWPC-34 Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion of Section 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies and 
Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility. As noted in these responses, the 
Estuary Management Project would be implemented using adaptive management. 
Potential future conditions identified by the commentor would be addressed as 
part of this process.  It should be noted that the project’s Adaptive Management 
Plan includes provisions for breaching in the event of flooding conditions, water 
quality conditions, or biological conditions warrant, after consultation with 
NMFS and CDFG.  

G_RRWPC-35 Please refer to the discussion in Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses for a discussion regarding Ludwigia.  

G_RRWPC-36 The information regarding standards for nitrogen is provided in the absence of 
standards for estuaries, which are recognized by SWRCB and RWQCB as unique 
ecosystems that require specific water quality standards that are in the process of 
being developed. As such, these standards are only applicable to freshwater. 
Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, addresses nutrients and the potential for 
nuisance conditions that could impact beneficial uses.  

G_RRWPC-37 Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, Impact 4.3.3 analyzes the potential effect 
of the Estuary Management Project on phosphorus levels in the Estuary during 
the lagoon management period. The Estuary Management Project would not 
contribute to new sources of phosphorus, nor would it lower flow. However, as 
described in the Draft EIR, there is potential for increased residence time of 
water moving through the Estuary, and potential for adverse increases in nutrient 
levels.  

G_RRWPC-38 The Draft EIR for the Estuary Management Project considers the physical 
environmental effects associated with implementation of the proposed project. 
With respect to Russian River County Sanitation District, several wastewater 
treatment plant discharges occur within the watershed, and are considered part of 
existing water quality conditions. The facility is located outside of the Estuary 
Study Area and maximum backwater area, and as noted by the commentor, plant 
discharges would not occur during the lagoon management period. Please refer to 
Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses, 
regarding the potential for secondary biological effects associated with water 
quality.   
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G_RRWPC-39 Potential water quality impacts of the Estuary Management Project on fisheries 
are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, Impact 4.5.2. Potential water 
quality impacts, including discussion of nutrient and pathogen levels are 
analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, Impact 4.3.3. 

G_RRWPC-40 The Water Agency does not currently sample water quality in Willow Creek, but 
rather a location just downstream of the Willow Creek confluence in the 
mainstem Russian River. Chlorophyll a conditions in Willow Creek are 
identified as a potential source of the higher chlorophyll a levels recorded in the 
mainstem sampling, described in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality.  

 The connection between nutrients and algal growth is discussed on page 4.3-5 of 
the Draft EIR at beginning of the nutrient discussion. Additional information 
related to algal growth is provided in Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

 The letter from the Regional Water Quality Control Board, dated November 15, 
2011, as referenced in the comment is directed toward the Fish Habitat Flows and 
Water Rights Project, not the Draft EIR for the Estuary Management Project. 
This comment is not directed to the Draft EIR for the Estuary Management 
Project; therefore no changes in the Final EIR are necessary. The Draft EIR does 
not include an analysis of potential violation of water quality objectives 
associated with the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project because this is a 
separate project. The Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis, evaluates the 
potential cumulative impacts associated with the Estuary Management Project in 
combination with the Fish Flow project. For additional discussion, refer to 
Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

 Impact 4.3.3, in the Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Water Quality, identifies provisions 
for breaching in the event that flooding conditions, water quality conditions, or 
biological resource conditions warrant it, after consultation with NMFS and 
CDFG.  

 For an analysis of potential water quality impacts on fisheries, refer to Draft EIR 
Section 4.5, Fisheries, Impact 4.5.2.  

G_RRWPC-41 Estuary water quality (temperature, salinity, dissolved oxygen) has been 
extensively monitored during the Lagoon Management Period since 2003 and is 
described in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental 
Setting. The comment cites a statement from Impact 4.3.2 regarding the potential 
for adverse impacts to salinity, dissolved oxygen, and temperature levels during 
the Lagoon Management Period. Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, 
in Chapter 2, Master Responses, and Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project 
Background and Environmental Setting, for the sources of water quality 
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information used to substantiate the setting and baseline conditions and 
discussion of existing water quality conditions in the Estuary.  

G_RRWPC-42 Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion related to the Estuary Management Project impact to 
bacteria levels. Please see page 4.3-22 of the Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water 
Quality, for a discussion of observed elevated bacteria levels related to 
freshwater inflow into the Estuary. The Draft EIR does not speculate on the 
causes of past increased bacteria levels. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.5, 
Fisheries, for analysis of anticipated habitat conditions associated with project 
implementation.  

G_RRWPC-43 For a discussion regarding monitoring as mitigation under the adaptive 
management process, refer to Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, 
Socioeconomic Impacts, and Mitigation Requirements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. Additional discussion related to the specific monitoring programs is 
provided in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental 
Setting, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses.  

 Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion related to the Estuary Management Project impact to 
bacteria levels. Under CEQA, baseline conditions are considered the physical 
conditions at the time of the Notice of Preparation. The Draft EIR concludes that 
there is a potentially significant and unavoidable impact associated with bacteria 
levels in the Estuary during the lagoon management period. That Draft EIR is not 
intended to justify water quality impacts, rather, in accordance with CEQA, it 
analyzes and discloses the potential change from existing conditions. Potential 
impacts to fisheries are described in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries. Draft EIR 
Chapter 2.0, Project Description, describes the project purpose and objectives, 
including the Estuary water level management targets identified in the Russian 
River Biological Opinion.  

G_RRWPC-44 Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality reviews potential impacts to water quality 
associated with implementation of the Estuary Management Project. Please refer 
to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The 
Estuary Management Project would not create or control sources of discharges of 
pollution or pollutant loads into the Russian River system. 

G_RRWPC-45 For a discussion regarding water quality relative to pollutant levels and fish 
health of fish, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses. Effects of temperature on habitat are discussed in the Draft 
EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental Setting, on pages 3-23 
and Section 4.5, Fisheries on page 4.5-22. With respect to potential increased 
predations, there is no substantial evidence to indicate that predation would be 
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significantly altered as a result of the project. The predator/prey relationship is 
naturally occurring and driven by population dynamics. This condition already 
occurs, and predation is an ongoing survival cycle. This relationship is not 
addressed by CEQA criteria; therefore, no mitigation is proposed as part of the 
Draft EIR. Refer also to response to comment G_NCRW-6. 

G_RRWPC-46 For a discussion regarding water quality relative to temperature, refer to Master 
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. Additional 
information regarding current temperatures and variability in the Estuary is 
presented in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental 
Setting, and Section 4.3, Water Quality. Effects of temperature on habitat are 
discussed in the Draft EIR on pages 3-23 and 4.5-22.  

G_RRWPC-47 Chinook salmon in the Russian River are considered “fall-run” and are adapted to 
avoid summer high temperatures (Draft EIR, page 4.5-11). The Russian River 
Biological Opinion concluded that estuary management is unlikely to jeopardize 
Chinook salmon or its critical habitat (NMFS, 2008); however, the Draft EIR 
considered Chinook salmon. Refer to Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, 
specifically Impact 4.5.2, Habitat Quality, for information regarding Chinook 
salmon adult and smolt migration timing, relationship to the Lagoon 
Management Period, and a discussion of the potential project impacts to habitat 
parameters, including water temperature, that could affect salmonids, including 
Chinook. 

 The following changes to the Draft EIR have been made to include a reference 
regarding the timing of Chinook salmon adult migration in the Draft EIR on 
page 4.5-23: 

“Chinook salmon can begin immigrating as early as August (a few 
individuals), but peak migration into the Estuary is typically in November 
and December (Chase et al. 2005; Chase et al. 2007)

 The following references have been added to the Draft EIR, Section 4.5, 
Fisheries, reference section: 

, after the proposed 
management period.” 

“Chase, S., R. Benkert, D. Manning, and S. White. 2005. Sonoma County 
Water Agency’s Mirable Rubber Dam/Wohler Pool Fish Sampling 
Program: Year 5 results 2004. December 31, 2005. 

Chase, S.D., D.J. Manning, D.G. Cook, and S.K. White. 2007. Historic 
accounts, recent abundance, and current distribution of threatened 
Chinook salmon in the Russian River, California. California Fish and 
Game 93(3): 130-148.” 
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G_RRWPC-48 Dungeness crab are considered in the Draft EIR in Section 4.5, Fisheries. 
Impact 4.5.3 discloses the potential impact to Dungeness crab in the Estuary, 
including that the Estuary represents a minimal portion of the population and 
habitat compared to inshore coastal waters and the San Francisco Bay. The 
impact is less than significant. 

G_RRWPC-49 The impact to Dungeness crab habitat would be less than significant as described 
in Impact 4.5.3 in the Draft EIR. The project would not affect and harvesting 
opportunities; therefore it does not require a permit under the Marine Life 
Protection Act from CDFG or other regulatory agency for this purpose.  

G_RRWPC-50 Refer to Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts, 
and Mitigation Requirements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. Impacts to 
interior river beach and localized Goat Rock State Beach access are disclosed in 
Draft EIR Section 4.7, Recreation, Impact 4.7.1. Impacts to interior beaches are 
mapped in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental 
Setting, Figures 3-4A through 3-4E and Section 4.4, Biological Resources, 
Figures 4.4-1 and 4.4-5. With respect to impacts to scenic areas, refer to Draft 
EIR Section 4.14, Aesthetics, for an analysis of temporary and short-term 
impacts to scenic resources at Goat Rock State Beach that would result from 
outlet channel creation and maintenance.  

 As part of the NOP public scoping and Draft EIR review process, notifications 
were mailed to stakeholders listed in the comment letter, including Casini Ranch 
operators, Burke’s Canoe River Trips, Russian River Parks and Recreation 
District, Monte Rio Parks and Recreation District, Russian River Chamber of 
Commerce, Healdsburg Chamber of Commerce, Monte Rio Chamber of 
Commerce, Santa Rosa Chamber of Commerce, and Sonoma Valley Chamber of 
Commerce, among others, to solicit input on the scope of analysis presented in 
the NOP and comment on the Draft EIR.1

G_RRWPC-51 The Lagoon Management Period from May 15 to October 15 is consistent with 
the timing established in the Russian River Biological Opinion to target salmonid 
rearing periods. The minimum flows presented in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, 
Cumulative Analysis, were not developed as part of the Estuary Management 
Project and are presented for informational purposes relative to the cumulative 
analysis of the proposed project impacts considered in conjunction with 

 Please refer to Draft EIR, Appendix 1, 
Notice of Preparation, Scoping Report and Scoping Comments, for the NOP and 
comments received during the scoping process. This Final EIR includes and 
responds to all comments received on the Draft EIR. Refer to Section 1.2 of this 
Final EIR for a summary of the Draft EIR public review process. 

                                                      
1 Direct mailing of hard copies of the NOP were mailed to these entities, with the following exception: Healdsburg 

Chamber of Commerce, Santa Rosa Chamber of Commerce, and SonomaValley Chamber of Commerece received 
postcard notifications of the availability of the NOP. All entities received subsequent postcard notifications of the 
availability of the Draft EIR. 
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reasonably foreseeable future actions. For additional information, refer to Master 
Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

G_RRWPC-52 Refer to responses to comments G-RRWPC-24 and G_RRWPC-25 for a 
discussion of the relationship of Temporary Urgency Changes to the proposed 
Estuary Management Project. For additional information, refer to Master 
Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

G_RRWPC-53 The Draft EIR provides a discussion of existing conditions in Chapter 3.0, 
Project Background and Environmental Setting based on best available data and 
supports conclusions in the analysis in Section 4.3, Water Quality. The 
discussion regarding bacteria in the Estuary relies on 2009 and 2010 sampling 
data. For additional discussion of water quality impacts, refer to Master 
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The Draft EIR 
does not speculate on the potential listing of the lower Russian River for 303(d) 
listing for bacteria. Potential cumulatively considerable impacts to bacteria levels 
associated with concurrent implementation of the Estuary Management Project in 
conjunction with other projects is determined in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, 
Cumulative Analysis to be cumulatively significant. 

G_RRWPC-54 Please refer to Master Response 2.7, Adequacy of EIR Analysis, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses, for a discussion of adequacy of the analysis based on best 
available data.  

G_RRWPC-55 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion of the adaptive management process as it relates to 
success criteria. Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, describes the project 
purpose and objectives, including the Estuary water level management targets 
identified in the Russian River Biological Opinion. 

G_RRWPC-56 Please refer to Master Response 2.2, Project Description, Impact Areas and 
Scope of Analysis, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses. 

G_RRWPC-57 Please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_RRWPC-58 Please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. Please also refer to the 
Russian River Biological Opinion, issued in 2008, which provides discussion of 
salmon and steelhead population conditions. 
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G_RRWPC-59 Please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. For a discussion relative 
to historic flow data and correlation to barrier beach closure, habitat resources 
and fisheries, refer to Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and 
Environmental Setting. Please also refer to the Russian River Biological Opinion, 
issued in 2008, which provides discussion of salmon and steelhead population 
conditions. 

G_RRWPC-60 Please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_RRWPC-61 Please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses, for a discussion regarding 
flows. Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis, (Section 6.4.6) includes the 
Alternative Flood Control Alternative. Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.2.2 
requires the Water Agency to coordinate with NMFS and work with the property 
owners to identify measures that would, if necessary, substantially minimize or 
avoid any damages to existing structures that would occur as a result of 
implementing the project (i.e., increased flooding durations at the 7 and 9 foot 
elevation). As appropriate, the Water Agency shall survey properties within the 
9 foot elevation in greater detail to more accurately and precisely determine the 
elevation of the structures potentially at risk; this information shall be kept on 
record at the Water Agency and a copy shall be provided to each of the property 
owners. 

G_RRWPC-62 As stated in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental 
Setting, barrier beach closure is influenced by a number of factors, but is 
primarily influenced during the Lagoon Management Period (May 15 to 
October 15) by Pacific Ocean wave events. Project implementation would not 
affect Pacific Ocean water quality or wave occurrence. Please refer to Draft EIR 
Chapter 5.0, Cumulative, subsection 5.2.3, Climate Change and Sea Level Rise 
for a discussion of climate change, and potential for sea level rise to affect the 
implementation of the Estuary Management Project. It should be noted that 
implementation of the proposed project would not affect or alter the occurrence 
or timing of climate change or sea level rise; rather, this discussion reviews 
potential future scenarios, and potential effects on the successful implementation 
of the Estuary Management Plan Project. Please refer to Master Response 2.3, 
Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses, for a discussion related to 
the adaptive management strategy that is designed to allow the Water Agency to 
adjust management to respond to external factors that affect project 
implementation. Impact 5.2.4 (Draft EIR page 5-35) specifically addresses how 
climate change and sea level rise could affect project implementation, including 
discussion regarding beach morphology, outlet channel morphology, seepage 
through the barrier beach, and property flooding. Within the context of adaptive 
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management, the Water Agency and regulatory agencies will continue to review 
issues related to climate change. 
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Sonoma County Water Coalition, Stephen Fuller-Rowell, 
February 8, 2011 

G_SCWC-1 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. For a discussion of the extent of the geographic project area analyzed 
under the Estuary Management Project please refer to Master Response 2.2, 
Project Description and Impact Areas, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_SCWC-2 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, and a discussion relevant to the 
comment’s assertion that the change in minimum flows is intended to prevent 
flooding, please refer to Master Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other 
Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. Refer to 
response to comment G_RRWPC-18 for a discussion of the objectives of the 
Estuary Management Project and the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights 
Project. Commenter is expressing preference for the Reduced Project Alternative. 
The Estuary Management Project proposes a target elevation of 7 feet with a 9 
foot maximum; the Reduced Project Alternative includes an 8 foot maximum. 
Under the Reduced Project Alternative (8 foot maximum water level), structures 
would still be affected. As determined in the Draft EIR (Chapter 6.0, Alternatives 
Analysis, Section 6.7), the Reduced Project Alternative is identified as the 
environmentally superior alternative compared to the proposed project. It is not 
necessarily the “preferred alternative”. Similarly, an Alternative Flood Control 
Alternative is presented and evaluated in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives 
Analysis. For additional discussion, refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternative 
Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_SCWC-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, including discussion of project objectives. As 
discussed in the Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, in order to comply 
with the requirements of the Russian River Biological Opinion, the Water 
Agency will implement adaptive management of the Estuary with the primary 
objectives of enhancing rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids, particularly 
steelhead, and managing Estuary water levels to minimize flood hazard. 

G_SCWC-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 Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.7, Recreation, for discussion of 
potential impacts to recreation. 
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G_SCWC-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 and Impact Areas, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_SCWC-6 As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Background, and Section 4.2, 
Hydrology and Flooding, in the Draft EIR, the Estuary Management Project and 
associated lagoon outlet channel are intended to function over a range of flow 
conditions, not just during low flow during drought years. Therefore, a 
conclusion that water quality impacts would be greatest if the Estuary 
Management Project is implemented is not substantiated. 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 
further explanation. 

G_SCWC-7 As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental 
Setting (page 3-3) barrier beach formation and closure of the river mouth is 
affected by wave activity from the Pacific Ocean, with river flow being a 
secondary factor. The Estuary Management Project has been developed to 
adaptively manage the Estuary under the range of observed flow conditions 
following barrier beach formation under varying hydrologic year types and 
conditions.  

G_SCWC-8 Refer to response to comment G_SCWC-2, above.  

G_SCWC-9 For a discussion water quality, please refer response to Master Response 2.4, 
Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_SCWC-10 Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion regarding the Draft EIR analysis of bacteria and 
nutrients, and the Draft EIR’s characterization of existing conditions in the 
Estuary. 

G_SCWC-11 Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for discussion of potential effects to water quality and secondary 
effects related to algae blooms.  

G_SCWC-12 Refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. Please refer to Section 4.5, Fisheries for a discussion of Chinook 
salmon; throughout the document, this species are included under the term 
“salmonids”. Refer to Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, specifically Impact 4.5.2, 
Habitat Quality, for information regarding Chinook salmon adult and smolt 
migration timing, relationship to the Lagoon Management Period, and a 
discussion of the potential project impacts to habitat parameters, including water 
temperature, that could affect salmonids, including Chinook.  
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The Draft EIR examines impacts related to the Estuary Management Project. It 
does not analyze the Russian River Biological Opinion.  
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Sealwatch Program, Dian Hardy, February 14, 2011 

G_Seal-1 The Draft EIR discusses harbor seal use of the beach and interior river haulouts, 
and potential significant and unavoidable impact to use of these haulouts 
associated with the Estuary Management Project in Draft EIR Section 4.4, 
Biological Resources. For this assessment, please refer to Impact 4.4.8, Protected 
Marine Mammals, on page 4.4-79. This comment does not indicate any 
deficiency or question about the adequacy of the analysis or mitigation measures 
contained in the Draft EIR.  

G_Seal-2 The Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, discusses the potential impact 
of the short-term impacts associated with creation and maintenance of the lagoon 
outlet channel on protected marine mammal species in Impact 4.4.1. Water 
Agency artificial breaching activities have followed the conditions and 
monitoring measures established in the NMFS IHA to avoid and minimize 
impacts on pinnipeds at the Jenner haulout. These measures are listed on pages 
4.4-69 through 4.4-71 in Impact 4.4.1. The Draft EIR further analyzes long-term 
adaptive management of the Estuary as a lagoon on protected marine mammal 
species in Impact 4.4.8. Mitigation Measure 4.4.8 details an adaptive monitoring 
plan that will be implemented in compliance with the NMFS IHA. Conditions are 
established in the IHA to avoid and minimize effects to harbor seals and their 
haulout, and all activities associated with Estuary management are subject to 
these conditions. The Draft EIR considered the IHA, drafted by government 
scientists and regulators with the responsibility of species protection, represents a 
reasonable approach for mitigating impacts and its provisions were consequently 
adopted. Under this adaptive monitoring plan, seal counts will continue to be 
conducted at the Jenner haulout and nearby coastal and river haulouts. If 
monitoring indicates decreases in overall use at the Jenner haulout are correlated 
with increases in use at the three closest haulouts, the Sonoma County Water 
Agency will consult with NMFS and CDFG to alter the Estuary Management 
Plan such that the haulout site is maintained as a resource. The IHA does not 
allow long-term harassment or alteration of habitat conditions that would 
contribute to abandonment of the Jenner haulout. 

G_Seal-3 As provided in Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses, Water Agency operations 
have potential to jeopardize the continued existence of federally listed steelhead 
and coho salmon and their critical habitat. The Russian River Biological Opinion 
includes measures, including the Estuary Management Project, to modify 
practices to avoid jeopardizing these species and their critical habitat and to 
enhance rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids within the Estuary.  

G_Seal-4 This comment does not indicate any deficiency or question about the adequacy of 
the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR.  
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G_Seal-5 The Draft EIR recognizes a variety of aquatic and terrestrial species rely on 
estuarine habitat for some or all of their life phases. Draft EIR Section 4.5, 
Fisheries, includes analysis of other non-Endangered Species Act-protected 
aquatic species, including Dungeness crab.  
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Sonoma Coast Chapter of Surfrider Foundation,  
February 13, 2011 

G_Surf-1 Draft EIR Section 4.7, Recreation, analyzes the potential elimination of 
availability of surfing wave conditions, and consistency with the California 
Coastal Act, during the Lagoon Management Period and concludes that there 
would be a significant and unavoidable impact. There is no substantial evidence 
to demonstrate the other surfing areas south of the river, including North Side 
Goat Rock, South Goat, Blind Beach, and the Far Cove, would be affected by 
the Estuary Management Project.  

G_Surf-2 This comment is a statement about the California Coastal Act and not directed 
to the environmental impacts of Draft EIR for the Estuary Management Project; 
therefore no changes in the Final EIR are necessary. 

G_Surf-3 This comment is a statement about other surfing locations and access issues in 
Sonoma County and not directed to the environmental impacts of Draft EIR for 
the Estuary Management Project; therefore no changes in the Final EIR are 
necessary. Impact 4.7.2 in the Draft EIR, page 4.7-10, discloses a potential 
significant and unavoidable impact related to the existing surfing resource.  

G_Surf-4 Comment asserts that the river mouth is open 150 days during Lagoon 
Management Period, and breached an average of three times. These assumptions 
are not supported in the comment, and differ from the information presented in 
Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description. Based on data in Table 2-1, the 
average number of breach events during the Lagoon Management Period is 5 
events. The information in Chapter 2.0 also indicates that barrier beach closure 
can last between 5 and 14 days. Therefore, under existing conditions, assuming 
an average of 5 artificial breaching events, the mouth of the Russian River is 
closed between 25 and 70 days of Lagoon Management Period. This closed 
condition will continue to naturally occur, for shorter or longer durations 
depending upon year type, irrespective of the proposed project. Therefore, these 
conditions are currently experienced by the local surf community. 

 As presented in the Draft EIR, implementation of the Estuary Management 
Project would increase the number of days of closed mouth conditions 
compared to the number currently experienced, on average. It should be noted 
that open Estuary conditions may continue to occur periodically during the 
Lagoon Management Period, depending upon outlet channel performance. 
However, as noted in the Draft EIR, the reduction in the occurrence of open 
channel conditions and resultant impact on the recreation resource associated 
with surfing is considered significant and unavoidable. 
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G_Surf-5 Refer to Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic 
Impacts, and Mitigation Requirements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses, for 
a discussion of recreational impacts, consistency with the California Coastal 
Act, and mitigation considerations. The analysis provided in Draft EIR Section 
4.7, Recreation, recognizes the California Coastal Commission has jurisdiction 
at the project site and would be responsible for making a consistency 
determination of the project with Coastal Act policies. It is anticipated that 
issuance of permits from the California Coastal Commission would be 
considered based on Commission review of competing beneficial resources, and 
contingent upon permit conditions, restrictions, and mitigation requirements.  

G_Surf-6 Refer to Master Response 2.3 Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses for a discussion of adaptive management as a process and as 
required by the Russian River Biological Opinion. 

G_Surf-7 Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, discusses the potential short-term 
impacts associated with creation and maintenance of the lagoon outlet channel 
on protected marine mammal species in Impact 4.4.1. 

G_Surf-8 Draft EIR Section 4.7, Recreation, analyzes the potential elimination of 
availability of surfing wave conditions during the Lagoon Management Period 
and concludes that there would be a significant and unavoidable impact. With 
respect to the potential project effect on ocean water quality, the Draft EIR 
Section 4.2, Hydrology and Flooding, and Section 4.3, Water Quality, discuss 
potential short term effects to water quality, including sedimentation to the surf 
zone, associated with outlet channel creation. Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water 
Quality, focuses on water quality conditions within the Estuary associated with 
perched lagoon conditions within the Estuary. Ocean water quality conditions 
within the surf zone and near-shore environment are not anticipated to be 
adversely affected by implementation of the Estuary Management Project, as 
conditions are under the influence of dynamic near-shore processes. Russian 
River outflow is reduced by barrier beach formation periodically during summer 
months under existing conditions without demonstrable changes in ocean water 
quality. It should be noted that Goat Rock State Beach is on the County’s list of 
ocean beaches for bacteria sampling for protection of public health. Results 
posted since 2005  did not show any exceedances (Sonoma County 
Environmental Health Division, 2011). 

As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental 
Setting, the Water Agency monitors water quality in multiple locations within 
the Estuary (refer to Draft EIR Chapter 3, Project Background and 
Environmental Setting, and Section 4.3, Water Quality, for information 
regarding water quality monitoring), including a station at the mouth of the 
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Russian River. Trends in water quality at the mouth of the river would inform 
adaptive management actions during the lagoon management period. 
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Sebastopol Water Information Group, Jane Nielson, February 
12, 2011 
G_SWIG-1 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 

Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project and the Dry Creek Restoration 
Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The Draft EIR provides 
analysis and disclosure of potential environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed project. Analysis of other issues within the Russian River watershed, 
including those listed by the commenter, is beyond the scope of analysis for this 
EIR. The Water Agency does not have decision-making authority over logging, 
gravel mining, vineyard conversion, or chemical pollutant discharge. 

G_SWIG-2 Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality for a discussion of 
sediment. Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

G_SWIG-3 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. The Draft EIR, Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis, discloses to 
potential cumulative impacts of the Estuary Management Project in consideration 
with the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project. 

G_SWIG-4 Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, and Master Response 2.7, CEQA Statutes: Adequacy of EIR 
Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses for a discussion of availability of 
water quality data and analysis under CEQA.  

G_SWIG-5 Please refer to and Master Response 2.7, CEQA Statutes: Adequacy of EIR 
Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. Please refer to Chapter 5.0, 
Cumulative, subsection 5.2.3, Climate Change and Sea Level Rise, beginning on 
page 5-2, for a discussion of climate change, and potential for sea level rise to 
affect the implementation of the Estuary Management Plan. 

G_SWIG-6 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. The Russian River Biological Opinion requires implementation 
actions within specific timeframes and re-evaluation of the project over the 
period covered in the Biological Opinion, through 2023. Extension of the project 
would be reviewed as part of the adaptive management plan and regulatory 
process.  

G_SWIG-7 Please refer to Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis, subsection 5.2.3, 
Climate Change and Sea Level Rise, for a discussion of climate change, and 
potential for sea level rise to affect the implementation of the Estuary 
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Management Project. It should be noted that implementation of the proposed 
project would not affect or alter the occurrence or timing of climate change or sea 
level rise; rather, this discussion reviews potential future scenarios, and their 
potential effect on the successful implementation of the Estuary Management 
Plan Project. 

 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion related to the adaptive management strategy that is 
designed to allow the Water Agency to adjust management to respond to external 
factors that affect project implementation. Impact 5.2.4 (Draft EIR page 5-35) 
specifically addresses how climate change and sea level rise, could affect project 
implementation, including discussion regarding beach morphology, outlet 
channel morphology, seepage through the barrier beach, and property flooding. 
Within the context of adaptive management, the Water Agency and regulatory 
agencies will continue to review issues related to climate change.  

G_SWIG-8 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
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. Minimum flows in a dry year are 70-85 cfs at 
Hacienda Bridge, and 35 cfs in a critically dry year. These flows, which could 
occur under drought conditions, are considered in the range of flows that could 
potentially be experienced (Draft EIR, Section 3.3, page 3-3). The Estuary 
Management Project has been developed to adaptively manage the Estuary under 
any likely range of flow conditions following barrier beach formation under 
varying hydrologic year types and conditions. See response to comment 
G_SWIG-7, above, for a discussion of adaptive management to adjust 
management to respond to external factors that affect project implementation. 

G_SWIG-9 As discussed in Impact 4.3.4 in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, the change 
in the barrier beach breaching operations during the Lagoon Management Period 
could change the duration and/or geographic extent of saline conditions in the 
Estuary. This could extend the period of time groundwater wells experience 
brackish water intrusion and is considered a significant and unavoidable impact.  

G_SWIG-10 The Water Agency will continue its current Estuary water quality monitoring 
program, and will modify that program to gather appropriate water quality 
information, in consultation with regulatory agencies, as needed. For a discussion 
related to water quality and subsequent monitoring requirements, refer to Master 
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The Water 
Agency will consult with the SWRCB and NCRWQCB to determine the 
parameters, water quality standards, and monitoring locations. 

G_SWIG-11 For a discussion of the selection, range, and evaluation of alternatives, refer to 
Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2 Master Responses. 
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Final project approval will be made by the Water Agency Board of Supervisors 
based on full review of environmental considerations. 

G_SWIG-12 Please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 
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Redwood Empire Trout Unlimited, Brian Hines, February 14, 
2011 

G_TU-1 The previously submitted scoping letter, re-submitted as an attachment, is 
incorporated into the record. Comments were considered in the Draft EIR. 
Individual responses to Attachment 1 are provided in Responses G_TU-8 through 
G_TU-13. 

G_TU-2 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, for a discussion of the 
Estuary Management Project objectives to modify current management practices 
to enhance rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids within the Estuary. Draft EIR 
Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis, discusses the Estuary Management Project 
relative to the Coho Broodstock Program. 

G_TU-3 Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, Section 2.2, includes a discussion of 
current Estuary management activities.  

G_TU-4 Refer to Master Response 2.7, CEQA Statutes: Adequacy of EIR Analysis, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses for a discussion related to CEQA requirements 
regarding definition of baseline conditions. Refer to Master Response 2.5, 
Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses, and Section 6.3.1 in 
Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis, for additional information on 
alternatives selection.  

G_TU-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. 

G_TU-6 The Water Agency is not violating the Endangered Species Act; the Estuary 
Management Project is responding to specific directives in the Russian River 
Biological Opinion to avoid jeopardizing listed steelhead and coho salmon and 
their critical habitat. The Estuary Management Project is consistent with 
requirements by the Biological Opinion and with the Incidental Take Statement 
provided in the Biological Opinion for estuary management activities. Please 
refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion of the Estuary Management Project objectives 
relative to the Biological Opinion’s requirements. 

G_TU-7 Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, in Chapter 2, Master Responses, for a discussion of the alternatives 
screening and selection process, reasonable range of alternatives and 
environmental analysis. 



3. Responses to Comments 
3.2 Responses to Groups and Organizations Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.2-210 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

G_TU-8 Pursuant to scoping comments received on the Notice of Preparation for the 
Estuary Management Project, the geographic scope of analysis was expanded to 
include areas upstream of Austin Creek, as discussed in the Draft EIR project 
Description, and in Master Response 2.2, Project Description and Impact 
Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The Water Agency will continue its 
current Estuary water quality monitoring program, and will modify that program 
to gather appropriate water quality information required under the Russian River 
Biological Opinion, in consultation with regulatory agencies, as appropriate. For 
a discussion related to water quality and subsequent monitoring requirements, 
refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses.  

G_TU-9 The study of jetty modification is included as an alternative to the Estuary 
Management Project in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis. For a 
discussion of the selection, range, and evaluation of alternatives, refer to Master 
Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2 Master Responses. 

G_TU-10 A Habitat Restoration Alternative is included as an alternative to the Estuary 
Management Project in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis. For a 
discussion of the selection, range, and evaluation of alternatives, refer to Master 
Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2 Master Responses. Final 
project approval will be made by the Water Agency Board of Supervisors based 
on full review of environmental considerations. 

G_TU-11 An Alternative Flood Control Alternative is included as an alternative to the 
Estuary Management Project in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis. 
For a discussion of the selection, range, and evaluation of alternatives, refer to 
Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2 Master Responses. 
Final project approval will be made by the Water Agency Board of Supervisors 
based on full review of environmental considerations. The Biological Opinion 
analyzed the impacts of the Water Agency’s water supply, flood channel 
maintenance, and Estuary management activities on listed salmonid species, and 
the incidental take statement in the Biological Opinion covers all such activities. 
The specific project objectives of the Estuary Management Project are 
established in Draft EIR Chapter 1.0, Introduction, and include providing 
enhanced rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids within the Russian River Estuary 
and while minimizing flood hazard. 

G_TU-12 A Habitat Restoration Alternative is included as an alternative to the Estuary 
Management Project in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis. 

G_TU-13 CEQA does not require a cost benefit analysis of existing conditions.  
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3.3 Responses to Individual (No Affiliation) Comments 
This section includes copies of comment letters from individual commenters and corresponding 
responses. Comment letters are arranged alphabetically by commenter last name. 
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Clara A. Ahlbach, January 18, 2011 

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

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

NA_Ahlba-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_Ahlba-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_Ahlba-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_Ahlba-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_Ahlba-7 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, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_Ahlba-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_Ahlba-9 For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Response 
2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 
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Bruce Ahlvin, January 11, 2011 

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

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

NA_Ahlvi-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_Ahlvi-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_Ahlvi-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_Ahlvi-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_Ahlvi-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_Ahlvi-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_Ahlvi-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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Sherrie Althouse & John Obertelli Jr., January 19, 2011 

NA_Altho1-1 Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list. 

NA_Altho1-2 Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River. 

NA_Altho1-3 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_Altho1-4 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 

NA_Altho1-5 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_Altho1-6  For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river 
flows, see Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 

NA_Altho1-7 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_Altho1-8  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_Altho1-9 For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master 
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 



NA_Altho2-1

Comment Letter NA_Altho2 

Megan Steer 

From: Sherrie [sherandj@comcast.net] 
Sent: Monday, February 14, 2011 6:58 AM 
To: estuaryproject 
Cc: Jessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov 
Subject: Russian River Estuary Management Project: DEIR 

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb, 

We are writing to express our concerns regarding the Russian River Estuary Project DEIR.  We have lived along the 
lower Russian River for 
35 years where we own our home. The river is part of our life, the source of our drinking water and a place for recreation 
and reflection. We are deeply concerned about the state of the river and the many threats that effect the quality and 
health of this important resource. 

We have tried to understand how closing the mouth to create an estuary lagoon is going to improve the situation. We 
feel the low flow project must be considered in one environmental document rather than studied separately from the 
estuary plan. CEQA requires that the project be considered in one environmental document. It seems very likely we 
could end up with a lagoon of toxic water which will certainly defeat the purpose of improving habitat for threatened fish. 
We would like to see a broad range of water quality issues addressed in the DEIR and their effect on the proposed 
estuary management project. 

The river's health needs to be studied and managed by considering the entire watershed and not just one little piece of 
the picture. The loss of riparian woodland, gravel mining, water diversions, pollution and sedimentation must all be 
considered. We would like to see continued environmental monitoring and analysis, including recreational, public health 
and economic impacts of the project. We would like assurance that this report will mitigate all potential impacts from 
this project. 

Please add our name and address to your notification list for meetings and documents related to this project. 

Sincerely, 
Sherrie Althouse and John Obertelli Jr. 
15326 Willow Road 
P.O.Box 195 
Rio Nido,CA. 95471 
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Sherrie Althouse & John Obertelli Jr., February 14, 2011 

NA_Altho2-1 Draft EIR Chapter 4.0, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation 
Measures, considers potential impacts to quality of the river from an 
environmental resource perspective, and analyzed resources including geology, 
hydrology, water quality, biological resources, fisheries, land use, recreation, 
cultural resources, noise, air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, public 
services and utilities, and aesthetics.  

NA_Altho2-2 As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, the purpose of the 
proposed Estuary Management Plan is to comply with the requirements of the 
Russian River Biological Opinion to adaptively manage the Estuary with the 
primary objectives of enhancing rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids, 
particularly steelhead, and managing Estuary water levels to minimize flood 
hazard. The proposed project does not include “closure” of the Russian River 
mouth to create lagoon conditions; rather the lagoon outlet channel would be 
implemented after barrier beach formation.  

NA_Altho2-3 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_Altho2-4 For a discussion regarding potential impacts to water quality, refer to Master 
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. As raised by 
the commenter, many species aside from salmon may be affected by the 
dynamics of lagoon formation and breaching within the Russian River. Draft EIR 
Section 4.5.2 describes the various aquatic species and habitat within the project 
area. Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, specifically outlines the benefits to 
salmonids of lagoon rearing and Impacts 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 specifically address the 
likely effects of the proposed management action on salmonids. Water quality 
impacts relating to the proposed management of the Estuary and lagoon are 
addressed in detail in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality. As described in the 
analysis discussion in Impact 4.5.2, impacts potentially resulting from the 
proposed management of the Estuary relating to water quality conditions becoming 
stressful for special status and other native fish species inhabiting the Estuary are 
considered less than significant.  

NA_Altho2-5  For additional discussion regarding potential impacts to water quality, refer to 
Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_Altho2-6 Please refer to Master Response 2.2, Project Description, Impact Areas, and 
Scope of Analysis. The purpose of a Draft EIR is to disclose potential direct and 
secondary environmental impacts associated with a proposed project. While 



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-11 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

holistic management of a watershed is important for resource planning and 
management, the Draft EIR does not propose watershed management techniques 
or studies; rather it is intended to function as a disclosure document for decision 
makers to consider the impacts related implementation of the Estuary 
Management Project.  

NA_Altho2-7 With respect to recreational and socioeconomic impacts, please refer to Master 
Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts, and Mitigation 
Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. As discussed in Draft EIR 
Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental Setting, the Water Agency 
has ongoing monitoring programs for water quality, fisheries, 
macroinvertebrates, and pinnipeds. The Water Agency will continue these 
programs, and this information will be used to update the adaptive management 
plan as appropriate.  

 The Water Agency will continue its Estuary water quality monitoring program as 
required under the Biological Opinion, and will modify that program to gather 
appropriate water quality information, in consultation with regulatory agencies, 
as needed. For a discussion related to water quality and subsequent monitoring 
requirements, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses.  

NA_Altho2-8 Commenter’s name and address were added to distribution list.  
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Magick Altman, February 10, 2011 

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

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

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

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

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

NA_Altma-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_Altma-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_Altma-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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Anonymous, February 10, 2011 

NA_Anony-1 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river 
flows, see Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_Anony-2 For a discussion regarding water quality relative to pollutant levels, health of fish 
and humans, and invasive plants, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, 
in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 
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Evelyn Elizabeth Ashley, February 13, 2011 

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

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

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

NA_Ashle-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 and Impact Areas, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

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

NA_Ashle-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_Ashle-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_Ashle-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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Amanda Atkinson, January 28, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_AtkinA-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_AtkinA-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_AtkinA-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_AtkinD 
Page 1 of 3 

Megan Steer 

From:	 doreen atkinson [datkinson2000@yahoo.com] 
Sent:	 Saturday, February 12, 2011 9:36 AM 
To:	 fishflow@scwa.ca.gov; Jessica Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov; estuaryproject 
Cc:	 Estuary Project Group; Valerie Brown 1st Dist Sup.; David Rabbitt 2nd Dist. Supe; Shirlee Zane 3rd 

Dist. Sup.; Mike McGuire 4th Dist. Sup.; Efren Carrillo 5th Dist. Sup.; Amanda Atkinson; John 
Bauer; Barbara DeCarly; Elise; Rue Furch; Tia G; Gary Getchell; peter or vicki halstead; Laura 
Harris; Johanna Lynch; Suzanne Marr; Betsy McConnell; Linda Schmidt; Elise Sokolay; Matt St. 
John; Suzi; Todd Thompson; John Uniack; Pam Vale; Vesta; Christy Cowley; Carol Cowley; Patty 

Subject: Re:Addendum Comment Submission--Fish Flow Project/extended Deadline 2/14/11 

Dear Ms Martini-Lamb:   RE: Addendum Comment Submission 
Opposition to LOW FLOW 

I would like to add a few more questions to my previously sent e-mail dated November 9, 2010, copy below.  

6. Does the Low Flow Project (Fish Flow) EIR  include qualitative and statistical assessment in whether 
the project will violate water quality in the upper, middle and lower portions of the Russian River? In other 
words, does the EIR look at the Russian River as a whole? 

7. Is the Biological Opinion (BO) which was submitted by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) a 
mandate that must be enforced or is it an opinion that has been submitted to the Sonoma County Water 
Agency (SCWA) to either embrace or reject? 

8. Why isn't SCWA waiting on enforcing a permanent Low Flow until the North Coast Water Quality 
Control Boards completes it's comprehensive monitoring program, scheduled to begin in Spring 2011? 

9. Does the Counties contractual selling of water to various communities and agricultural needs have
anything to do with the seemingly rush to a permanent Low Flow on the Russian River?  Is this more 
about the selling of water rather then the saving of fish? 

I'll end here and hope that your agency will taken into consideration my concerns for  our beautiful Russian River 
and that those that haven't yet submitted a comment via e-mail do so by this Monday 5:00PM. 

Sincerely, 
Doreen Atkinson 
18962 Upper Terrace 
Monte Rio, CA 95462 

--- Date: Tuesday, November 9, 2010, 2:23 PM 

The following letter to be mailed to Ms Martini-Lamb, SCWA in opposition to "Low 

Flow".
 

Jessica Martini-Lamb
 
SCWA/ Fishflow@scwa.ca.gov
 
404 Aviation Blvd.
 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403
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Comment Letter NA_AtkinD 
Page 2 of 3 

Dear Ms Martini-Lamb:  Re: Comment Submission—Fish Flow Project 

I’m responding with comment to the Sonoma County Water Agency regarding “low 
flow” during the summer months, specifically the lower portion of the Russian River. A 
public seminar, a requirement by law in order for the SCWA to petition from the State 
Water Board the permanently lowering of water flows from 125 cf to 70 cf during the 
summer months, was just conducted in Monte Rio on November 5th. There were a lot 
of colorful hand outs, maps, and charts at various stations with each station staffed by 
water agency employees, all of whom suggested filling out “comment cards” and 
returning them by the November 15th deadline. The project, once referred to as “Low 
Flow”, has now been renamed to “Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project” or 
“Fish Flow” for short. I was told it was easier for people to remember, but I assume it 
was changed to shed a more positive spin within the general public.  In a very 
simplistic explanation, the reason for the “lower flow” is to save the salmon, or at least 
that’s what it’s being billed as but at what cost to others? 

It was very obvious that this past summer’s water flow was much better than last year’s 
due to the wet winter and late spring.  From what I’ve read, the average flow this past 
summer at the Hacienda Bridge was 263 cfs as compared to 70 cfs in the summer of 
2009 when algae blooms were at the highest levels I’ve ever observed.  I’ve lived 
along the Russian River in Monte Rio for over 60 years and have witnessed many 
changes in the River. In the 1950’s and 1960’s the River at Monte Rio’s public beach 
was at least 12 feet deep in the middle of the channel between the beach and the 
Highland Dell Hotel. There were two docks that you could dive from and a rope strung 
from one dock to the other to warn of deep waters. Now, that same public beach is 
called the “Monte Rio Kiddy Beach” because of its shallowness—no docks, no ropes, 
but lots of moss and algae!  People can be seen ankle, knee or waist deep in places 
that once was over one’s head! This change is mainly due in part to the buildup of silt 
from various negative conditions going on up stream, (i.e. gravel mining, bottom 
release from dams, agriculture, etc.). Certainly the River wasn’t completely healthy 
back in the 50’s. It was muddy, smelled of dead eels, and void of any wildlife as 
compared to that of today. Mistakes in the past have been made. One that I recently 
learned of was when the Department of Fish and Game began a “trash” fish eradication 
program in 1954 from the East Fork above Ukiah down to Healdsburg.  Rotenone 
poison was sprayed and suffocated the fish by damaging their gills.  According to an 
article dated November 12, 1956 in the Ukiah Daily Journal this was an experiment 
done to kill off all the undesirable non-game fish but nearly all the fish in the River were 
killed! With the completion of the Coyote Dam in 1959, (and by various accounts the 
beginning of the end of Salmon in the Russian River) the State asked Sonoma and 
Mendocino counties to specify what water flows they wanted and according to the 
Ukiah Daily Journals article, “Water Releases From Coyote Dam for Fish Asked by 
State”, the answer, “Guerneville needed 125 cfs to maintain its fishery. “ Came 
the late 1970’s, 80’s and 90’s when osprey, ducks, turtles, otters, among others seem 
to have proliferated to the enjoyment of many.  But, in the past few years, when 
kayaking from Guerneville to Monte Rio one is forced to get out and walk through 
blooms of algae, thick moss and an invasive plant called Ludwigia in various places 
because the River has become so shallow.

 So, my questions: 

1. How will the “low flow” affect the temperature of the River? 
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2. Will “low flow” contribute to more algae blooms? 

3. Will the River be in danger of drying up due to the buildup of sediment 
and “Low Flow”? 

4. What about the other aquatic animals and wildlife upstream from the 
Estuary, what affects will “low flow” have on them? 

5. The Russian River has had a rich history of tourism during the summer
months. What will be the affect on businesses and water recreation use if 
and when beaches are closed because of algae blooms and high bacteria 
counts? 

The Biological Opinion does not address these questions nor does the SCWA
which has remained focused on “low flows” benefitting the salmon.  While SCWA 
continues to meet the needs of its water contractors, what environmental 
considerations has the Russian River as a whole been given in return?  There is 
no simple answer, water is a valuable commodity and will be getting even more
valuable in the future—what will our priorities be?  Until these questions can be
answered I am STRONGLY OPPOSED to the “low flow” objective of the Sonoma
County Water Agency. Mistakes have been made in the past, let’s learn from 
them and move in a more responsible manner towards saving our most valuable 
resource in Sonoma County, the RUSSIAN RIVER! 

Sincerely yours, 

Doreen Atkinson 
Monte Rio, CA 

2/15/2011
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Doreen Atkinson, February 2, 2011 

NA_AtkinD-1 Commenter is adding to comments to the Fish Habitat Flow and Water Rights 
Project Notice of Preparation, submitted on November 9, 2011. The previously 
submitted comment letter is included in the record. However it is directly related 
to the Fish Habitat Flow and Water Rights Project Notice of Preparation. Please 
refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_AtkinD-2 This comment is directly related to the Fish Habitat Flow and Water Rights 
Project Notice of Preparation. Please refer to Master Responses 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 

NA_AtkinD-3 Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, 16 USC Section 1536(a)(2), requires 
agencies to consult with NMFS regarding potential impacts to marine and 
anadromous species1

                                                      
1 United States Fish and Wildlife Services is the federal agency for fresh-water and wildlife species.  

 under NMFS jurisdiction if they are proposing an “action” 
that may affect listed species or their designated habitat. Each federal agency is 
to insure that any action they authorize, fund, or carry out is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species or result in the destruction 
or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. If a listed species may be 
present, the local agency conducts a biological assessment to analyze potential 
effects of the project on listed species and critical habitat in order to establish and 
justify a determination of the level of potential effect. The Russian River 
Biological Opinion concluded that the continued operations of Coyote Valley 
Dam and Warm Springs Dam by USACE and the Water Agency in a manner 
similar to recent historic practices, together with the Water Agency’s stream 
channel maintenance activities and Estuary management, are likely to jeopardize 
and adversely modify critical habitat for endangered coho salmon and threatened 
steelhead. The Biological Opinion recommends “reasonable and prudent 
alternatives” (RPAs) to artificial breaching activities to avoid jeopardizing or 
adversely modifying habitat. The Estuary Management Project is proposed to 
implement the requirements of the Biological Opinion. By complying with the 
Biological Opinion, the Water Agency may continue to carry out its water 
supply, stream channel maintenance, and Estuary management activities without 
risking potential criminal and civil liability under the federal Endangered Species 
Act for the incidental “take” of listed fish species. Moreover, compliance with 
the Biological Opinion requirements is necessary for the Water Agency to obtain 
the permits and approvals from other agencies necessary for the Water Agency to 
carry out its activities. Thus as a practical matter the Water Agency does not have 
an opportunity to “reject” the directives of the Biological Opinion and still 
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continue its operations. The Draft EIR examines impacts related to the Estuary 
Management Project. It does not analyze the Russian River Biological Opinion. 

NA_AtkinD-4 Under the Biological Opinion, the Water Agency is required to modify current 
estuary management activities. The Water Agency will review and incorporate 
information generated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 
monitoring program as it becomes available within the context of the adaptive 
management plan under the Estuary Management Project. For a discussion of the 
relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the Fish Habitat Flows and 
Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other 
Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_AtkinD-5 Commenter questions whether the project is proposed in order to sustain or meet 
water contracts. The Biological Opinion analyzed the impacts of the Water 
Agency’s water supply, flood channel maintenance, and Estuary management 
activities on listed salmonid species, and the incidental take statement in the 
Biological Opinion covers all such activities. The specific project objectives of 
driving the proposed Estuary Management Project are established in Draft EIR 
Chapter 2.0, Project Description, and include providing enhanced rearing habitat 
for juvenile salmonids within the Russian River Estuary and minimization of 
flood hazard. 
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Barbara Avery, February 14, 2011 

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

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

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

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

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

NA_Avery-10 Gravel mining is authorized for certain areas along the river through specific 
federal, state and local permitting. The Water Agency is not a regulatory agency 
and has no authority over or jurisdiction to regulate gravel mining and it is 
beyond the Water Agency’s jurisdiction. The proposed Estuary Management 
Project does not include gravel mining operations, nor does it create a need for 
gravel mining. As disclosed in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis, 
although the mining operations governed by the Aggregate Resources Mining 
Plan are located within the Russian River Watershed, the Estuary Management 
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Project would not contribute to erosion/sedimentation, channel incision, or 
resource extraction impacts generally associated with mining operations, and 
therefore would not be cumulatively considerable when implemented in 
conjunction with gravel mining operations. The Estuary Management Project is 
intended to enhance fisheries habitat; it does not involve any mineral or 
aggregate mining. Therefore, the Estuary Management Project’s contribution to 
these types of impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

NA_Avery-11 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 

NA_Avery-12 For discussion regarding CEQA requirements relevant to socioeconomic impacts, 
please refer to Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic 
Impacts and Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 
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Mr. & Mrs. Daniel Banchero, February 12, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Banch-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_Banch-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_Banch-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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Philip Barlow, February 13, 2011 

NA_Barlo-1 Please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The Draft EIR examines 
impacts related to the Estuary Management Project. It does not analyze the 
Russian River Biological Opinion. 

NA_Barlo-2 The scenario described by the commenter is a variation of the Jetty Removal 
Alternative identified and evaluated in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives 
Analysis. 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. 
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Sandie Benz-Williams, January 13, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_BenzW-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_BenzW-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_BenzW-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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Brad Bettencourt, January 13, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Bette-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_Bette-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_Bette-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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Karen Birkhofer, January 19, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Birkh-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_Birkh-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_Birkh-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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Donna Bley, January 13, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Bley-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_Bley-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_Bley-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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Nichae Blume, January 12, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Blume-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_Blume-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_Blume-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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Chris Boddum, February 9, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Boddo-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_Boddo-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_Boddo-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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Karen Boyle, January 13, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_BoyleK-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_BoyleK-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_BoyleK-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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Marg Boyle, January 14, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_BoyleM-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_BoyleM-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_BoyleM-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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Patricia Brandt, January 16, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Brand-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_Brand-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_Brand-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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Walter Brunick, January 12, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Bruni-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_Bruni-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_Bruni-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_Burge
 

From: newmanfoto [mailto:newmanfoto@yahoo.com]
 
Sent: Fri 2/11/2011 4:19 PM
 
To: estuaryproject 

Cc: Katie Blank 

Subject: MERMAID///// EIR letter/Deadline Feb. 14th 


to:Estuary project ESA 

1425 N.McDowell Blvd. 

Suite 200 

Petaluma ,Calif. 94954 


And 


to: Jessica Martini Lamb 

Sonoma Coast Water Agency 

404 Aviation blvd. 

Santa Rosa, Calif. 95403 


To whom it may concern, 

Enclosed are my comments ,questions to the board, 


#1. Why is there silt a foot deep along the edges of the river at Hacienda Bridge? 

#2 With the proposed project of closing the mouth of the river, will the silt no longer be 

able to be flushed out to sea? 

#3 How much silt is normal ? ((looking back 50 to 100yrs.)) 

#4 Where is the silt documented as being along the Russian River?
 
#5 Has anyone ever documented all the areas of salt run-off? 

#6 Has anyone ever documented why each area with silt run-off has silt run-off? 
 NA_Burge-1
#7 Are the silt run-off areas able to be inspected?If so who does the inspection? Are 
these run-offs included in the DEIR? 
#8 Is it being considered that silt run-off causes the bottom of the river to come up? 
#9 If silt clogs the river,raising up the bottom of the river, Is there a plan t flush and or 
dredge it out? 
#10 How will this silt build-up effect spawning habitat for Steel-head and Coho Salmon 
and now California King Salmon? 
#11 Is ludweigia being considered and its potential worsening as the invasive plant it is. 
What is your plan to eradicate Ludwiegia  ,so to not trap more silt and amongst other 
things deplete oxygen from the river? 
#12 Has Micheal Cohen , (Sonoma State University) who invented the process of 
Ludwiegia Digesting  and his studies on Ludwiegia been considered in your DEIR? If 
not, Why not? 
#13 Are studies done on Ludwiegias absorption of fungacides, herbacides and 
pesticides being considered? What amouns of any of the above has Ludwiegia been 
filtering from the Russian River? How do these amounts differ from Ludwiegia in the NA_Burge-2Northern rivers? 

#14 Is Ludwiegia fungicide ,pesticide, and herbicide worse in area's where agriculture 

run-off is prevalent? 

#15 If Ludwiegia is being eradicated ,what will be the method used to eradicate it and 

why? Will your proposed project block the Ludwiegia from being washed out or flushed 

out to sea in winter months ? If Ludwiegia is washed out to sea threw the mouth of the 

Russian River,What happens to the Ludwiegia once it gets washed out to sea? 

#16 What are the effects of Luwiegias oxygen absorption?  

#17 Is Ludwiegia omitting Nitrogen , Harmful to fish and other aquatic life in living in the 

Russian River? 




 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
________________________________  
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#18 Is Ludwiegia growing in the tributaries such as Jenner Creek,Sheephouse Creek, 
Slaughterhouse Creek, Austin Creek,Willow Creek and Dutch Bill Creek? Will Ludwiegia 
grow in these creeks as a result of this project? How will this be studied?  
#19 Has all River Restoration groups been contacted for their input on the effects of this 
project?If so which groups and entities?Can you list them? 
#20 Did you contact groups such as, Community Clean Water Institute,out of 
Sebastopol who have monitored the Russian River and it's tributaries for their input on 
the changes ,if this project at the mouth of the river is implemented?Have you examined 
and considered all their information? www.communitycleanwaterinstitute.com   
#21 How is the Russian River going to flush out silt,Ludwiegia , toxins, herbicides, and 
pesticides with lower flow, less velocity past the dams in place,then threw your 
proposed estuary (rearing habitat)Will the new estuary trap all the build-up creating a 
cesspool that will harm or kill fish and other aquatic life? 
#22 Have the crabs (Dungenous Crabs for one) I'm informed by fisherman, this is their 
rearing habitat.Has this been studied or considered at the mouth of the Russian River? 
Will the crab have the ability to get in and out of the mouth of the Russian River?Will the 
crabs get enough oxygen to survive , with the mouth of the Russian River closed or 
controlled?What studies have been done on these crabs?By whom were these studies 
of crab done? 
#23 Have you contacted local commercial and sport fisherman as to the effects of this 
project on their fisheries?If so which fisherman? Have you asked any fisherman for 
historical data? If so which fisherman? 
#24 What is happening with the recent release of Wild King and Coho salmonoids ,that 
made it up the Russian River to spawn ,Oct 24th, 2010. Are they being monitored? Who 
is recording their survival and where they are now? 
#25 What aquatic life is in the river and it's tributarieseach day of the year? Who 
determines this? 
#26 Are river turtles being studied? 
#27 Has the gravel mining at Monte Rio Beach and Casini Beach and the effects from 
their recent gravel mining been taken into regard with the proposed project? 
#28 What will be done if a major or even minor septic or toxic spill ,gets into the river 
and the mouth of the river is closed? 
#29 With this proposed project (low flow) , will we have enough waters to fight fires as 
they've had to do , with buckets and a helicopter.  
I appreciate your time reading and answering these question and comments. 
Sincerely Vira Burgerman 
aka: The California Mermaid (R)  
po box 1733 
Guerneville, California 
95446   

Now that's room service! Choose from over 150,000 hotels  
in 45,000 destinations on Yahoo! Travel 
<http://travel.yahoo.com/hotelsearchpage;_ylc=X3oDMTFtaTIzNXVjBF9TAzk3NDA3NTg 
5BF9zAzI3MTk0ODEEcG9zAzIEc2VjA21haWx0YWdsaW5lBHNsawNxMS0wNw-->  to 
find your fit. 
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Vira Burgerman, February 11, 2011 

NA_Burge-1 Sedimentation and siltation2

A Sediment Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Policy completed on 
November 29, 2004, and adopted by Resolution R1-2004-0087, directed 
NCRWQCB staff to control sediment pollution by using existing permitting and 
enforcement tools. The policy’s goals are to control sediment waste discharges to 
impaired water bodies so that the TMDLs are met, sediment water quality 
objectives are attained, and beneficial uses are no longer adversely affected by 
sediment. The Sediment TMDL Implementation Policy also directs the 
NCRWQCB staff to develop: a Work Plan that describes how and when 
permitting and enforcement tools are to be used; the Guidance Document on 
Sediment Waste Discharge Control; the Sediment TMDL Implementation 
Monitoring Strategy; and the Desired Conditions Report. 

 are parameters considered when regulators evaluate 
whether water quality is impaired. Siltation occurs throughout the Russian River 
system, including the Lower and Middle Russian River and the area near the 
Hacienda Bridge, Guerneville. Sedimentation and siltation may be accelerated 
from natural levels due to land use practices, including agriculture and grazing, 
construction (grading) or land development, logging, streambank modification, 
channelization, or destabilization, and riparian vegetation removal, that contribute 
to excess sediment loads. As discussed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.2, Hydrology 
and Flooding, Impact 4.2.1, the project does not have an adverse impact on 
sedimentation and siltation because it is carried out during periods when flows are 
usually low and very little sediment is being carried in the water. 

The documented sediment impairment of rivers in the North Coast Region is 
evidence that existing programs to control anthropogenic sediment waste 
discharges have not been able to control the cumulative impacts of sediment 
waste discharges on such watersheds. A TMDL for sedimentation/siltation is 
currently under development by NCRQWCB staff (see comment letter 
S_NCRWQCB). Similarly, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
has established sediment quality criteria for enclosed bays and estuaries. 

As described in Draft EIR Section 4.2, Hydrology and Flooding, page 4.2-15, the 
lagoon management period generally coincides with the dry-season and, as a 
result, there is very little sediment input from upstream during this period. From 
water year 1984 through 2009, during the Lagoon Management Period, the mean 
daily flow in the Russian River at Guerneville (USGS gage) was approximately 
263 cfs, which is less than 6 percent of the mean daily flow value outside of the 
Lagoon Management Period (3,000 cfs). Because there is a non-linear 

                                                      
2 Sedimentation is the deposition of suspended solids or particles in water. Siltation is the accumulation and 

deposition of fine mineral particles (silt) on the beds of streams or lakes. Lower flow velocities result in settling and 
deposition. 
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relationship between sediment transport and flow (i.e., a flow of 1,000 cfs carries 
more than twice the amount of sediment than a flow of 500 cfs), it is expected 
that less than one percent of the annual sediment yield at Guerneville is 
transported during the Lagoon Management Period. In most alluvial rivers 
draining the north coast of California, the vast majority of the annual sediment 
load is carried by a few, large flood events (e.g., by flows that occur less than 5 
percent of the time, on a daily average basis). 

On average, little or no sediment would be transported into the Estuary during the 
lagoon management period. Consequently, the proposed change in the base-level 
of the water surface would have little or no impact upon the rate of sediment 
transport through, or deposition within, the Estuary, and the potential impact of 
the project upon sedimentation would be less than significant.  

NA_Burge-2 This comment includes a series of questions regarding the invasive aquatic 
plant species, Ludwigia. Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

NA_Burge-3 The Biological Opinion represents over 10 years of collaboration during the 
consultation process by federal nexus under Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act, involving USACE, Water Agency, NMFS and CDFG. The Section 7 
consultation process under the Endangered Species Act formally includes 
regulatory agencies; however additional outreach to collaborate with the public 
and local agencies has been conducted over the past fourteen years. Please refer 
to Master Response 2.8, Public Review Process, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for discussion of scoping and public review processes implemented 
for the Estuary Management Project EIR. 

 The Community Clean Water Institute, located in Sebastopol, was notified at the 
release of the Notice of Preparation. The public meeting dates, times, and 
locations and solicitation for input during the scoping process was provided 
directly to the organization. Similarly, the organization was notified of the 
release of the Draft EIR and provided with the date, time, and location of the 
Public Hearing and contact information and instructions for submitting 
comments on the Draft EIR. This organization will continue to be included on the 
distribution list for project related notifications. 

The data results prepared by Community Clean Water Institute were reviewed 
and considered by Water Agency specialists and consultants relative to the data 
analyzed in the Draft EIR. The Community Clean Water Institute library of data 
includes results from citizen monitoring efforts in areas proximate to the study 
area including Jenner Creek, Austin Creek, and the Lower Russian River. There 
is no data specific to the Estuary. While this information is useful and germane to 
the project area, the results are from 2004 and more recent and more extensive 
data is available to the Water Agency to establish baseline conditions as the basis 
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for analysis. Similarly, the Draft EIR includes an analysis of a broader range of 
constituents, including salinity, nutrients, pathogens, beyond those presented for 
dissolved oxygen and temperature in the 2004 Community Clean Water Institute 
Reports.  

NA_Burge-4 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river 
flows, see Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. To address the concern about 
potential for the Estuary to convert to “a cesspool,” the Draft EIR includes a 
discussion of residence time, or how long the water remains within the Estuary 
Study Area (Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, page 4.3-22). In 2009, the 
Water Agency contracted with Bodega Marine Laboratory (U.C. Davis) to 
provide a view of circulation, stratification, residence and salinity in the Russian 
River Estuary over summer and fall months of 2009. Residence time is a function 
of river flows into the Estuary, discharge at the river mouth, seepage through the 
barrier beach, and other losses, such as evaporation and groundwater infiltration. 
Under current conditions, the estimated residence time in the Estuary ranges from 
approximately one day, during open tidal conditions, to approximately 27 days, 
under full closure conditions. With artificial breaching under existing conditions, 
the actual residence time within the Estuary during closure events is the time 
period between barrier beach formation and the implementation of artificial 
breaching by the Water Agency. This time period is typically between five and 
14 days. The fill rate of the estuary is approximately 0.5 feet per day at a flow of 
185 cfs. This closed condition is the time between closure and Water Agency 
artificial breaching. Implementation of the Estuary Management Project would 
not alter the rate of inflow into the Estuary, or the fill rate of the Estuary. Under 
the Estuary Management Plan, creation of the outlet channel to support water 
elevations of 7 to 9 feet would not alter the duration of fully-closed estuary 
conditions. Rather, it would establish an outlet channel that would result in 
“steady-state” conditions within the same approximately timeframe (defined as 
the continuous outflow condition after the outlet channel is established). 

 As presented in the Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality (page 4.3-23), based 
upon the lowest observed flows of 70-85 cfs, and stratified conditions observed 
during the 2009 closure, residence time for the proposed project is estimated to 
range between 14 days and 22 days, depending upon the depth of the freshwater 
layer that is established. This represents an increase in estimated residence time 
of approximately one week, compared to the typical residence time of between 
five and 14 days associated with artificial breaching under existing conditions. It 
should be noted that during the extended closure in October 2009, residence time 
was extended to the duration of the 29-day closure. During that time period, no 
nuisance conditions were observed. That is to say, inflow to the estuary would be 
matched primarily by outflow conveyed by the channel and seepage through the 
barrier beach. Other natural loses, such as evaporation, would provide additional, 
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but minor losses. Therefore, establishment of the outlet channel would include 
flow through the Estuary towards the outlet channel, as opposed to full closure 
conditions, when output is limited to seepage through the barrier beach (Draft 
EIR Section 4.3 Water Quality, page 4.3-22 and -23). For additional information 
regarding fish and wildlife, refer to Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries.  

NA_Burge-5 Dungeness crab, macro-invertebrates, and other marine species and their habitat 
are considered in the Draft EIR in Section 4.5, Fisheries. The commenter is 
correct that the Estuary is a nursery for juvenile Dungeness crab. Historical data 
is included in the Water Agency’s annual Biological Monitoring Reports. The 
proposed project would manage the Estuary so that the naturally formed barrier 
beach persists for a longer duration during the Lagoon Management Period to 
either enable a full transition from tidally influenced marine habitat to productive 
freshwater estuarine lagoon habitat, or maintained stratified conditions with 
increased stable freshwater habitat in the upper portion of the water column. The 
Water Agency has surveyed macro-invertebrates in the Estuary annually since 2004 
(SCWA, 2010a; SCWA, unpublished data). Although breaching permits do not 
require this monitoring, the purpose of the surveys is to determine the relative 
abundance and distribution of macro-invertebrates in the Estuary. Refer to Draft 
EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, Impact 4.5.3 beginning on page 4.5-25, for discussion 
regarding local effects on distribution of marine species within the Estuary 
during the lagoon management period due to prolonged closure and conversion 
to freshwater lagoon conditions. 

NA_Burge-6 As part of the Draft EIR, no local fishermen were directly contacted for historical 
data. The analysis relies on published available data including annual report 
prepared by Merritt Smith Consulting, Biological and Water Quality Monitoring 
in the Russian River Estuary, 1996 through 2000, and the Russian River 
Biological Opinion. Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, includes an analysis of 
potential impacts to fish species besides protected salmonids, and found that 
localized effects from the Estuary Management Plan to fish managed under the 
Coastal Pelagic, and Pacific Groundfish FMPs, as well as other marine fish 
species and macroinvertebrates that use portions of the Estuary are unlikely to 
represent a substantial adverse affect and impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

NA_Burge-7 There are many species in the Russian River which are studied by various 
resource agencies, including NOAA Fisheries (fisheries), US Fish and Wildlife 
Service (terrestrial species) California Department of Fish and Game (aquatic and 
terrestrial State species of concern), and the Water Agency. The Draft EIR 
focuses on sensitive species in the potentially affected area in the Estuary Study 
Area and maximum backwater area. Monitoring is one way to inventory the 
types, populations, location, and health of species. 
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Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, includes a description of the common and special 
status aquatic species found in the Estuary. The Estuary provides habitat for a 
variety of fish species including salmonids and other important recreational fish 
species such as American shad and smallmouth bass. In terms of conservation, 
much attention is given to three Endangered Species Act-listed salmonid species 
that are known to occur in the Russian River watershed. These are Central 
California Coast steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), California Coastal Chinook 
salmon (O. tshawytscha), and Central California Coast coho salmon (O. kisutch; 
NMFS, 2010). The Estuary is important for adult and juvenile passage for the three 
Endangered Species Act-listed salmonids (NMFS, 2008). The Water Agency 
conducts annual biological monitoring within the lower Russian River. Fish, 
macroinvertebrate, and plankton monitoring evaluates the distribution and 
abundance of aquatic species in the Russian River Estuary during late spring 
through early fall. The Water Agency is currently conducting outmigration 
monitoring on salmonid species, including coho salmon. 

NA_Burge-8 This response assumes that the commenter is referring to California species of 
concern, western pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata), the federally threatened 
Loggerhead turtle (Caretta caretta), and federally threatened Green turtle 
(Chelonia mydas), which are turtles with ranges potentially extending into the 
Estuary Study Area. Draft EIR Table 4.4-3 summarizes the special-status species 
with potential to occur in the Estuary Study Area. As disclosed in the Draft EIR 
(page 4.4-46) western pond turtle is known to occur in multiple locations within 
the Estuary Study Area. 

NA_Burge-9 Gravel mining is authorized for certain areas along the river through specific 
federal, state and local permitting. The Water Agency is not a regulatory agency 
and has no authority over or jurisdiction to regulate gravel mining and is beyond 
the Water Agency’s jurisdiction. The proposed Estuary Management Project does 
not include gravel mining operations, nor does it create a need for gravel mining. 
In the event gravel mining is occurring at Monte Rio Beach and Casini Beach, 
this response is intended to clarify these are private operations and are not 
authorized or carried out by the Water Agency. As disclosed in Draft EIR 
Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis, although the mining operations governed by 
the Aggregate Resources Mining Plan are located within the Russian River 
Watershed, the Estuary Management Project would not contribute to 
erosion/sedimentation, channel incision, or resource extraction impacts generally 
associated with mining operations, and therefore would not be cumulatively 
considerable when implemented in conjunction with gravel mining operations. 
The Estuary Management Project is intended to enhance fisheries habitat; it does 
not involve any mineral or aggregate mining. Therefore, the Estuary 
Management Project’s contribution to these types of impacts would be less than 
cumulatively considerable. Since this comment does not affect the environmental 
analysis in the Draft EIR, no changes in the Final EIR are required. 
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NA_Burge-10 As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, page 2-22, certain 
conditions during the Lagoon Management Period, such as water quality 
degradation3

NA_Burge-11 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river 
flows, see Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. The Estuary Management Project does not propose lower flows, and 
would not affect river flow conditions, or the potential to use the river channel as 
a water supply for aerial fire suppression. 

 or imminent flooding to properties and structures adjacent to the 
Estuary, could require a change in management, and may result in the Water 
Agency breaching the barrier beach during the Lagoon Management Period. 
Therefore, in the unlikely event that septic or toxic releases by a third party into 
the Estuary or Russian River result in nuisance conditions, the Water Agency 
would consult with NMFS and CDFG regarding artificial breaching during the 
Lagoon Management Period. For a discussion of potential impacts to water 
quality, please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses. 

                                                      
3 Water Quality parameters are defined in the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan and 

would be further defined in consultation with NMFS and RWQCB.  
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James Burke, January 11, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Burke-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_Burke-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_Burke-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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February 14, 2011 

Grant Davis, General Manager 
Sonoma County Water Agency 

COMMENTS - ESTUARY DEIR 

Please place these comments in the administrative record for the Sonoma County Water 
Agency’s Draft Environmental Impact Report for the “Russian River Estuary Management 
Project.” 

Coho Salmon  

The DEIR is required as a result of the Biological Opinion on the Russian River 2008. The B.O.
describes the scope of the problems facing the protected species at risk of extinction. 

“Coho salmon are at very high risk of extinction.” (Biological Opinion page 76).  Preliminary  
data from adult return counts and estimations in 2007/08 indicates a severe decline in returning 
adults across the range of coho salmon on the coast of California and Oregon compared to the 
same cohort in 2004/05. (Biological Opinion pg 87, emphasis added). 

The populations in this ESU suffer from extremely low contemporary abundance compared to 
historical abundance, widespread local extinctions, clear downward trends in abundance, 
extensive habitat degradation, and associated decreases in carrying capacity (Good et al. 2005). 
(BO Pg. 87). 

The Russian River population alone was once the largest and most dominant source population 
in the ESU. The fact that it is now on 
the verge of extirpation suggests not only a high risk of extinction for this population, but for 
other nearby populations in this ESU. The historical role of the Russian River population 
highlights the importance of this population to the survival and recovery of the species. (B.O. 
page 90) 

Scope of DEIR is Improper 

The Russian River estuary is inextricably linked to the activities that occur upstream.  The scope 
of the DEIR, therefore necessarily includes  legal and illegal diversions, impoundments, and dam
operations upstream.  The DEIR fails, however, to adequately address the upstream factors.  The
Biological Opinion itself describes the interconnectedness of the dam operations on the estuary.  
“Proposed project operations will likely have significant effects on the PCE of estuarine critical 
habitat for each salmonid species because flow management at WSD [Warm Springs Dam] and 
CVD [Coyote Valley Dam] will create high inflows to the estuary during the low flow season 
and the sandbar breaching activities at the mouth will significantly affect water quality in the 
lowermost segment of the river. (B.O.)  
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Listed salmonids are adversely affected by operations for flood control at the two project dams, 
by project flow releases for water supply, by the management of estuary water levels, by the 
project related hatchery operations, and by channel maintenance activities in both the mainstem 
and Russian River tributaries‘’ (B.O.. page 11) 

Proper evaluation of dam operations is necessary in the DEIR on estuary management, yet no 
meaningful analysis of dam operations is included. 

Water Budget 

A credible water budget is necessary for proper estuarian management for the benefit of the 
Chinook, steelhead, and coho fish species. A credible water budget must include estimates of 
freshwater inputs and outputs, to the River including activities that affect freshwater supply in 
the tributaries. This variable, though critical to understanding and maintaining freshwater to the 
lower river, is absent in the DEIR. 

One example of where the lead agency improperly left out important stream flow information is 
the reliance on inferior modeling.  “ Habitat modeling to address instream flow needs for fishes 
is often accomplished using the Instream Flow Incremental Methodology (IFIM) (Bovee 1982). 
In a letter dated January 2, 2001 to the Corps, NMFS specifically recommended that the IFIM be 
employed to address habitat flow relations in stream segments affected by project water releases. 
However, SCWA declined to use this highly quantitative method for addressing this issue. 
“(B.O. page 184). 

In addition, the DEIR makes no attempt to address the take of freshwater from the system at 
different river segments in critical tributaries, or major river reaches.  This is a fatal flaw. 
“Water diversions needed for agriculture have altered flow regimes in the Russian River and its 
tributaries. (B.O. page 158). Although agriculture demands are substantial and coincide with 
critical times for recovery of the listed salmonids, these demands were not quantified nor 
evaluated for their timing, location, or volume with respect to increased legal and unauthorized 
diversions during low flow periods. 

In the absence of a credible water budget analysis, the conclusions in the DEIR, are not based 
upon substantial evidence. 

Project Description 

The Project Description fails to adequately describe the affects and importance of upstream 
conditions. Although the Biological Opinion repeatedly links the estuary problems with dam 
operations, the DEIR fails to describe and address these significant parts of the Estuary Project. 

“The combination of artificially high flows entering the estuary during summer months and the 
proposed plan for breaching the estuary mouth is likely to result in the loss of productive 
freshwater rearing habitat at the mouth of the Russian River. (B.O) 

As the Biological Opinion states, “[t]he Project includes operation of two dams and appurtenant 

NA_Burr-2 
cont. 
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NA_Burr-4facilities in the Russian River watershed.” (B.O.) cont. 
Conclusion 

“[T]he central location of the Russian River in the range of 
CCC coho and that the watershed represents a third of the ESU by area, the survival and 
recovery of CCC coho salmon will likely depend on a substantial positive trend in the growth 
rate and abundance of coho salmon in the Russian River. (B.O. page 16). 

NA_Burr-5The DEIR is inadequate because it fails to properly evaluate the dam releases, fails to properly 
describe the project, and fails to include a credible estimate of all freshwater inputs and 
diversions. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project.  I reserve the right to add to 
these comments when data requested from the lead agency in November 2010 is received and 
reviewed. 

Sincerely, 

Kimberly Burr 

Kimberly Burr 
Post Office Box 1246 
Forestville, CA 95436 



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-70 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Kimberly Burr, February 14, 2011 

NA_Burr-1 Comment reiterates the language in the Russian River Biological Opinion 
emphasizing the importance of coho salmon and the challenges affecting 
successful fisheries populations in the Russian River. No changes in the Final 
EIR are required. 

NA_Burr-2 See Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The Estuary Management Project 
would not affect dam operations or flow conditions in the Russian River; analysis 
of these conditions are beyond the scope of this EIR. 

NA_Burr-3 See Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The Estuary Management Project 
would not alter flows or diversions, therefore Instream Flow Incremental 
Methodology to model streamflow modeling is not relevant to the Estuary 
Management Project and therefore not included. 

NA_Burr-4 See Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The Estuary Management Project 
would not affect dam operations or flow conditions in the Russian River; analysis 
of these conditions are beyond the scope of this EIR.  

NA_Burr-5 Refer to Master Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, and 2.7, CEQA Statues: Adequacy of EIR Analysis, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses. The Estuary Management Project does not affect dam 
releases. Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, was prepared in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Article 9, Section 15124. The Draft EIR includes 
information related to historic flow data (“freshwater inputs”) and explains that 
the Estuary Management Project is intended to function over a range of flows.  

 Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, includes information on the timing of 
closures and subsequent natural and artificial breaching events during the Lagoon 
Management Period. As noted in Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other 
Biological Opinion Elements, the Estuary Management Project has been 
developed to adaptively manage the Estuary under the range of observed flow 
conditions following barrier beach formation under varying hydrologic year 
types and conditions. As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and 
Environmental Setting (page 3-3), River flows typically decline rapidly over the 
five month lagoon management period. Flows in May averaged 767 cfs for the 
years 1939 to 2009, and averaged 178 cfs in September for the same time period. 



NA_Campb-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-72 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

James Campbell, January 22, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Campb-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_Campb-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_Campb-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-74 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Allen Charlton, January 19, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Charl-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_Charl-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_Charl-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-76 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

John Chyle, January 19, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Chyle-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_Chyle-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_Chyle-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-78 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Rick Coates, January 19, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Coate-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_Coate-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_Coate-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-80 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Pamela Conley, January 16, 2011 

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

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

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

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

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



NA_Copel-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-82 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Edward & Eileen Copeland, February 1, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Copel-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_Copel-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_Copel-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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From: Vesta Copestakes [vesta@sonic.net] 
Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2011 10:14 PM 
To: estuaryproject 
Cc: Jessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov; governor@governor.ca.gov 
Subject: Russian River Estuary Project 

Dear Decision-makers, 

The Russian River area has provided home for me for many decades. I've watch the river 
rise and fall with the seasons and known it's waters to go from so polluted no one could 
swim in it, to watching fish return with cleaner water. I'm proud of what everyone has 
done to make the river healthier for every living being that depends upon its life-force. 

I'm also impressed that government agencies are paying attention to our river down to the 
most minute detail and statistic. I believe that's what it will take to keep making the river 
healthy for people, plants, animals and fish.  We still have more to do. 

Although I applaud the Biological Opinion for its intent, I still have concerns that the 
aspect of the BO that includes the Russian River Estuary Project at Jenner, is too 
focused on lowering river flow to mimic ancient history, believing that will solve 
problems for our fish. It is early February and Ludwegia blooms are already crowding the 
Laguna de Santa Rosa to the extent that a morning kayak trip sponsored by the Laguna 
Foundation had to be canceled because the waterways are choked with this invasive 
plant. We were hoping winter cold had killed enough plants to clear our path, but not so. 
This plant is our Canary in the Coal Mine. 

If I am correct, there are two reasons to lower the flow of the Russian River: 

1 - to allow the mouth of the river at Jenner to close and create an fresh-water condition 
that provides a nursery for young fish. 

2 - to keep the estuary from rising high enough to flood adjacent properties. 

I'm OK with #1 and not OK with #2. If homes and buildings are too close to the water, 
they can be moved, raised or demolished.  We have been doing this for many years along 
the flood zone of the Russian River. These property owners should not have more 
privilege than others along the river. 

There is no way to return our river to its pre-human influence state.  Therefore we must 
work with what we have - pollution from roads, homes, vineyards, etc. that enter the 
Russian River all year long. Pollutants need to be diluted with sufficient river flow to 
keep the water clean for life. At this point, there is no other option. That means 
monitoring river flow to maintain a level of clean water that sustains life...not just at a 
few locations, but all along the river from headwaters to sea. 

NA_Copes-1 
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There is one condition I would like to see returned to its original state, because it can be. 
The artificial jetty buried in the sand at Jenner needs to be removed so that river/ocean 
conditions can return to whatever they will create on their own. Once the expense and 
disturbance of removing the jetty is accomplished, these two water entities will find a 
natural balance. Once they do, there will be no more need for heavy machinery at the 
mouth. 

I understand that the river flow is not natural. But I refer, again, to a flow that is sufficient 
to keep the water clean for life.  As far as I'm concerned - that's the top priority - keep this 
river clean for life, and all else will fall into place. 

It sounds so simple, yet I know it is complicated. But I believe in setting goals, as all 
these agencies have done. I just want to see the goals include the entire river system - 
including tributaries, so that this system is taken care of in its entirety, not just pieces and 
sections. 

Our Russian River Watershed is a whole body - not just parts. It requires the skills of a 
General Practitioner to oversee the entire system, not just specialists concentrating on 
sections. We can tell by algae blooms, Ludwegia and other indicators, that the system is 
suffering. Please pay attention to all these indicators and monitor this water system to 
maintain its health. It's not just the fish who will benefit. 

Thank you for your attention and consideration, 

Vesta Copestakes, Publisher, etc. 
Sonoma County Gazette 
Written by Readers - Connecting Sonoma County Communities 
http://www.sonomacountygazette.com/ 
http://sonomacountynurseries.com/ 
VESTA Publishing, LLC 
6490 Front Street #300 
Forestville, CA 95436 
707-887-0253 
FAX 707-887-0249 
EM: vesta@sonic.net 
27,000 copies distributed! The Sonoma County Gazette is FREE for readers 
seeking Local Community News, Issues, Opinion & Calendars. MAILED to Forestville, 
Graton, Sebastopol, Occidental, Guerneville, Monte Rio, Villa Grande and Rio Nido, 
and distributed to 420 NEWSSTAND LOCATIONS from from Petaluma to 
Cloverdale and Santa Rosa to Bodega Bay, including  Healdsburg, Geyserville, 
Windsor, Santa Rosa, Sebastopol & Graton - the Russian River towns of Forestville, 
Rio Nido, Guerneville, Monte Rio, Duncans Mills, Cazadero & Jenner - and to Bodega 
Bay, Bodega, Freestone & Valley Ford - most of Sonoma County!  The Gazette is 
also published on the web at http://www.sonomacountygazette.com/ with our 
comprehensive on-line Sonoma County Calendar all-month-long: CLICK on SCG 
EXTRA! for new updates  http://www.sonomacountygazette.com/blog/index.html 
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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-85 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Vesta Copestakes Publishers, January 18, 2011 

NA_Copes-1 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 

NA_Copes-2 The Draft EIR considers potential impacts to recreation and water quality in 
Sections 4.7, Recreation, and 4.3, Water Quality, respectively. Please refer to 
Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses for 
discussion regarding Ludwigia.  

NA_Copes-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_Copes-4 The Draft EIR provides analysis and disclosure of potential environmental 
impacts associated with the proposed project. The Estuary Management Project 
would not create or contribute to new or more severe sources of pollution; 
additionally, the Water Agency does not have the authority to control input from 
other dischargers. Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses.  

NA_Copes-5 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 jetty 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. 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_Copes-6 For a discussion of Draft EIR analysis of potential water quality impacts 
associated with the Estuary Management Project, refer to Master Response 2.4, 
Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_Copes-7  No response or revision of text is necessary.  



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-86 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

NA_Copes-8 The Estuary Management Project is proposed to meet the project objectives of 
enhancing juvenile salmonid habitat within the Russian River Estuary. For a 
discussion of Draft EIR analysis of potential water quality impacts associated 
with the Estuary Management Project, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water 
Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  
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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-88 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Sharon Cottrell, January 18, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Cottr-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_Cottr-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_Cottr-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-90 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Beverly Coughlin, January 15, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Cough-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_Cough-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_Cough-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-92 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Curtis Cournale, January 18, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Courn-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_Courn-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_Courn-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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Thomas Culp, January 28, 2011 

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

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

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

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

NA_Culp-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_Culp-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_Culp-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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Frank Dane, January 13, 2011 

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

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

NA_Dane-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_Dane-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_Dane-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_Dane-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_Dane-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_Dane-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_Dane-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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Barbara DeIonno, February 14, 2011 

NA_DeIon-1 Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, 16 USC Section 1536(a)(2), requires 
agencies to consult with NMFS regarding impacts to marine and anadromous 
species1 under NMFS jurisdiction if they are proposing an "action" that may 
affect listed species or their designated habitat. The Russian River Biological 
Opinion is a federal mandate to implement measures to reduce or avoid impacts 
to listed salmonids. A Biological Opinion is the written opinion of the National 
Marine Fisheries Service and summarizes the information used and a detailed 
discussion of the effects of the action on the species or its critical habitat. The 
Biological Opinion only addresses species within NMFS jurisdiction. It is not 
intended to serve as a comprehensive environmental review document. California 
Department of Fish and Game has reviewed issued a Consistency Determination 
under the California Endangered Species Act, and concurring with the Biological 
Opinion, as described in Draft EIR Chapter 1.0, Introduction, on page 1-2. The 
Draft EIR examines impacts related to the Estuary Management Project. It does 
not analyze the Russian River Biological Opinion. For a discussion of the 
relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the Fish Habitat Flows and 
Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other 
Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

NA_DeIon-2 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Projects, analyzes potential 
cumulative impacts associated with implementation of the Estuary Management 
Plan and other future, reasonably foreseeable and non-Russian River Instream 
Flows and Restoration Program (RRIFR) Projects, including the Fish Habitat 
Flows and Water Rights Project EIR.  

NA_DeIon-3 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. The Draft EIR examines impacts related to the Estuary Management 
Project. It does not analyze the Russian River Biological Opinion. 

NA_DeIon-4 Please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.The Biological Opinion 
recommends "reasonable and prudent alternatives" (RPAs) to the artificial 
breaching activities to avoid jeopardizing or adversely modifying critical habitat 
of the listed species. These reasonable and prudent alternatives are conditions of 
permit issuance.  

                                                      
1 United States Fish and Wildlife Services is the federal agency for fresh-water and wildlife species.  
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NA_DeIon-5 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. As part of the Estuary Management Project, an analysis of potential 
direct impacts and cumulative impacts to recreational resources and opportunities 
are disclosed in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Recreation. 

NA_DeIon-6 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. See response to NA_DeIon-5, above. Please also refer to Master 
Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts, and Mitigation 
Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_DeIon-7 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. See response to comment NA_DeIon-5, above. Please also refer to 
Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts, and 
Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

NA_DeIon-8 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. For a discussion regarding the invasive aquatic plant species, 
Ludwigia, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion of potential secondary biological effects related to 
water quality impacts. 

NA_DeIon-9 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. Water quality parameters, including temperature, relative to the 
Estuary Management Plan are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.2, Impact 4.3.2 
and project impacts related to temperature are determined to be less than 
significant. Potential water quality impacts of the Estuary Management Project 
on fisheries are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, Impact 4.5.2. For 
additional discussion related to Draft EIR analysis of Estuary Management 
Project impacts to water quality, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality 
in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_DeIon-10 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. Water quality constituents, including bacteria, relative to the Estuary 
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Management Plan are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, Impact 
4.3.3 and project impacts related are determined to be potentially significant and 
unavoidable. For additional discussion related to Draft EIR analysis of Estuary 
Management Project impacts to water quality, refer to Master Response 2.4, 
Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

NA_DeIon-11 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. The Estuary Management Project focuses on rearing habitat in the 
river’s Estuary and does not impact availability of pool habitat upstream. 
Potential water quality impacts of the Estuary Management Project on fisheries 
habitat are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, Impact 4.5.2. 

NA_DeIon-12 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. The Estuary Management Project focuses on rearing habitat at the 
mouth of the river and does not impact availability of refuge habitat upstream. 
Potential water quality impacts of the Estuary Management Project on fisheries 
habitat are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, Impact 4.5.2. 

NA_DeIon-13 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 

NA_DeIon-14 See response to comment NA_DeIon-5. 

NA_DeIon-15 See response to comment NA_DeIon-5. 

NA_DeIon-16 See response to comment NA_DeIon-5. 

NA_DeIon-17 See response to NA_DeIon-5. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Recreation, 
the extent of river beaches (not restricted to those behind dams) that may be 
affected by the Estuary Management Project is quantified and determined to be 
significant and unavoidable.  

NA_DeIon-18 The Draft EIR does not recommend specific areas for swimming. 

NA_DeIon-19 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. See response to NA_DeIon-5. The Draft EIR does not recommend 
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specific areas for swimming. Changes in availability and location for swimming 
opportunities are not anticipated.  

NA_DeIon-20 The comment quotes language from the Biological Opinion. The Draft EIR 
examines impacts related to the Estuary Management Project. It does not analyze 
the Russian River Biological Opinion.  

NA_DeIon-21 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. The Draft EIR examines impacts related to the Estuary Management 
Project. It does not analyze the Russian River Biological Opinion. 

NA_DeIon-22 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. The Draft EIR includes environmental analyses for potential effects 
of the Estuary Management Project to cultural and recreational resources (Draft 
EIR Sections 4.8 and 4.7, respectively).  

NA_DeIon-23 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. The Draft EIR examines impacts related to the Estuary Management 
Project. It does not analyze the Russian River Biological Opinion. 

NA_DeIon-24 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. The EIR for the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project will 
need to address the cumulative impact to recreation when considered with effects 
from gravel mining. This EIR does not analyze the Sonoma County Board of 
Supervisors’ decision to approve gravel mining operations. As disclosed in Draft 
EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis, although the mining operations governed 
by the Aggregate Resources Mining Plan are located within the Russian River 
Watershed, the Estuary Management Project would not contribute to 
erosion/sedimentation, channel incision, or resource extraction impacts generally 
associated with mining operations, and therefore would not be cumulatively 
considerable when implemented in conjunction with gravel mining operations. 
The Estuary Management Project is intended to enhance fisheries habitat; it does 
not involve any mineral or aggregate mining. Therefore, the Estuary 
Management Project’s contribution to these types of impacts would be less than 
cumulatively considerable. Since this comment does not affect the environmental 
analysis in the Draft EIR, no changes in the Final EIR are required. 
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NA_DeIon-25 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for discussion of adaptive management and project feasibility. The 
Draft EIR examines impacts related to the Estuary Management Project. It does 
not analyze the Russian River Biological Opinion. 

NA_DeIon-26 Potential short term impacts associated with disturbance to seals and fish from 
machinery used to manage the barrier beach and create the lagoon outlet channel 
are disclosed in Impact 4.4.1, in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, and 
determined to be less than significant due to requirements stipulated in the 
Marine Mammal Protection Act IHA.  

NA_DeIon-27 Sudden water quality changes for fish are considered in the Draft EIR 
Section 4.5, Fisheries, Impact 4.5.2. In some years, with low freshwater inflow, 
natural lagoons have been documented to remain stratified throughout the 
summer and fall, with denser saltwater on the bottom forming high temperature, 
low dissolved oxygen saltwater lenses and reduced invertebrate abundance 
(Smith, 1990). Similarly, the Navarro River Estuary, which is more similar in size 
and configuration to the Russian River Estuary did not always fully convert to 
freshwater after it closed, but remained stratified in some years (NMFS, 2008). 
Steelhead productivity in the Navarro remained high despite prolonged 
stratification due to abundant food and a stable surface freshwater layer (NMFS, 
2008). Please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, for further discussion of 
this topic. 

The adaptive management plan developed for the proposed project requires 
monitoring of biological productivity, water quality, and physical processes in 
the Estuary in response to changes in water surface elevations in the estuary-lagoon 
system; and refinement of management actions to achieve desired water levels to 
support biological productivity. As stated in the Draft EIR, impacts potentially 
resulting from the proposed management of the Estuary relating to habitat critical 
water quality conditions becoming stressful for rearing listed juvenile salmonids, 
special status, and other native fish species inhabiting the Estuary are considered 
less than significant. 

NA_DeIon-28 This comment characterizes target conditions identified in the Biological Opinion 
related to creation of perched freshwater lagoon conditions. No response or 
revision of text necessary.  

NA_DeIon-29 See Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, beginning on page 2-14, for 
information regarding the design and function of the outlet channel and transition 
of the Estuary from tidal and saline to brackish/freshwater.  

NA_DeIon-30 For a discussion regarding project feasibility, please refer to Master 
Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 
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NA_DeIon-31 The focus of the Estuary Management Plan is federally listed salmonid species; 
however the Draft EIR recognizes a variety of aquatic and terrestrial species rely 
on estuarine habitat for some or all of their life phases. Draft EIR Section 4.5, 
Fisheries, includes analysis of other non-protected aquatic species, including 
Dungeness crab.  

 As described in the analysis discussion in Impact 4.5.2, impacts potentially 
resulting from the proposed management of the Estuary relating to habitat critical 
water quality conditions becoming stressful for special status and other native fish 
species inhabiting the Estuary are considered less than significant.  

 Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, includes analysis of other common 
and special status amphibian, bird, and wildlife species, including harbor seals.  

NA_DeIon-32 Refer to response to comment NA_Burge-4 for a discussion of estimated 
residence time of water in the Estuary. See Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, 
for a discussion of potential water quality impacts. For additional discussion 
related to Draft EIR analysis of Estuary Management Project impacts to water 
quality, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 

NA_DeIon-33 Draft EIR Section 4.7, Recreation provides existing settings of private and public 
beach access. Impacts 4.7.1, beginning on page 4.7-8, quantifies and 
characterizes potential impacts to riverfront beaches associated with the Estuary 
Management Project.  

NA_DeIon-34 Please refer to Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic 
Impacts and Mitigation Feasibility, and Master Response 2.2, Project 
Description, Impact Areas and Scope of Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 

NA_DeIon-35 Please refer to Master Response 2.2, Project Description, Impact Areas and 
Scope of Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_DeIon-36 Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis includes an alternative addressing 
the jetty removal study, as well as a Reduced Project Alternative (8-foot 
maximum). It should be noted that this alternative would still require creation of 
an outlet channel, and associated machinery on the beach during channel 
creation, to allow river outflow. The Estuary Management Plan was developed 
pursuant to the Russian River Biological Opinion, which determined the Water 
Agency’s current management regime jeopardizes listed species. As described in 
Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, bulldozers are still required for 
project implementation. Temporary effects of equipment on beaches are 
disclosed in Draft EIR Chapter 4.0 Environmental Setting, Impacts, and 
Mitigation Measures. Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternative Analysis includes 
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consideration and evaluation of a Reduced Project Alternative (8-foot maximum) 
and study of jetty modification. Refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives 
Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses for additional information regarding 
alternative selections and analysis.  

NA_DeIon-37 As identified in Draft EIR Chapter 1.0, Introduction, the Estuary Management 
Project would be implemented in accordance with an adaptive management plan. 
Please refer to Master Response 2.2, Project Description, Impact Areas and 
Scope of Analysis, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses. Detailed analysis of non-point source pollutants affecting the 
Russian River and its tributaries are beyond the scope of analysis for this EIR.  
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S. Defoy, February 10, 2011 

NA_Defoy-1 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river 
flows, see Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_Defoy-2 For a discussion regarding water quality relative to pollutant levels, health of fish 
and humans, and invasive plants, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, 
in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 
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David & Lisa Dent, January 13, 2011 

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

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

NA_Dent-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_Dent-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_Dent-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_Dent-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_Dent-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_Dent-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_Dent-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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Eugene Donatelli, February 2, 2011 

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

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

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



NA_Douga-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Gary Dougan, January 18, 2011 

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

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

NA_Douga-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_Douga-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_Douga-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_Douga-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_Douga-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_Douga-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_Douga-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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Gilbert Ege, January 12, 2011 

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

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

NA_Ege-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_Ege-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_Ege-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_Ege-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_Ege-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_Ege-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_Ege-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Ann Ehrhardt, January 12, 2011 

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

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

NA_Ehrha-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_Ehrha-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_Ehrha-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_Ehrha-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_Ehrha-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_Ehrha-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_Ehrha-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Kathleen Elbe, January 21, 2011 

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

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

NA_Elbe-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_Elbe-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_Elbe-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_Elbe-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_Elbe-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_Elbe-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_Elbe-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Richard Eliason, January 24, 2011 

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

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

NA_Elias-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_Elias-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_Elias-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_Elias-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_Elias-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_Elias-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_Elias-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Margaret Elizares, January 14, 2011 

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

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

NA_Eliza-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_Eliza-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_Eliza-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_Eliza-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_Eliza-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_Eliza-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_Eliza-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Mike Enochs, January 13, 2011 

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

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

NA_Enoch-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_Enoch-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_Enoch-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_Enoch-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_Enoch-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_Enoch-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_Enoch-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Noelle Fahlen, January 12, 2011 

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

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

NA_Fahle-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_Fahle-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_Fahle-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_Fahle-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_Fahle-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_Fahle-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_Fahle-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Eleanor Faulkner, January 21, 2011 

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

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

NA_Faulk-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_Faulk-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_Faulk-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_Faulk-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_Faulk-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_Faulk-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_Faulk-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Celeste Felciano, January 15, 2011 

NA_Felici-1 The comment is consistent with other form letter comments, but strikes the 
request to include contact information in the project distribution list. Pursuant to 
CEQA procedures, as a commenter to the Draft EIR, participant will receive a 
copy of the Final EIR and Responses to Comments document.  

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

NA_Felici-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_Felici-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_Felici-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_Felici-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_Felici-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_Felici-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_Felici-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Kate Fenton, January 7, 2011 

NA_Fento1-1 Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.  

NA_Fento1-2 Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.  

NA_Fento1-3 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_Fento1-4 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_Fento1-5 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_Fento1-6  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_Fento1-7 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_Fento1-8  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_Fento1-9 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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Kate Fenton & Lenny Weinstein, February 8, 2011 

NA_Fento2-1 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 jetty study plan to analyze the effects of the jetty 
on Estuary water levels and on beach morphology, as well as evaluate 
alternatives that modify the jetty to achieve target estuarine water levels. This is 
included as a potential alternative to the Estuary Management Project in Draft 
EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis. 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_Fento2-2 For a detailed discussion on the relationship between the Estuary Management 
Project and the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master 
Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

NA_Fento2-3 For a discussion on the relationship between the Estuary Management Project 
and the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master 
Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses. Potential water quality impacts of the Estuary 
Management Project on fisheries are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.5, 
Fisheries, Impact 4.5.2. 

NA_Fento2-4 Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses for discussion of availability of water quality data.  

NA_Fento2-5 For a discussion regarding geographic extent of the project area analyzed under 
the Estuary Management Plan, please refer to Master Response 2.2, Project 
Description, Impact Areas, and Scope of Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses.  

 The Water Agency will continue its current Estuary water quality monitoring 
program, and will modify that program to gather appropriate water quality 
information required under the Russian River Biological Opinion, in consultation 
with regulatory agencies, as appropriate. For a discussion related to water quality 
and subsequent monitoring requirements, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water 
Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_Fento2-6 Photographs of the lagoon outlet channel, as implemented in July 2010, are 
included in the Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, page 2-20.  
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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

NA_Fento2-7 For a discussion regarding project feasibility, please refer to Master 
Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. For a 
discussion regarding CEQA requirements related to socioeconomic impacts, refer 
to Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts, and 
Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 
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Comment Letter NA_Filip
Page 1 of 1 

Megan Steer 

From: Deborah Filipelli [dfilipelli@mcn.org] 
Sent: Saturday, February 12, 2011 10:57 AM 
To: estuaryproject 
Subject: Russian River Estuary Management Project DEIR 

To: Jessica Martini-Lamb 

Re: Russian River Estuary Management Project DEIR 

The health of the Russian River Estuary is important to me as it enhances the quality of my life. 

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 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, 

Deborah Filipelli, Ph.D. 

P.O. Box 341, The Sea Ranch, CA 95497 

NA_Filip-1
 

NA_Filip-2
 

NA_Filip-3
 

NA_Filip-4
 

NA_Filip-5
 

NA_Filip-6
 

NA_Filip-7
 

2/15/2011
 
NA_Filip-1

mailto:dfilipelli@mcn.org


3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Deborah Filipelli, February 12, 2011 

 NA_Filip-1 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_Filip-2 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master 
Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_Filip-3 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_Filip-4  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_Filip-5 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_Filip-6  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_Filip-7 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 3.3-142 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 



NA_Fiore-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Richard Fiore, January 11, 2011 

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

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

NA_Fiore-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_Fiore-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_Fiore-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_Fiore-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_Fiore-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_Fiore-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_Fiore-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Barbara Flynn, January 10, 2011 

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

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

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

NA_Flynn-10 Refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion on other river and lagoon systems in California and 
the relationship to the Russian River. 
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NA_Fox-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Mary Fox, January 21, 2011 

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

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

NA_Fox-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_Fox-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_Fox-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_Fox-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_Fox-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_Fox-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_Fox-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Caren Franci, February 2, 2011 

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

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

NA_Franci-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_Franci-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_Franci-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_Franci-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_Franci-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_Franci-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_Franci-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Gary Galloway, January 11, 2011 

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

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

NA_Gallo-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_Gallo-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_Gallo-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_Gallo-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_Gallo-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_Gallo-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_Gallo-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Gary Getchell, February 1, 2011 

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

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

NA_Getch-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_Getch-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_Getch-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_Getch-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_Getch-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_Getch-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_Getch-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Carla Grady, January 13, 2011 

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

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

NA_Grady-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_Grady-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_Grady-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_Grady-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_Grady-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_Grady-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_Grady-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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NA_Grady-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Barbara Greco Stephens, January 15, 2011 

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

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

NA_Greco-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_Greco-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_Greco-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_Greco-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_Greco-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_Greco-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_Greco-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Eleanor Greig, January 12, 2011 

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

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

NA_Greig-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_Greig-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_Greig-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_Greig-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_Greig-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_Greig-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_Greig-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Robert Guastucci, January 11, 2011 

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

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

NA_Guast-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_Guast-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_Guast-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_Guast-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_Guast-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_Guast-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_Guast-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-164 ESA / 207734.01 
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Phillip Guidotti, January 13, 2011 

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

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

NA_Guido-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_Guido-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_Guido-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_Guido-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_Guido-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_Guido-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_Guido-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 
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Susan Hale, January 11, 2011 

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

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

NA_Hale-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_Hale-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_Hale-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_Hale-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_Hale-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_Hale-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_Hale-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 
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Martha Hales, February 11, 2011 

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

NA_Hales-2 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master 
Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses. As part of the environmental analyses for the 
proposed Estuary Management Project, the Draft EIR includes individual 
analysis of potential impacts to recreational resources and opportunities 
(Section 4.7, Recreation), biological resources including amphibians and seals 
(Section 4.4, Biological Resources), and Endangered Species Act-listed and 
unlisted fish species (Section 4.5, Fisheries). For additional discussion regarding 
water quality, please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 
2, Master Responses. 

NA_Hales-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_Hales-4 For a discussion regarding mitigation and compliance with a mitigation program, 
please refer to Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic 
Impacts and Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 
Analysis of public health issues is discussed in Master Response 2.4 Water 
Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_Hales-5 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master 
Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

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

NA_Hales-7 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. 



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-170 ESA / 207734.01 
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NA_Hales-8 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_Hales-9 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_Hales-10 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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-172 ESA / 207734.01 
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Carol Hall, January 12, 2011 

NA_Hall-1 The comment is consistent with other form letter comments, but strikes the 
request to include contact information in the Project distribution list. Pursuant to 
CEQA procedures, as a commenter to the Draft EIR, participant will receive a 
copy of the Final EIR and Responses to Comments document.  

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

NA_Hall-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_Hall-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_Hall-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_Hall-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_Hall-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_Hall-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_Hall-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-174 ESA / 207734.01 
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Earl Hemming, January 10, 2011 

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

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

NA_Hemmi-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_Hemmi-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_Hemmi-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_Hemmi-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_Hemmi-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_Hemmi-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_Hemmi-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-176 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Roy Henrichs, January 11, 2011 

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

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

NA_Henri-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_Henri-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_Henri-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_Henri-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_Henri-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_Henri-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_Henri-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-178 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

David Herr, February 5, 2011 

NA_Herr-1 The resource analyses in Chapter 4.0, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and 
Mitigation Measures, include a discussion of impacts associated with channel 
creation. The proposed Estuary Management Project is intended to relieve some 
of the impacts associated with artificial breaching. 

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

NA_Herr-3 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. 
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_Herr-4 The Estuary Management Project is intended to achieve primary objectives 
related to fisheries habitat and flood management. An Alternative Flood 
Management Alternative is presented in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives 
Analysis. For a discussion of the range of alternatives, refer to Master Response, 
2.5, Alternatives, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_Herr-5 The “Setting” Section 4.4.2 and Table 4.4-3 (Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological 
Resources, Pages 4.4-29 – 33) discuss the special-status wildlife species, 
including birds and harbor seals, with potential to occur within the study area. 
Potential short term impacts associated with disturbance to special-status fish and 
wildlife, including birds and harbor seals, and fish from machinery used to 
breach the barrier beach and create the lagoon outlet channel are disclosed in 
Impact 4.4.1, in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, and determined to 
be less than significant due to requirements stipulated in the Marine Mammal 
Protection Act IHA. Additionally, incorporation of Mitigation Measure 4.4.1a 
and 4.4.1b would minimize impacts to nesting birds. Please refer to Draft EIR 
Section 4.4, for analysis of potential impacts to birds. 
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NA_Herr-6 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_Herr-7 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. Refer to Master Response 2.3, Project 
Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses, for discussion regarding the 
adaptive management process.  

NA_Herr-8 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 additional discussion related to Draft EIR 
analysis of Estuary Management Project impacts to water quality including 
invasive plant and bacteria, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses. Reduced minimum instream flow is addressed in 
the Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis which concludes that 
recreational and water quality impacts associated with the Estuary Management 
Project, considered in conjunction with foreseeable effects associated with 
lowering flows, could result in cumulatively considerable impacts. 

NA_Herr-9 The Draft EIR provides analysis and disclosure of potential physical 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. Analysis of other 
issues within the Russian River watershed, including those listed by the 
commenter, is beyond the scope of analysis for this EIR. The Water Agency does 
not have decision-making authority over logging, gravel mining, vineyard 
conversion, or chemical pollutant discharge.  

NA_Herr-10 The project objectives driving the proposed Estuary Management Project are 
established in Draft EIR Chapter 1.0, Introduction, and are specific to provide 
enhanced rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids within the Russian River 
Estuary. The project objectives driving the proposed Estuary Management 
Project are established in Draft EIR Chapter 1.0, Introduction. For additional 
discussion, refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses. 
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Joan Holzhausen, January 27, 2011 

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

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

NA_Holzh-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_Holzh-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_Holzh-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_Holzh-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_Holzh-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_Holzh-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_Holzh-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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Carol Irvine, January 12, 2011 

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

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

NA_Irvin-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_Irvin-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_Irvin-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_Irvin-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_Irvin-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_Irvin-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_Irvin-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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NORMA JELLISON 

PO BOX 1636 


BODEGA BAY CA 94923 

(707) 875-3799 


NJELLISON@SONIC.NET 

January 14, 2011 

Jessica Martini-Lamb 
Sonoma County Water Agency  
404 Aviation Blvd 
Santa Rosa CA 95403 
by email: Jessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov 
and: estuaryproject@esassoc.com 

Below are my comments on the Russian River Estuary Management Plan Draft EIR. 

The DEIR inadequately assesses several impacts of the proposed Estuary Management Plan (EMP).  
By topical area my comments to that effect are:   

Recreation Impacts: 

Impacts on Recreation are inadequately assessed. 

The criteria for assessing impacts in this section of the EIR is:  

Restrict access to or the beneficial use of existing recreational sites or facilities. 

Eliminate or modify an existing recreational resource so that it no longer satisfies the 

recreational use for a significant number of the users. 


The document fails to acknowledge the existence of and assess the impacts of the EMP on Goat Rock 
State Beach, specifically the river side beach area. This riverside beach area is heavily used especially 
by families with children.  

Isn't it true that higher water levels, up to 9' in some locations, as posited in the EIR will inundate 
riverside beaches for the long periods of time that the lagoon is in place – up to 5 months? 

How is the loss of river side wading/swimming opportunities at Goat Rock State Beach not a 
significant impact to the many families with children who use the riverside beach area at Goat Rock 
State Beach exclusively due to the dangers of the ocean side area?   

Further, the document fails to identify the existence of and assess the impacts of loss of the beach 
below Rivers End used by Inn guests and residents of the houses on Burke Avenue. How is this loss  
not significantly impacted by the EMP? 

Doesn't inundation of these two riverside beach areas, prime areas right in the center of the lower 
lagoon management area, “restrict access to or the beneficial use of recreational sites or facilities; 
eliminate or modify an existing recreational resource so that it no longer satisfies the recreational use 
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for a significant number of users?”  Recall that over 4Million park visitors annually use the Sonoma 
Coast State Beaches – it is one of the most heavily used state parks in the system.  

The loss of Goat Rock State Beach riverside beach areas is even more significant loss than the EIR 
acknowledged private beach area loses because it is a PUBLIC access beach area. This river side beach 
area is arguably the only State Beach that is safe for children to wade and swim along the entire           
10 mile length of the Sonoma Coast State Beach. All other State Beaches have only ocean side beach 
areas. Wouldn't this loss be a major and significant impact of this project for the duration of the project 
period May to October each year, which coincides with prime vacation periods?  

All of the above comments are applicable to these two areas as take outs for boaters and kayakers as 
inundation and changes to the beach contours will make these two areas, heavily used by the boating 
community to take out for picnics, to rest and to walk across the beach to the ocean side. Why aren't the 
impacts to recreation associated with boats/kayaks use of these 2 river side areas identified as 
significant unavoidable impacts of the project? 

Biological Resources 

Pinnipeds, Specifically Harbor Seals 

Impacts on the Harbor Seal colony are inadequately assessed. The conclusion that the impacts are 
reduced to less than significant by virtue of the Incidental Harassment Authorization (IHA) permit and 
its protocols is disputed. 

Among the criteria for assessing impacts of this sections is:
 
Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional 

plans, policies, or regulations or by the CDFG, USFWS, or NMFS; 


The Jenner Harbor Seal colony has been established on Goat Rock Beach at the mouth of the Russian 
River since 1974 - 34 years. 

Of the 21+ Sonoma Coast Harbor Seal haul outs that constitute the Sonoma County Harbor Seal 
Census, the Jenner/Goat Rock haul out is the most significant. The Jenner colony is the largest and 
most significant Harbor Seal colony in Sonoma County and from Drakes Beach in Marin County to the 
mouth of the Eel River in Mendocino County. (Mortenson data) 

Harbor Seals are colonial and have a large degree of site fidelity. Being diurnal, they haul out during 
the day. The haulout period is critical for metabolic processes (e.g. reoxygenation) that allow them to 
dive in cold ocean waters when they feed at nite, for bonding with pups, nursing pups and generally 
resting in a colony where there is safety in numbers. 

Harbor Seals are easily disturbed. Disturbances, whether natural by birds flushing or man induced 
harassment whatever the source – boats, beach walkers approaching too close, mechanical equipment 
associated with the project - interfere with the needed biological processes, rest and restoration. 

The EIR documents the short time frame after a harassment incident that the Harbor Seals will return to 
the haul out site. However, what has been observed over time is short term incidences of harassment for 
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short periods of time. At no time over the years that breaching activities have been implemented has the
river mouth been closed for more than one month maximum.  

The protocols of the IHA permit are intended to mitigate the impacts of  harassment associated with the
individual times mechanical breaching of the river and construction associated with creating the lagoon
occurs. 

These protocols CAN NOT and DO NOT mitigate the impacts of 1) the up to 15 times/year the colony 
can/will be disrupted by these actions nor 2) the up to 5 month closure of the river mouth.  

Long term, chronic disturbances result in 1) reduced use of a site, 2) a shift to nocturnal rather than 
diurnal feeding, 3) reduced pup production and 4) site abandonment.  (Allen lecture) 

Given the lack of assessment of the multiple times the colony will be harassed and disrupted in any 
given year, year after year of the project life (undefined as to length anywhere in the EIR document), in
other words the long term impacts of the continual disturbances, how can the EIR claim protocols for 
individual harassment incidents reduce the long term impacts of the project to less than significant? 

Moreover, given the lack of  assessment of the long term impacts of a 5 month closed mouth, how can 
the IHA Permit protocols be used to find the impacts of the project are less than significant based on 
the protocols? 

Isn't creating a closed mouth for 5 months and the associated long barrier beach which will result in 
multiple ongoing disturbances/harassment associated with beach walkers approaching the colony – 
ignoring the signs warning them to maintain the statutory distance and when no Seal Watch volunteers 
are present to interpret and maintain the statutory distance - “having a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications?” 

How can the protocols of the IHA Permit, intended for individual incidents of construction equipment 
and associated staff presence on the beach, be used as the basis for declaring these substantial adverse 
effects which were not assessed can be reduced to less than significant? 

How can harassment protocols for short term impacts be suggested as mitigating the long term 
potential for loss of the colony associated with ongoing, continual, chronic disturbance/harassment of 
the colony and the likely resulting abandonment of the site?  

Birds 

Impacts on birds are inadequately assessed.  

The beach at Goat Rock State Beach is a colonial site. Not only does it provide a resting place for 
Harbor Seals, it provides a resting place for birds. At any one time, hundreds of gulls, terns, Brown 
Pelicans and/or cormorants rest on this beach. This is a community haulout! There are few places like 
this along the coast – large sandy beach area with access to both the river and the ocean. As such it is a 
very important site for birds to rest and preen, giving them access to the river and to the ocean to swim 
and to feed. Gulls nest on Haystack Rock, cormorants congregate on it and on the smaller rocks 
disbursed in the river.  
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As with Harbor Seals, birds are easily disturbed. The major disturbance for birds is beach walkers 
whose approach results in flushing the birds. 

Why was no assessment made of the impacts of prolonged closure of the river mouth on the flushing of 
birds which rest on the beach as a necessary part of their metabolic processes? 

Regardless of whether flushing the birds is considered a take under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act, isn't the fact that both equipment operation and beach alteration will increase flushing an impact of 
the project on species that inhabit/use the beach and are a part of the biological community of the 
beach? 

Water Quality 

Impacts on Water Quality are inadequately assessed. 

An overarching criticism of the EIR is that it is not comprehensive as to assessing the impacts of 
modifying Decision 1610 and the EMP. Segmenting is illegal under CEQA and this bifurcating of the 
analysis of the two projects, which are intrinsically linked, is flawed. Lowered flows are necessary for 
successful sustained mouth closure. The BO does not and cannot supersede sate law and allow 
segmenting of the EIRs.  A more robust comprehensive EIR should fully examine impacts to Water 
Quality from changes in inflows as well as from the EMP. 

The EIR concludes that since the Russian River is not listed under Clean Water Act as impaired for 
nutrients, current levels can serve as baseline for project as serving beneficial uses identified such as 
aquatic habitat and recreation. 

In fact, nutrient levels can be too high for fish even though the River is not yet listed as impaired.  

Isn't it true that a Basin Plan standard is that nutrients must not exist that cause biostimulation of 
nuisance substances (algal blooms) and that there is more than enough evidence of algal blooms in 
recent years?  

Moreover, isn't the fact that the monitoring requirements associated with the Temporary Order that 
SCWA did not meet result in the North Coast State Water Resources Board Board arranging for their 
own nutrient testing this upcoming (2011) summer? 

The environmental costs of “low flow” must be balanced with the EMP.  During low flow, water 
quality in the lower river deteriorates extensively with high bacteria readings, excessive nutrients and 
associated algal blooms and Ludwegia mats. This is another reason why the two should be studied in a 
single EIR. 

A comment in the EIR scoping session statements in the appendices:  Dick Butler (NMFS) June 22, 
2010 letter “We believe that it is reasonable that the EIR for the Estuary Project consider the effects of 
flow changes associated with interim flow changes (associated with the TUC petitions) and use existing 
information to address the effects of these interim changes on the environment and resources such as 
recreation boating.” seems to argue further for a comprehensive EIR that addresses the proposed 
changes to Dec 1610 and the EMP.   
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The lack of analysis of the impacts of the EMP created lagoon and associated water quality impacts on 
body contact sports (boating, swimming, wading) is troublesome. To the extent that these recreation 
uses remain viable in the lower river, given the EMP and the lowered flows, how will increased 
bacteria levels and nutrients impair these uses? 

Please advise how adverse water quality impacts such as increased temperature, increased bacteria 
counts, increased nutrients impact the many other fish species, invertebrates and vertebrates that use the 
lower river and for that matter the salmon that will be captive and supposedly benefiting from the other 
lagoon characteristics? 

Other Impacts Not Addressed. Inadvertent Impacts of the Project.   

The EIR fails to assess the creation of a prey environment. A prolonged closed river mouth and the 
associated lagoon creates an attractive site for birds (osprey, gulls, cormorants, pelicans, terns) and 
river and marine mammals (river otters, Harbor Seals, Sea Lions) to prey on the salmon confined in the 
lagoon. 

What impact is likely to result from the broadcasting among the birds and mammals the source of 
readily accessible food – the salmon? 

Sea Lions specifically are quick learners and able to telegraph the availability of prey. Sea Lions are 
voracious feeders, able to quickly decimate salmon, as exhibited at the Ballard Locks for example. We 
already see examples of feeding frenzies in the river by the above listed birds, often joined by 
pinnipeds. 

Wouldn't this “corral” exacerbate this situation and negate the entire project? What is the plan when 
this happens? Would we then be looking at takes to protect the salmon? 

What is the time horizon for this project?  What is the time frame that will be used to determine if this 
is a successful project or a failure? How long will this effort be continued before alternatives not 
pursued are investigated and implemented – for example removal of the jetty, raising the 
housing/structures threatened by flooding, other alternatives not pursued? 

Unfortunately, no consideration is given to irreversible commitments of resources and the long term 
irreversible impacts of the project.  A major concern is the long term impacts of this project on the 
entire estuary ecosystem and the potential irreversible nature of those impacts. This is especially of 
concern when taken into consideration with the still emerging understanding of the impacts of climate 
change and sea level rise. 

In closing, for the regulators and policy makers it must be asked how it is possible to reconcile that it is 
acceptable to take and alter a public resource – Goat Rock State Beach – a part of the commons owned 
by the citizens of California, to alter a State owned Beach, interfere with multiple state owned and state 
protected resources, alter the river and its recreational uses as well as access to the river for so many 
users who have few safe alternatives to enjoy the coast side environment. The loss of the Harbor Seal 
colony of 34 years duration at the mouth of the river, the loss of the inaugural volunteer program, Seal 
Watch, that was the genesis for Stewards of Slavianka now Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods are 
other collateral damage associated with this project. Again, in the face of the questionnable success of 
this effort, the question must be asked is it worth it? 
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I submit these are all unacceptable in the face of the high likelihood the goals of this project will fail to 
be realized for a host of reasons. Unfortunately, many of the impacts are irreconcilable commitments of 
resources as well as irreversible.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

1RUPD�-HOOLVRQ� 
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Norma Jellison, January 14, 2011 

NA_Jelli-1 Recreational impacts, including access at Goat Rock State Beach during lagoon 
outlet channel creation and maintenance, is addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.7, 
Recreation, Impact 4.7.1, on page 4.7-8. The impact analysis is applicable  to the 
entire Goat Rock State Beach area, and addresses the entire beach area.  

NA_Jelli-2 Recreational impacts, including inundation of portions of riverfront beaches 
during the Lagoon Management Period, is addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.7, 
Recreation, Impact 4.7.1, on page 4.7-8.  

NA_Jelli-3 It is not anticipated that wading or swimming opportunities at Goat Rock State 
Beach will be lost, and there is no substantial evidence presented in the comment 
to suggest recreation will be eliminated at this location.  

NA_Jelli-4 The Draft EIR identifies expected water surface levels along the Estuary Study 
Area. Figure 3-4a shows the area along Burke Avenue as being inundated at the 
9-foot water level. This area is included in the quantification of river front beach 
impacts in Impact 4.7.1, even though the specific location name is not explicitly 
listed.  

NA_Jelli-5 Recreational impacts, including restricted access at Goat Rock State Beach 
during lagoon outlet channel creation and maintenance, is addressed in Draft EIR 
Section 4.7, Recreation, Impact 4.7.1. This response recognizes that Sonoma 
Coast State Beach is a heavily used state park. The Water Agency is required to 
comply with conditions stipulated in the Use Permit issued by California 
Department of State Parks, which limits the days that the Water Agency may 
conduct work on the beach. Weekends, holidays, and consecutive days on the 
beach are not allowed.  

NA_Jelli-6 See response to comment NA_Jelli-5, above.  

NA_Jelli-7 Refer to response to comment NA_Jelli-2 above. The Draft EIR Section 4.7, 
Recreation, specifically acknowledges that kayak and picnic stopover areas may 
be inundated during the lagoon management period (page 4.7-9).  

NA_Jelli-8 Water Agency activities conform to the conditions and monitoring measures 
established in the NMFS IHA to avoid and minimize impacts on pinnipeds at the 
Jenner haulout. These measures are listed on Draft EIR pages 4.4-69 through 4.4-
71 in Impact 4.4.1. The Estuary Management Project will require an IHA from 
NMFS and will incorporate the same conditions and monitoring measures. 
Mitigation Measure 4.4.8 details an adaptive monitoring plan that will be 
implemented in compliance with the NMFS IHA. Conditions are established in 
the IHA to avoid and minimize effects to harbor seals and their haulout, and all 



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-192 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

activities associated with Estuary management are subject to these conditions. 
The Draft EIR considered the IHA, drafted by government scientists and 
regulators with the responsibility of species protection, which represents a 
reasonable approach for mitigating impacts and its provisions, were consequently 
adopted. Under this adaptive monitoring plan, seal counts will continue to be 
conducted at the Jenner haulout and nearby coastal and river haulouts. If 
monitoring indicates decreases in overall use at the Jenner haulout are correlated 
with increases in use at the three closest haulouts, the Water Agency will consult 
with NMFS and CDFG to alter the Estuary Management Plan such that the 
haulout site is maintained as a resource. The IHA does not allow long-term 
harassment or alteration of habitat conditions that would contribute to 
abandonment of the Jenner haulout. The IHA, drafted by government scientists 
and regulators with the responsibility of species protection, represents a 
reasonable approach for mitigating impacts and its provisions were consequently 
adopted, recognizing the criteria listed by the comment. 

NA_Jelli-9 The Estuary Management Project proposes implementation of a lagoon outlet 
channel following formation of a barrier beach and closure of the river mouth. 
The potential long-term impacts of the Estuary management, including 
implementing the lagoon outlet adaptive management plan, on the harbor seal 
haulout at Jenner are disclosed in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, 
Impact 4.4.8. Disturbance phenomena to harbor seals can be complex. The best 
information available to the Draft EIR (page 4.4-71), where five years of 
monitoring supporting the conclusion were reviewed) allowed the Draft EIR to 
conclude that impacts would be less than significant. 

NA_Jelli-10 See also response to comment NA_Jelli-8 above.  

NA_Jelli-11 Refer to responses to comments NA_Jelli-8 and NA_Jelli-9 for a discussion of 
potential impacts that are disclosed in the Draft EIR relevant to the harbor seal 
colony and applicability of IHA measures. 

NA_Jelli-12 Refer to responses to comments NA_Jelli-8 and NA_Jelli-9 for a discussion of 
potential impacts that are disclosed in the Draft EIR relevant to the harbor seal 
colony and applicability of IHA measures.  

NA_Jelli-13 Refer to response to comments NA_Jelli-8 and NA_Jelli-9. The Estuary 
Management Project proposes implementation of a lagoon outlet channel 
following formation of a barrier beach and closure of the river mouth. 

NA_Jelli-14 Please refer to responses to comments NA_Jelli-8 and NA_Jelli-9, and NA_Jelli-
13. 

NA_Jelli-15 Please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.4 Biological Resources, Impact 4.4.1 on 
page 4.4-68 for a discussion of the effects of the project on birds using haulout 
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areas. As stated on page 4.4-68: “Although flushing may increase the birds’ 
energy demands, it is not expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on any 
special-status birds potentially present. The CEQA baseline for the proposed 
project includes frequent human-related disturbances within the outlet channel 
management area and access route.” 

NA_Jelli-16 Please refer to response to comment NA_Jelli-15. 

NA_Jelli-17 Please refer to response to comment NA_Jelli-15. Please refer to Draft EIR 
Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-59 for a discussion of the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act and its consideration under CEQA. 

NA_Jelli-18 Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion of water quality impacts and demonstration of range 
of impacts included in Draft EIR Section 4.3. 

NA_Jelli-19 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_Jelli-20 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_Jelli-21 Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion regarding water quality impacts associated with the 
Estuary Management Project. Under CEQA, baseline conditions are considered 
the physical conditions at the time of the Notice of Preparation. 

NA_Jelli-22 Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion regarding water quality impacts associated with the 
Estuary Management Project. Under CEQA, baseline conditions are considered 
the physical conditions at the time of the Notice of Preparation.  

NA_Jelli-23 Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion regarding water quality impacts associated with the 
Estuary Management Project. The RWQCB is implementing water quality  
sampling on the mainstem Russian River irrespective of the Temporary Change 
Order. The Water Agency is sampling nutrients in the Estuary as part of the 
Temporary Urgency Change Order in 2011. The sampling plan was coordinated 
with NCRWQCB staff. 
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NA_Jelli-24 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_Jelli-25 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. Refer to responses to comments G_DOW-6 and G_RRWPC-25 
regarding the scoping letter from National Marine Fisheries Service. 

NA_Jelli-26 Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion regarding water quality impacts associated with the 
Estuary Management Project.  

NA_Jelli-27 Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, includes a description of the common and 
special status aquatic species found in the Estuary, and characterizes the type of 
habitat provided by the Estuary. The Estuary provides habitat for a variety of fish 
species including salmonids and other important recreational fish species such as 
American shad and smallmouth bass. In terms of conservation, much attention is 
given to three Endangered Species Act-listed salmonid species that are known to 
occur in the Russian River watershed. These are Central California Coast 
steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), California Coastal Chinook salmon (O. 
tshawytscha), and Central California Coast coho salmon (O. kisutch; NMFS, 
2010). The Estuary is important for adult and juvenile passage for the three ESA-
listed salmonids (NMFS, 2008). The Estuary provides an opportunity for smolts 
to acclimate to ocean conditions before migrating to the ocean, as well as 
potentially providing rearing habitat for steelhead and Chinook salmon. Draft 
EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, quantifies that anticipated increase in potential 
available rearing habitat that would be created through lagoon conditions. It is 
expected that the Estuary Management Project will have a discernable 
environmental benefit and would further the goal of environmental protection 
through provision of 6,357 acre feet of potential rearing habitat in the Estuary 
from the mouth to Vacation Beach (Draft EIR page 4-21). Draft EIR Section 4.5, 
Impact 4.5.1, Habitat Availability, quantifies the expected increase in potential 
rearing habitat that would be made available through implementation of the 
Estuary Management Project. Impact 4.5.2, Habitat Quality, describes expected 
habitat conditions that would be made available through implementation of the 
Estuary Management Project. 

NA_Jelli-28 For a discussion regarding CEQA analysis of the predator/prey relationship, refer 
to responses to comments G_NCRW-6 and G_RRWPC-45.  

NA_Jelli-29 Please refer to responses to comments G_NCRW-6 and G_RRWPC-45. 
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NA_Jelli-30  Please refer to responses to comments G_NCRW-6 and G_RRWPC-45.  

NA_Jelli-31 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. The Estuary Management Project is anticipated to occur through 
2023, as specified in the Biological Opinion. Results of implementation will be 
recorded and reviewed to determine the appropriate adaptive management action 
that should be taken. Results of implementation will determine the timeframe for 
evaluating success or failure, or implementing other alternatives. The Water 
Agency is required to implement changes to its Estuary management practices. 
The Biological Opinion also required the Water Agency to prepare a Work Plan 
to study the potential effects of the jetty on natural processes, and consider other 
approaches to meet habitat objectives in the event that the Estuary Management 
Plan does not meet criteria established in the Biological Opinion, and identified 
in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description. 

NA_Jelli-32 Chapter 7.0, Other Topics Required by CEQA, includes a discussion of 
potentially irreversible and irretrievable commitments. The project would not 
have an effect on sea level rise. Sea level rise is addressed in Draft EIR Section 
4.2, Hydrology and Flooding and Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis, page 5-2. 

NA_Jelli-33 Please refer to response to comment NA_Jelli-5. 

NA_Jelli-34 No response or text revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary.  
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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 
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Mara Jennings, January 18, 2011 

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

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

NA_Jenni-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_Jenni-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_Jenni-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 and Impact Areas, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_Jenni-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_Jenni-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_Jenni-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_Jenni-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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June Jobin, January 24, 2011 

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

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

NA_Jobin-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_Jobin-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_Jobin-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_Jobin-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_Jobin-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_Jobin-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_Jobin-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-202 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

John Johnck, January 24, 2011 

NA_Johnc-1 As described in the Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, the geographic 
scope of the EIR includes the Estuary Study Area and maximum backwater area 
(upstream to Vacation Beach). Summerhome Park is located approximately 
20 river miles upstream and direct environmental effects resulting from the 
Estuary Management Project are not expected to occur at this location. 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_Johnc-2 The Draft EIR considers a Reduced Project Alternative (8 foot maximum water 
level) in Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis. As discussed in Section 4.2, 
Hydrology, of the Draft EIR, approximately 76 properties, 9 of which have 
structures or infrastructure, would be affected with water level maintained at 
9 feet maximum. The Reduced Project Alternative (8 foot maximum water level) 
would achieve the primary project objectives of enhancing rearing habitat for 
juvenile salmonids, particularly steelhead, and managing Estuary water levels to 
minimize flood hazard.  

NA_Johnc-3 Since the Draft EIR includes an explanation of geographic scope of analysis and 
considers an 8-foot water level alternative (Reduced Project Alternative), the 
Draft EIR complies with CEQA, and does not need to be amended or redone. 
Master Response 2.7, CEQA Statutes: Adequacy of EIR Analysis, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses, for addition information.  
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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-204 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Diane Johnson, January 11, 2011 

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

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

NA_Johns-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_Johns-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_Johns-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_Johns-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_Johns-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_Johns-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_Johns-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-206 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Arline Jones, January 12, 2011 

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

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

NA_Jones-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_Jones-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_Jones-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_Jones-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_Jones-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_Jones-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_Jones-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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Andrew Karcie, February 10, 2011 

NA_KarciA-1 For a discussion regarding water quality relative to pollutant levels, health of fish 
and humans, and invasive plants, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, 
in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 



NA_KarciP-1
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3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-210 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

P. Karcie, February 10, 2011 

NA_KarciP-1 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river 
flows, see Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_KarciP-2 For a discussion regarding water quality relative to pollutant levels, health of fish 
and humans, and invasive plants, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, 
in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 
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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-212 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Karcie, February 10, 2011 

NA_KarciZ-1 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to river 
flows, see Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_KarciZ-2 For a discussion regarding water quality relative to pollutant levels, health of fish 
and humans, and invasive plants, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, 
in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 
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3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-214 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Andrea Kaufman, January 13, 2011 

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

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

NA_Kaufm-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_Kaufm-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_Kaufm-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_Kaufm-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_Kaufm-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_Kaufm-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_Kaufm-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-216 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Virgina Kelley, January 12, 2011 

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

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

NA_Kelle-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_Kelle-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_Kelle-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_Kelle-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_Kelle-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_Kelle-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_Kelle-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-218 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Jay Kennedy, February 14, 2011 

NA_Kenne-1 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. The Draft EIR includes the Russian River Biological Opinion by 
reference; the other estuary studies and examples are presented in research as part 
of the Biological Opinion.  

NA_Kenne-2 No response or text revision necessary.  

NA_Kenne-3 Study of jetty removal is considered as an alternative to the Estuary Management 
Project, as discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, The Draft EIR includes a 
comparison of alternatives to the proposed Estuary Management Project, as 
discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis. It should be noted that 
the Water Agency is currently implementing a series of fish passage and habitat 
enhancement projects in several tributaries, as identified in Draft EIR Chapter 
5.0, Cumulative Analysis in Table 5-2, page 5-21. It is determined that the 
beneficial effects to fisheries associated with the Estuary Management Project, 
considered in conjunction with beneficial effects to fisheries resulting from the 
fish passage and restoration projects, would be cumulatively beneficial effect to 
fisheries habitat.  

NA_Kenne-4 Refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion on management of other river and lagoon systems in 
California. 



 

  

  

Comment Letter NA_Kersn
 

From: Scott Kersnar [wskersnar@gmail.com] 

Sent: Friday, February 11, 2011 9:53 AM 

To: Jessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov 

Cc: estuaryproject 


Subject: QUESTIONS RE: PROPOSED RUSSIAN RIVER ESTUARY PROJECT 

estuaryproject@esassoc.com 

Jessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov 

Sonoma County Water Agency 

Attention; Jessica Martin-Lamb  

PROPOSED RUSSIAN RIVER ESTUARY PROJECT 

To Whom It May Concern, 

 I am concerned about the effect of the proposed Estuary Project mandated by the 
Biological Opinion (BO) issued by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).  
Because the resulting draft EIR for the project focuses only on the mouth of the River and 
not on the overall health of the stream, I question whether the project will have much 
success in attaining the beneficial affects envisioned by the BO. By narrowing the focus 
down to three fish species and drawing on experience with estuaries in streams that don’t 
have the same physical conditions and water quality challenges, as the Russian River, the 
premises of the project are open to serious challenge.  Below are some of my questions:  

1.	 Do the other streams cited as examples of successful estuary enhancement contain the 
significant upstream wastewater discharges released into the Russian River?  If so, to 
what level is the wastewater in those cited streams treated?  To what extent has the 
“fresh” water in the estuaries of those streams been impacted by insiltation and upstream 
damming?  What tests have shown that the water in those estuaries provide a beneficial 
environment for juvenile salmonids that will can be replicated in a stream with significant 
upstream insiltation and wastewater discharges? What verification has been made that 
the proposed Russian River estuary can be expected to have a similarly beneficial 
environment at 70 cfs?  Where toxicity from upstream sourced are anticipated from lower 
flows, how can the objectives of the BO be reconciled with that increased toxicity? 

2.	 Many questions have been raised about the engineering for the project, specifically as to 
the integrity of the proposed uncompacted sand  barrier tasked with sustaining the 
estuary at the target depth while preventing flooding of low-lying Jenner dwellings. What 

NA_Kersn-1 

NA_Kersn-2 

NA_Kersn-3 

NA_Kersn-1

mailto:Jessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov
mailto:estuaryproject@esassoc.com
mailto:Jessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov
mailto:wskersnar@gmail.com


    

    

  

  

  

NA_Kersn-3 
cont. 

NA_Kersn-4 

NA_Kersn-5 

 

NA_Kersn-6

NA_Kersn-7

 
 NA_Kersn-8 

NA_Kersn-9 

NA_Kersn-10 

NA_Kersn-11

Comment Letter NA_Kersn
 

assurances do you have that the proposed barrier will maintain sufficient integrity to 
maintain the desired salinity and water temperature to support juvenile salmonids? 

3.	 Why does the project not require removal of the existing jetty in order to reestablish the 
natural course of the river and thus of the natural structure of the estuary in a manner 
consistent with the stated rationale for the BO? 

4.	 Why does the project not consider raising flood-threatened Jenner dwellings?  How does 
the project justify saving the unpermitted portions of those dwellings built on the lower 
portions of the river bank from flooding? 

5.	 Where the proposed project is in conflict with California Coastal Commission regulations
-- as with the expected negative influence on recreational activities such as surfing -- 
what mitigation does the project envision to avoid flagrant violation of Coastal 

Commission protections?
 

6. What is the justification for placing the welfare of juvenile salmonids in direct conflict 
with the preservation of the Jenner Harbor Seal haul-outs? 

7.	 Why does the project not require the Sonoma County Water Agency to actively cooperate
with efforts to restore the Russian River tributaries that serve as the spawning grounds for
salmonids?  

8.	 Why does the project do nothing to address negative impacts such as flooding, increased 
algae and health hazards on upstream beaches, -- Vacation Beach , for example?  What 
studies have been done to verify that upstream degradation due to flow reduction will not 
undermine the project itself by ultimately reducing water quality in the proposed 

estuary?  


9.	 Where does NMFS show that its biological opinion was not shaped, driven and possibly 
invalidated by its own jurisdictional constraints and those of the SCWA? In other words, 
where do you demonstrate that the estuary project with all its “significant and 
unavoidable” negative impacts will have a net positive effect on juvenile salmonid 
survival absent also addressing such key issues as upstream insiltation and tributary 

restoration that require enlisting the active and complementary participation of other 

agencies and jurisdictions?  


It is a mistake to enact a project that ignores the overall health of the Russian River in 

pursuit of an estuary solution that fails to encompass all the contributing upstream issues 

that must be addressed if the project’s objectives are to be sustained over time.  Simply 

labeling likely negative outcomes “significant and unavoidable” does not excuse 

dismissing them when they point to flaws that invalidate key premises of the proposed 

project.
 

Sincerely, 

NA_Kersn-2
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Scott Kersnar 

17300 Watson Road 

Guerneville CA 95446 
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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-222 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Scott Kersnar, February 11, 2011 

NA_Kersn-1 The Draft EIR includes the Russian River Biological Opinion by reference; other 
estuary studies and examples are presented in research as part of the Biological 
Opinion. Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses, for a discussion on management of other river 
and lagoon systems in California. 

NA_Kersn-2 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion on management of other river and lagoon systems in 
California. The Draft EIR Section 4.5, Impact 4.5.1, Habitat Availability, 
quantifies the expected increase in potential rearing habitat that would be made 
available through implementation of the Estuary Management Project. 
Impact 4.5.2, Habitat Quality, describes expected habitat conditions that would 
be made available through implementation of the Estuary Management Project. 
Discharge of treated wastewater is a component of almost every major tributary 
in California. For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer 
to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_Kersn-3 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion of project design and the adaptive management 
process.  

NA_Kersn-4 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 jetty 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. 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_Kersn-5 An Alternative Flood Management Alternative is presented and evaluated in 
Draft EIR Chapter 6.0 (Section 6.4.6), Alternatives Analysis. 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. 
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NA_Kersn-6 Please refer Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic 
Impacts and Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses, for a 
discussion of Coastal Act consistency and potential mitigation scenarios for 
recreational impacts.  

NA_Kersn-7 Draft EIR Chapter 1.0, Introduction, provides a summary of the Russian River 
Biological Opinion and its requirements for the Water Agency to modify its 
estuary management activities to avoid jeopardizing salmon and steelhead listed 
under the Endangered Species Act. Harbor seals are protected under the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act, although they are not listed under the Endangered 
Species Act. Refer to responses to comments NA_Jelli-8 for a discussion of 
potential impacts that are disclosed in the Draft EIR relevant to the harbor seal 
colony and applicability of IHA measures. 

NA_Kersn-8 Comment does not indicate specific efforts the Draft EIR should consider. The 
project presented in the Draft EIR is based on requirements in the Biological 
Opinion, which specifically address juvenile salmonid rearing habitat in the 
Estuary. The Estuary Management Project is proposed in parallel to a series of 
other restoration projects that collectively address issues challenging various life 
cycle phases of salmonids. It should be noted that the Water Agency is currently 
implementing a series of fish passage projects in several tributaries, as identified 
in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis in Table 5-2, page 5-21. It is 
determined that the beneficial effects to fisheries associated with the Estuary 
Management Project, considered in conjunction with beneficial effects to 
fisheries resulting from the fish passage and restoration projects, would be 
cumulatively beneficial effect to fisheries habitat.  

NA_Kersn-9 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. For a discussion regarding water quality, please refer to Master 
Response 2.4, Water Quality, 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. 

NA_Kersn-10 The Draft EIR examines impacts related to the Estuary Management Project. It 
does not analyze the Russian River Biological Opinion. The Draft EIR 
Section 4.5, Impact 4.5.1, Habitat Availability, quantifies the expected increase 
in potential rearing habitat that would be made available through implementation 
of the Estuary Management Project. Impact 4.5.2, Habitat Quality, describes 
expected habitat conditions through implementation of the Estuary Management 
Project. 
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 The Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis, addresses upstream tributary 
restoration projects. It should be noted that the Water Agency is currently 
implementing a series of fish passage projects in several tributaries, as identified 
in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis in Table 5-2, page 5-21. It is 
determined that the beneficial effects to fisheries associated with the Estuary 
Management Project, considered in conjunction with beneficial effects to 
fisheries resulting from the fish passage and restoration projects, would be 
cumulatively beneficial effect to fisheries habitat. The Estuary Management 
Project is proposed in parallel to a series of other restoration projects that 
collectively address issues challenging various life cycle phases of salmonids.  

 The Draft EIR considers water quality within the Estuary, and the project’s 
potential contribution to water quality degradation. The Estuary Management 
Project would not result in increased siltation upstream. The Draft EIR 
recognizes that siltation and sedimentation impair the Russian River. Refer to 
Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_Kersn-11 Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis evaluates the potential impacts 
associated with the Estuary Management Project in conjunction with impacts 
from other projects in the watershed that were recently completed or will occur in 
the foreseeable future. The purpose of the Draft EIR is to identify significant 
effects on the environment to enable decision makers to consider impacts in the 
decision-making process. 



NA_Kolka-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-226 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Carolyn Kolka, January 31, 2011 

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

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

NA_Kolka-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_Kolka-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_Kolka-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_Kolka-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_Kolka-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_Kolka-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_Kolka-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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John Kramer, January 11, 2011 

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

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

NA_Krame-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_Krame-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_Krame-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_Krame-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_Krame-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_Krame-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_Krame-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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Steven Kriske, January 14, 2011 

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

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

NA_Krisk-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_Krisk-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_Krisk-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_Krisk-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_Krisk-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_Krisk-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_Krisk-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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Cary Krueger, February 11, 2011 

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

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

NA_Krueg-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_Krueg-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_Krueg-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_Krueg-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_Krueg-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_Krueg-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_Krueg-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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Pat LaGrave, January 22, 2011 

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

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

NA_LaGra-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_LaGra-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_LaGra-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_LaGra-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_LaGra-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_LaGra-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_LaGra-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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Robert Larson, January 11, 2011 

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

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

NA_Larso-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_Larso-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_Larso-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_Larso-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_Larso-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_Larso-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_Larso-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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Daniel Leer, January 14, 2011 

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

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

NA_Leer-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_Leer-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_Leer-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_Leer-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_Leer-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_Leer-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_Leer-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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Jack Long, February 1, 2011 

NA_Long1-1 Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.  

NA_Long1-2 Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.  

NA_Long1-3 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_Long1-4 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_Long1-5 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_Long1-6  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_Long1-7 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_Long1-8  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_Long1-9 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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Joseph Long, January 17, 2011 

NA_Long2-1 Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.  

NA_Long2-2 Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.  

NA_Long2-3 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_Long2-4 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_Long2-5 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_Long2-6  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_Long2-7 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_Long2-8  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_Long2-9 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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Lori & Stephen Lowe, January 19, 2011 

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

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

NA_Lowe-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_Lowe-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_Lowe-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_Lowe-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_Lowe-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_Lowe-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_Lowe-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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Floyd & Joanne Lubbers, January 18, 2011 

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

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

NA_Lubbe-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_Lubbe-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_Lubbe-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_Lubbe-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_Lubbe-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_Lubbe-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_Lubbe-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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Douglas Lumgair, January 8, 2011 

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

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

NA_Lumga-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_Lumga-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_Lumga-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_Lumga-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_Lumga-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_Lumga-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_Lumga-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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Stella Lundquist, January 12, 2011 

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

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

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



NA_Manci-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-252 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

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. 



NA_Marti-1



NA_Marti-2



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-255 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Donald Martin, February 10, 2011 

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

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

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

NA_Marti-10 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. 



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-256 ESA / 207734.01 
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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. Illegal 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. 



NA_McNul-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-258 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Art McNulty, March 29, 2011 

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

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

NA_McNul-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_McNul-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_McNul-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_McNul-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_McNul-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_McNul-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_McNul-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-260 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Eugene Meade, January 13, 2011 

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

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

NA_Meade-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_Meade-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_Meade-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_Meade-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_Meade-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_Meade-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_Meade-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-262 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

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. 
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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

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

Genevieve Moller-Duck, January 20, 2011 

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

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

NA_Molle-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_Molle-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_Molle-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_Molle-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_Molle-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_Molle-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_Molle-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-266 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Charles Murphy, January 8, 2011 

NA_MurphC1-1 Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.  

NA_MurphC1-2 Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River. 

NA_MurphC1-3 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_MurphC1-4 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_MurphC1-5 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_MurphC1-6  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_MurphC1-7 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_MurphC1-8  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_MurphC1-9 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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-269 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

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. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-272 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-274 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-276 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Kenneth Myers, February 28, 2011 

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

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

NA_Myers-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_Myers-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_Myers-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_Myers-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_Myers-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_Myers-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_Myers-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-278 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Elizabeth Naegle, January 12, 2011 

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

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

NA_Naegl-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_Naegl-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_Naegl-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_Naegl-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_Naegl-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_Naegl-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_Naegl-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-280 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Anna Narbutovskih, January 15, 2011 

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

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

NA_Narbu-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_Narbu-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_Narbu-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_Narbu-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_Narbu-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_Narbu-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_Narbu-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

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

Pete & Sandy Nesteroke, January 13, 2011 

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

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

NA_Neste-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_Neste-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_Neste-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_Neste-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_Neste-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_Neste-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_Neste-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-284 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

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. 
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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

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

Spencer Nilson, January 17, 2011 

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

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

NA_Nilso-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_Nilso-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_Nilso-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_Nilso-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_Nilso-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_Nilso-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_Nilso-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-288 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Thomas O’Callaghan, January 13, 2011 

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

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

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



 

 

     
                                                                                    

                                                                       
                                                                                                              
                                                                                                            

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

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. 

NA_OLear-1 

NA_OLear-2 

NA_OLear-3 

2/15/2011
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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.
  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 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-291 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Dennis O’Leary, February 14, 2011 

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

NA_OLear-2 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. 

NA_OLear-3 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.  

NA_OLear-4 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 treatment1

                                                      
1 State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), Proposed Regulations and Proposed Statewide Waiver for Onsite 

Wastewater Treatment Systems (OWTS) (Septic Systems), February 18, 2009. 

. 



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-292 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

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.  



NA_Olesk-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

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

Rio Olesky, January 14, 2011 

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

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

NA_Olesk-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_Olesk-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_Olesk-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_Olesk-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_Olesk-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_Olesk-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_Olesk-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

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

John & Mary Ann Oldham, January 13, 2011 

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

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

NA_Oldha-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_Oldha-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_Oldha-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_Oldha-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_Oldha-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_Oldha-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_Oldha-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-298 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Harold Olson, January 17, 2011 

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

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

NA_Olson-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_Olson-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_Olson-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_Olson-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_Olson-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_Olson-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_Olson-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-300 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Dennis O’Rorke, January 14, 2011 

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

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

NA_ORork-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_ORork-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_ORork-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_ORork-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_ORork-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_ORork-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_ORork-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

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

Susan Packer, January 29, 2011 

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

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

NA_Packe-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_Packe-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_Packe-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_Packe-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_Packe-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_Packe-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_Packe-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

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

Susan Pappan, January 12, 2011 

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

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

NA_Pappa-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_Pappa-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_Pappa-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_Pappa-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_Pappa-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_Pappa-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_Pappa-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-306 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

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. 
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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

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

R.L. Pedrazzini, January 12, 2011 

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

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

NA_Pedra-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_Pedra-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_Pedra-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_Pedra-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_Pedra-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_Pedra-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_Pedra-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

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

Raymond Peterson, January 11, 2011 

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

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

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



NA_Petru-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

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

Linda Petrulias, February 3, 2011 

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

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

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



NA_Philp-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-314 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Christine Philpitt, January 26, 2011 

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

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

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



NA_Potte-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

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

Gloria Potter, January 12, 2011 

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

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

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



NA_Praeg-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-318 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Dorothy Praeger, January 18, 2011 

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

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

NA_Praeg-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_Praeg-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_Praeg-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_Praeg-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_Praeg-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_Praeg-8 Commenter is expressing preference for the Reduced Project Alternative. 

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



NA_Puig-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-320 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Cheri Puig, January 13, 2011 

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

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

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



NA_Randa-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-322 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Mark Randall, January 12, 2011 

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

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

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



NA_Reyna-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-324 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Elizabeth Reyna, January 19, 2011 

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

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

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



NA_Riabo-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-326 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Peter Riaboff, February 3, 2011 

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

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

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



NA_Rose-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-328 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Sharlene Rose, January 16, 2011 

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

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

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



NA_Rowe-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-330 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Bev Rowe, January 14, 2011 

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

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

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



NA_Ruppe-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-332 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Dorothy & William Ruppert, January 17, 2011 

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

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

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



NA_Rush-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-334 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

George Rush, January 12, 2011 

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

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

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



NA_Schen-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-336 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Luann Schend, January 30, 2011 

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

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

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



NA_Schmi-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-338 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Linda Schmidt, January 12, 2011 

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

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

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



NA_Schub-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-340 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

John Schubert, January 25, 2011 

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

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

NA_Schub-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_Schub-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_Schub-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_Schub-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_Schub-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_Schub-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_Schub-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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E. Shen, February 5, 2011 

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

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

NA_Shen-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_Shen-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_Shen-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_Shen-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_Shen-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_Shen-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_Shen-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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Charles & Lindsey Shere, January 12, 2011 

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

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

NA_Shere-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_Shere-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_Shere-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_Shere-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_Shere-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_Shere-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_Shere-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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Mercy Sidbury, January 13, 2011 

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

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

NA_Sidbu-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_Sidbu-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_Sidbu-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_Sidbu-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_Sidbu-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_Sidbu-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_Sidbu-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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Megan Steer 

From: Carol Sklenicka [sklenicka.carol@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2011 4:31 PM 
To: estuaryproject 
Cc: Jessica 
Subject: Comment on Estuary Project DEIR 
Importance: High 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Green 
Attachments: Comment on Estuary Project DEIR; ATT1570522.htm 

Subject: Comment on Estuary Project addressed to: 

To: estuaryproject@esassoc.com 

Jessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov 

From: Carol Sklenicka, PO Box 21, Duncans Mills, CA 95430 

Sklenicka.carol@gmail.com 

Please let me know you have received this comment. 

Date: February 11, 2011 

I am writing to comment on the Draft EIR recently issued by the Sonoma County Water Agency. As a 
resident of the lower river, I have watched with great curiosity as SCWA has attempted to manage the 
river mouth and estuary for the past several summers. What I have seen so far has every appearance of 
being nothing more than a trial-and-error experiment, with emphasis on the error.  I believe the goal of 
creating a semi-fresh water estuary for the rearing of salmonids is and will be severely compromised by 
the failure of SCWA and other agencies and the general population to deal with the myriad other factors 
that have already harmed the health of the Russian River watershed. 

I am particularly concerned that the DEIR for the Estuary Project does not consider the impact of 
temporarily or permanently lowering river flows (D1610).  There are several problems here. The need 
for low-flow to protect buildings in Jenner is not proven: the Estuary EIR states that water will not rise 
above 8 feet, which is not high enough to affect the lowest building in Jenner. (It is in fact absolutely 
absurd to think that the entire flow of a river might be adjusted to protect a handful of buildings in 
Jenner, but that is a side issue). The separation of the Estuary modification EIR from the low-flow EIR 
ignores abundant evidence that lowered river flow is destructive to the river’s habitat for fish and other 
species as well as for recreation. The Regional Water Board has recently noted that there is inadequate 
data about water quality in the lower river; the EPA has also recently commented on the need for more 

NA_Sklen-1 

NA_Sklen-2 

NA_Sklen-3 

NA_Sklen-4 

NA_Sklen-5 

2/15/2011
 
NA_Sklen-1

mailto:Sklenicka.carol@gmail.com
mailto:Jessica.Martini.Lamb@scwa.ca.gov
mailto:estuaryproject@esassoc.com
mailto:sklenicka.carol@gmail.com


NA_Sklen-

NA_Sklen-

6

7

Comment Letter NA_Sklen
 
Page 2 of 2 

NA_Sklen-5specific water-quality data regarding the impact of urban run-off on California rivers in the delta 
watershed. cont. 

To draft an EIR for modifications of the mouth of the river without considering the overall impact of 
raising the estuary level and of lowering flows in the middle river above Vacation Beach is a 
completely futile effort, potentially a harmful one.  I urge you to start over from scratch with a full 
evaluation of all factors in the Russian River Watershed – including urban pollution, agriculture runoff 
and water use, silt, sediment, and stream alterations – that may have led to the demise of the salmon 
population. This expensive piecemeal effort -- could be far worse than doing nothing.  It's unlikely to 
save salmon and it will have a negative impact on many other species as well as human enjoyment of 
the river above the estuary. 

Sincerely, 

Carol Sklenicka 

2/15/2011
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Carol Sklenicka, February 11, 2011 

NA_Sklen-1 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Reponses for a discussion regarding the adaptive management process.  

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

NA_Sklen-3 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, and a discussion relevant to the 
comment’s assertion that the change in minimum flows is intended to prevent 
flooding, refer to Master Response 2. 1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

NA_Sklen-4 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2. 1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. Potential water quality impacts of the Estuary Management Project 
on fisheries are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, Impact 4.5.2. 
(beginning on page 4.5-22). 

NA_Sklen-5 The comment states that the Regional Water Quality Control Board and 
Environmental Protection Agency have commented on the need for more water 
quality data for the lower Russian River and the impact of urban run-off on 
California rivers in the delta watershed, respectively. These comments are not 
directed to the Draft EIR for the Estuary Management Project. The letter from the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, dated November 15, 2011, as letter 
referenced in the comment is directed toward the Fish Habitat Flows and Water 
Rights Project, not the Draft EIR for the Estuary Management Project. The Draft 
EIR does not include an analysis of potential violation of water quality objectives 
associated with the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project because it is a 
separate project. For additional discussion, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water 
Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, 
Project Background and Environmental Setting, the Water Agency implements 
biological and water quality monitoring as required by the Biological Opinion, 
and will continue to make this information available.  

NA_Sklen-6 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2. 1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses.  
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NA_Sklen-7 The Draft EIR analyzes the effects of the proposed Estuary Management Project 
as required by CEQA. Analysis of all factors affecting fisheries within the 
watershed is beyond the scope of analysis for this EIR. The Water Agency does 
not have decision-making authority over logging, gravel mining, vineyard 
conversion, or chemical pollutant discharge. 
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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-352 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Mary Anne Sobieraj, January 11, 2011 

NA_Sobie1-1 Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.  

NA_Sobie1-2 Commenter is identifying individual uses of the Russian River.  

NA_Sobie1-3 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_Sobie1-4 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_Sobie1-5 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_Sobie1-6  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_Sobie1-7 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_Sobie1-8  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_Sobie1-9 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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-355 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Mary Anne Sobieraj, February 5, 2011 

NA_Sobie2-1 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Reponses for a discussion on management of other river and lagoon systems in 
California. The Draft EIR includes the Russian River Biological Opinion by 
reference; other estuary studies and examples are presented in research as part of 
the Biological Opinion. 

NA_Sobie2-2 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion on management of other river and lagoon systems in 
California. The Draft EIR includes the Russian River Biological Opinion by 
reference; other estuary studies and examples are presented in research as part of 
the Biological Opinion. 

NA_Sobie2-3 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses for a discussion regarding the adaptive management process as it 
relates to success criteria. Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, describes the 
project purpose and objectives, including the Estuary water level management 
targets identified in the Russian River Biological Opinion. 

NA_Sobie2-4 Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses for discussion on the effects of bacteria on fish health. 

NA_Sobie2-5 Please refer to the discussion of water quality parameters, including temperature, 
considered for fish habitat in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, Impact 4.5.2. 
(beginning on page 4.5-22).  

NA_Sobie2-6 Comment cites statement on Draft EIR page 5-39, “Long-term implementation 
and increased duration of the freshwater lagoon may have significant adverse 
effects that, considered concurrently with other projects in the Russian River 
Watershed, may be cumulatively considerable.” This statement appears under the 
Impact 5.2.7 heading as part of an analysis of the cumulative long-term impacts 
to biological resources and is intended as an introductory statement leading into a 
more detailed discussion of cumulatively considerable impacts related to natural 
vegetative communities, plants, amphibians, reptiles, marine mammals, 
jurisdictional waters and wetland habitat, and nursery sites and migratory 
corridors (Draft EIR pages 3-40 through 3-42).  

NA_Sobie2-7 The cumulative analysis in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0 analyzed potential contribution 
of Estuary Management Project impacts considered cumulatively with other 
related projects. The projects considered are presented in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0 
Cumulative Analysis, Table 5.1, page 5-5, and include other Russian River 
Instream Flow and Restoration Program elements and other projects within the 
watershed. For additional discussion of the relationship of the Estuary 
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Management Project to river flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 
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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-358 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Stephen Sobieraj, January 17, 2011 

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

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

NA_SobieS-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_SobieS-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_SobieS-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_SobieS-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_SobieS-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_SobieS-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_SobieS-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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Soracco, January 20, 2011 

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

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

NA_Sorac-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_Sorac-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_Sorac-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_Sorac-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_Sorac-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_Sorac-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_Sorac-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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Darrell Sukovitzen, February 8, 2011 

NA_Sukov-1 The Water Agency will be responsible for most monitoring efforts associated 
with the Estuary Management Project. Formal monitoring requirements related to 
wave action at the mouth of the river during the Lagoon Management Period is 
not required. As noted in Draft EIR Section 3.2, Estuary Management, wave and 
tidal action is dynamic and influenced by a number of variables. Average 
monthly wave energy changes with the seasons; wave energy is greatest in 
winter, reduces over spring, and is minimal from July to September. However, 
late spring storms, early fall storms and Southern Hemisphere storms can 
occasionally produce waves exceeding 10 feet in the vicinity of the river mouth 
during the Lagoon Management Period. Swell waves with periods longer than 10 
seconds from either the northwest or south are often the cause of closure during 
the management period. Large wave events are particularly likely to cause 
closure when they coincide with the reduced tidal exchange that occurs 
approximately every two weeks during neap tides. 

NA_Sukov-2 For a discussion related to mitigation for recreation refer to Master Response 
2.6 Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts and Mitigation Feasibility, 
in Chapter 2, Master Response. It should be noted that wave and tidal action is 
dynamic and influenced by other forces aside from the Estuary Management 
Project. Please refer to response to comment NA_Sukov-1, above.  

NA_Sukov-3 The Water Agency does not have formal data regarding surfer (human) use at the 
Russian River mouth. Marine mammal data, specifically harbor seals, is collected 
through the Water Agency’s annual biological and water quality monitoring 
effort. Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental Setting 
summarizes the active Estuary monitoring programs (page 3-8). Draft EIR 
Section 4.5, Biological Resources provides additional baseline information about 
seal presence at the various haulouts in the project area (page 4.4-16 through 4.4-
20). The potential for occurrence of listed marine mammals was addressed in 
Table 4.4-3. The comment does not indicate any deficiency or question about the 
adequacy of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR.  

NA_Sukov-4 The Water Agency annual biological and water quality monitoring reports, 1996 
through 2000, prepared by Merritt Smith Consulting, have been published and 
are part of the Agency’s administrative record (as listed below). The Water 
Agency and Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods partnered in 2009 to develop 
monitoring data to comprise the Incidental Harassment Authorization (IHA) 
application and permit. The IHA, as well as all other monitoring data and reports 
are publicly available and part of the Water Agency’s administrative record. The 
following documents relating to pinniped monitoring were included in 
References Section 4.4.5.  
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Merritt Smith Consulting, Biological and Water Quality Monitoring in the 
Russian River Estuary, 1996, Annual Report, February 21, 1997. 

Merritt Smith Consulting, Biological and Water Quality Monitoring in the 
Russian River Estuary, 1997, Second Annual Report, February 5, 1998. 

Merritt Smith Consulting, Biological and Water Quality Monitoring in the 
Russian River Estuary, 1998, Third Annual Report, March 15, 1999. 

Merritt Smith Consulting, Biological and Water Quality Monitoring in the 
Russian River Estuary, 1999, Fourth Annual Report, March 24, 2000. 

Mortenson, J. 1996. Human interference with harbor seals at Jenner, California, 
1994-1995. Prepared for Stewards of Slavianka and Sonoma Coast State 
Beaches, Russian River/Mendocino Park District. July 11. 1996.  

Mortenson, J. and E. Twohy. 1994. Harbor seals at Jenner, California, 1974-
1993. Prepared for Prepared for Stewards of Slavianka and Sonoma Coast 
State Beach, California Department of Parks and Recreation, Duncans 
Mills, CA. 

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), Biological Opinion for Water 
Supply, Flood Control Operations, and Channel Maintenance conducted 
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Sonoma County Water Agency, 
and the Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District in the Russian River Watershed¸ September 24, 
2008. 

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), Incidental Harassment Authorization 
(IHA), March 30, 2010. 2010c. 

Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) and Merritt Smith Consulting, 
Biological and Water Quality Monitoring in the Russian River Estuary, 
2000, Fifth Annual Report, June 12, 2001. 

Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) and Stewards of the Coast and 
Redwoods, Russian River Estuary Management Activities – Pinniped 
Monitoring Plan, prepared by Jessica Martini-Lamb, Sonoma County 
Water Agency, and Michele Luna and Joe Mortenson, Stewards of the 
Coast and Redwoods, September 9, 2009a. 

Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods (Stewards) and Sonoma County Water 
Agency (SCWA), Harbor Seals at Jenner and at Peripheral Sites, 
Presentation, April 2010a.  

Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA), Request for Marine Mammal 
Protection Act Incidental Harassment Authorization: Russian River 
Estuary Management Activities, July 2009. 

Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA), Russian River Estuary Management 
Activities, Pinniped Monitoring at Jenner Haulout Counts, unpublished 
data and photographs, July 1, 2010b. 
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Data provided in these documents were considered in the biological resources 
analysis. These documents were available during the Draft EIR comment period 
by request as part of the administrative record, and are still available, by request, 
at the Sonoma County Water Agency. 

NA_Sukov-5 The Draft EIR uses the best available information at the time the Draft EIR was 
written. Several documents, listed in response to comment NA_Sukov-4 prepared 
on pinniped populations in the Russian River Estuary were reviewed and 
discussed in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response 2.7, CEQA 
Statutes: Adequacy of EIR Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

NA_Sukov-6 Potential effects to biological resources, including sea life and bird populations, 
including review of available information, is provided in Draft EIR, 4.4, 
Biological Resources. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4.1, Introduction, on 
page 4.4-1 of the Draft EIR, several sources of information were used to assess 
the existing conditions and potential impacts that could occur on biological 
resources, focusing on terrestrial, aquatic, and wetland resources, with 
implementation of the project. These sources included resource studies and 
reports prepared for the Estuary, as well as information obtained from 
conservation and planning documents prepared for lands within the vicinity of 
the Estuary, and presented the methods and results of vegetation classification 
and mapping and terrestrial and wetland plant and animal surveys. In addition, 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB), and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Electronic Inventory 
were reviewed to identify special-status species known to or having the potential 
to occur in the project vicinity. Project Impacts on biological resources present or 
potentially present were addressed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, 
beginning on page 4.4-5 of the Draft EIR for the creation and maintenance of the 
lagoon outlet channel, and beginning on page 4.4-75 of the Draft EIR for the 
long-term lagoon adaptive management.  

NA_Sukov-7 Refer to response to comment NA_Sukov-6, above. 

NA_Sukov-8 The Draft EIR considered the potential for special status species, including 
cetaceans, to occur within the study area in Table 4.4-3 on pages 4.4-32 and 4.4-33 
of Section 4.4, Biological Resources. All of the special status cetaceans evaluated 
in Table 4.4-3 were deemed unlikely to occur within the study area due to the 
absence of suitable habitat.  

NA_Sukov-9 Water Agency artificial breaching activities have followed the conditions and 
monitoring measures established in the Incidental Harassment Authorization  
issued by NMFS to avoid and minimize impacts on pinnipeds at the Jenner 
haulout. These measures are listed on Draft EIR pages 4.4-69 through 4.4-71, and 
have been established to minimize disturbance to pinnipeds.  
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NA_Sukov-10 Refer to response to comment NA_Sukov-6. Additionally, in Draft EIR Section 
4.4, Biological Resources Figure 4.4.1 on page 4.4-7 shows the vegetation 
communities on Penny Island within the study area. Impact 4.4.6 on pages 4.4-75 
through 4.4-77 addresses the potential impact of the long-term adaptive 
management plan on sensitive natural communities within the study area. 
Impact 4.4.7 on page 4.4-78 addresses the potential impact of the long-term 
adaptive management plan on special-status plant species within the study area. 

NA_Sukov-11 As described in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, the Water Agency proposes to 
modify Estuary management in order to reduce marine influence (high salinity 
and tidal inflow) and promote a higher water level in the Estuary (formation of a 
fresh or brackish water lagoon) from May 15 to October 15. The Water Agency 
will continue the historical practice of artificially breaching the barrier beach 
outside the Lagoon Management Period (October 16 to May 14) to minimize the 
potential for flooding of low-lying properties. Anadromous species that occur in 
the Estuary (with a focus on special-status species) are described, with reference 
to timing of migration and life-stage habitat requirements, in Draft EIR Section 
4.5, Fisheries (pages 4.5-4 to 4.5-14). Additionally, as described in Section 4.5.4 
(Approach to Analysis, Section 4.5 Fisheries, pages 4.5-17 to 4.5-19) the timing of 
the project is considered unlikely to affect: Green sturgeon, Longfin smelt, 
Russian River tuleperch, Clear Lake-Russian River roach, hardhead, and 
Lamprey. Salmonids (addressed under Impact 4.5.2, Section 4.5, Fisheries, page 
4.5-22 et seq.) typically immigrate upstream following winter storms outside the 
proposed management period, when the Estuary would be open due to natural or 
artificial breaching. With respect to outmigration of Chinook and coho smolts, 
Water Agency monitoring data in 2009 and 2010 indicate the timing of 
outmigration varies year to year, but that in most years the peak of the run may 
be expected between mid-April and mid-May, generally before the beginning of 
the Lagoon Management Period.  

Additionally, as described under Impact 4.5.1 (Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Fisheries, 
page 4.5-19 et seq.), Estuary management to promote freshwater lagoon 
conditions would increase the frequency, duration and volume of freshwater 
storage within the Estuary during the Lagoon Management Period, thereby 
increasing potential habitat availability for juvenile salmonids. As, as concluded 
in the EIR, the project will be unlikely to result in adverse impacts to migratory 
fish populations. 

NA_Sukov-12 Please refer to response to comment NA_Sukov-10. Islands, or gravel bars, 
within the Estuary Study area are mapped in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project 
Background and Environmental Setting, including mapping of anticipated 7 and 
9 foot water levels. It is anticipated that higher water levels will reduce the gravel 
beach area around individual islands. Draft EIR Section 4.7, Recreation, 
estimates the total gravel bar area in the Estuary Study Area is comprised of 
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approximately 27 acres; 24 acres, or 97 percent of the mapped beach area, is 
anticipated to be inundated at a 9 foot water level. Inundation associated with 
higher water levels would reduce the amount of beach acreage available within the 
Estuary, and these conditions would occur for a longer duration, depending upon 
performance of the outlet channel. At 9 feet, beach area would remain present at 
most gravel bar locations, and riverside access to these gravel bars would still be 
available. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every recommended 
test and perform all recommended research to evaluate the impacts of a proposed 
project (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15204, subd[a]). 

NA_Sukov-13 Refer to response to comment NA_Sukov-6. In addition, the Draft EIR 
adequately assessed the special-status species known within the project vicinity 
(Section 4.4, Tables 4.4-2 and 4.4-3) and evaluated each special-status species 
for its potential to occur in the Estuary given the habitat requirements of each 
species relative to the observed existing conditions and results of previous 
biological resources studies (refer to special-status plants discussion beginning 
on page 4.4-22 of the Draft EIR and special-status animals discussion beginning 
on page 4.4-43 of the Draft EIR). CEQA does not require a lead agency to 
conduct every recommended test and perform all recommended research to 
evaluate the impacts of a proposed project (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15204, 
subd[a]). 

NA_Sukov-14 As described in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, the Water Agency proposes to 
modify Estuary management in order to reduce marine influence (high salinity 
and tidal inflow) and promote a higher water level in the Estuary (formation of a 
fresh or brackish water lagoon) from May 15 to October 15. As described in 
general Section 4.5 (Chapter 4.0), and in detail under Impact 4.5.1 (Chapter 4.0, 
Section 4.5, pp. 4.5-19 et seq.), the ecological benefits of lagoon habitat for 
salmonids (and especially rearing steelhead) have been documented extensively. 
Please refer to response to G_RRWPC-45 regarding potential predation risk to 
salmonids. There is no substantial evidence to indicate that intrusive predation 
would be significantly altered as a result of the project.  

NA_Sukov-15 The Draft EIR provides analysis and disclosure of potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Estuary Management Project. Potential impacts 
related to sedimentation are discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Hydrology. As 
noted in Section 4.3, Hydrology, the Estuary Management Project would not 
create or contribute to sedimentation within the Estuary. Refer to Master 
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses, and response 
to comment NA_Burge-1. 

NA_Sukov-16 Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. This response recognizes that fertilizers and chemicals affect aquatic 
life when discharged to streams. The Draft EIR does not address specific 
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fertilizers and chemicals used by the public and agricultural industry; the Estuary 
Management Project does not require use of fertilizers or chemicals, nor will it 
result in new sources of discharge of fertilizers or chemicals. The purpose of this 
Draft EIR is to disclose the potential environmental effects of the project on the 
physical environment. The use of fertilizers or chemicals in the Russian River 
Watershed is an existing condition that would not be affected by the project. 
Therefore, an exhaustive list of all fertilizers or chemicals used within the 
watershed is not included in the Draft EIR. 

NA_Sukov-17 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. 
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_Sukov-18 Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses for discussion of potential effects to water quality and potential 
secondary effects related to algae blooms.  

NA_Sukov-19 Project implementation is not anticipated to affect distribution of algae. Please 
refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses 
for discussion of potential effects to water quality and potential secondary effects 
related to algae blooms. 

NA_Sukov-20 Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, includes a description of the common and 
special status aquatic species found in the Estuary, and characterizes the type of 
habitat provided by the Estuary. The Estuary provides habitat for a variety of fish 
species including salmonids and other important recreational fish species such as 
American shad and smallmouth bass. In terms of conservation, much attention is 
given to three Endangered Species Act-listed salmonid species that are known to 
occur in the Russian River watershed. These are Central California Coast 
steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), California Coastal Chinook salmon (O. 
tshawytscha), and Central California Coast coho salmon (O. kisutch; NMFS, 
2010). The Estuary is important for adult and juvenile passage for the three 
Endangered Species Act-listed salmonids (NMFS, 2008). The Estuary provides 
an opportunity for smolts to acclimate to ocean conditions before migrating to the 
ocean, as well as potentially providing rearing habitat for steelhead and Chinook 
salmon. The Estuary does not provide “ripple” habitat, as noted by the 
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commenter. Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, quantifies that anticipated increase 
in potential available rearing habitat that would be created through lagoon 
conditions. It is expected that the Estuary Management Project will have a 
discernable environmental benefit and would further the goal of environmental 
protection through provision of 6,357 acre feet of potential rearing habitat in the 
Estuary from the mouth to Vacation Beach (Draft EIR page 4-21). Draft EIR 
Section 4.5, Impact 4.5.1, Habitat Availability, quantifies the expected increase 
in potential rearing habitat that would be made available through implementation 
of the Estuary Management Project. Impact 4.5.2, Habitat Quality, describes 
expected habitat conditions that would be made available through 
implementation of the Estuary Management Project. 

NA_Sukov-21 It is anticipated that summer dam deployment would not be affected by increased 
in water levels. Summer dams are deployed in order to provide increased water 
levels for recreational uses. The lower Russian River summer dams at Johnson’s 
Beach and Vacation Beach are upstream of the Estuary Study Area and 
Maximum Backwater Area (Draft EIR Figure 2-3A) and are not anticipated to be 
impacted by the Estuary Management Project. 

NA_Sukov-22 Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses for a discussion related to Ludwigia. 

NA_Sukov-23 The Draft EIR does not address introduction of fungicides, herbicides, and 
pesticides into the Russian River. The Estuary Management Project would not 
create or contribute to new or more severe sources of pollution; additionally, the 
Water Agency does not have the authority to control input from other 
dischargers.  

NA_Sukov-24 The Draft EIR does not address historical introduction of mercury into the 
Russian River. The Estuary Management Project will not result in new sources of 
discharge of mercury. The purpose of this Draft EIR is to disclose the potential 
environmental effects of the project itself on the physical environment. Pollution 
in the Russian River is an external factor that cannot be controlled by the project, 
or enforced by the Water Agency. For a discussion of impacts related to heavy 
metals, including mercury and copper, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water 
Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_Sukov-25 As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, page 2-22, certain 
conditions during the Lagoon Management Period, such as water quality 
degradation1

                                                      

 or imminent flooding to properties and structures adjacent to the 
Estuary, could require a change in management, and may result in the Water 
Agency breaching the barrier beach during the Lagoon Management Period. 

1 Water Quality parameters are defined in the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan and 
would be further defined in consultation with NMFS and RWQCB.  
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Therefore, in the unlikely event that septic or chemical spill into the Estuary or 
Russian River result in nuisance conditions, the Water Agency would consult 
with NMFS and CDFG regarding artificial breaching during the Lagoon 
Management Period. 

NA_Sukov-26 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, and 2. 7, CEQA 
Statutes: Adequacy of EIR Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 
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Daniel Sullivan, January 11, 2011 

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

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

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

NA_Sulli-10 The Biological Opinion analyzed the impacts of the Water Agency’s water 
supply, flood channel maintenance, and Estuary management activities on listed 
salmonid species, and the incidental take statement in the Biological Opinion 
covers all such activities. The specific project objectives of the proposed Estuary 
Management Project are established in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project 
Description, and include providing are enhanced rearing habitat for juvenile 
salmonids within the Russian River Estuary and minimizing flood hazards.  
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Ann Thomas, January 16, 2011 

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

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

NA_ThomaA-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_ThomaA-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_ThomaA-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_ThomaA-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_ThomaA-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_ThomaA-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_ThomaA-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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Bertha Thomas, January 15, 2011 

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

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

NA_ThomaB-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_ThomaB-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_ThomaB-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_ThomaB-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_ThomaB-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_ThomaB-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_ThomaB-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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Leilani Thompson, January 12, 2011 

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

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

NA_Thomp-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_Thomp-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_Thomp-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_Thomp-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_Thomp-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_Thomp-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_Thomp-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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Jim Tranchina, January 11, 2011 

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

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

NA_Tranc-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_Tranc-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_Tranc-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_Tranc-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_Tranc-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_Tranc-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_Tranc-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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FJ Trapani, January 11, 2011 

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

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

NA_Trapa-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_Trapa-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_Trapa-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_Trapa-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_Trapa-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_Trapa-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_Trapa-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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Cynthia Urbina, February 14, 2011 

NA_Urbin-1 Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses for discussion regarding the adaptive management process. With 
respect to Draft EIR consideration of logging, gravel mining, vineyards, 
pharmaceuticals from wastewater and chemical pollutants, the Draft EIR 
provides analysis and disclosure of potential environmental impacts associated 
with the proposed project. The Estuary Management Project would not create or 
contribute to new or more severe sources of pollution; additionally, the Water 
Agency does not have the authority to control input from other dischargers. 

NA_Urbin-2 Recreational resources, including surfing and river beach access are addressed in 
the analysis provided in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Recreation. Potential impacts to 
harbor seals are addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Biological Resources.  

 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2. 1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. Reducing minimum instream flows under Decision 1610 is addressed 
in the Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis which concludes that 
recreational and water quality impacts associated with the Estuary Management 
Project, considered in conjunction with foreseeable effects associated with 
lowering flows, could result in cumulatively considerable impacts. Refer to 
Master Response 2.6 Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts and 
Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Response for discussion of CEQA 
requirements relative to analysis of socioeconomic impacts. 

NA_Urbin-3 The Estuary Management Project is proposed to achieve the primary project 
objectives of enhancing rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids managing Estuary 
water levels to minimize flood hazard. As noted in Draft EIR Section 4.2, 
Hydrology and Flooding, water levels are not anticipated to exceed 9 feet during 
the Lagoon Management Period. However, as noted in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, 
Project Description, page 2-22, certain conditions during the Lagoon 
Management Period, such as water quality degradation2

 With respect to water supply, the Biological Opinion analyzed the impacts of the 
Water Agency’s water supply, flood channel maintenance, and Estuary 
management activities on listed salmonid species, and the incidental take 
statement in the Biological Opinion covers all such activities. The specific 

 or imminent flooding to 
properties and structures adjacent to the Estuary, could require a change in 
management; the Water Agency would consult with NMFS and CDFG regarding 
artificial breaching during the Lagoon Management Period. 

                                                      
2 Water Quality parameters are defined in the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan and 

would be further defined in consultation with NMFS and RWQCB.  
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project objectives of the proposed Estuary Management Project are established in 
Draft EIR Chapter 1.0, Introduction, and include providing enhanced rearing 
habitat for juvenile salmonids within the Russian River Estuary and minimizing 
flood hazard.  

NA_Urbin-4 As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, page 2-22, certain 
conditions during the Lagoon Management Period, such as water quality 
degradation3

 The Estuary Management Project does not require use of fungicides, herbicides, 
and pesticides, nor will it result in new sources of discharge of fungicides, 
herbicides, and pesticides. The purpose of this Draft EIR is to disclose the 
potential environmental effects of the project itself on the physical environment. 
The use of fertilizers or chemicals in the Russian River Watershed is an existing 
condition that would not be affected by the project. Therefore, an exhaustive list 
of all fertilizers or chemicals used within the watershed is not included in the 
Draft EIR. 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. 

 or imminent flooding to properties and structures adjacent to the 
Estuary, could require a change in management, and may result in the Water 
Agency breaching the barrier beach during the Lagoon Management Period. 

                                                      
3 Water Quality parameters are defined in the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan and 

would be further defined in consultation with NMFS and RWQCB.  
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Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-390 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank 



NA_Vail-1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-392 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Gladys Vail, January 14, 2011 

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

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

NA_Vail-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_Vail-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_Vail-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_Vail-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_Vail-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_Vail-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_Vail-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-394 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Charles Wagner, January 31, 2011 

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

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

NA_WagneC-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_WagneC-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_WagneC-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_WagneC-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_WagneC-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_WagneC-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_WagneC-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-396 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Richard Wagner, January 26, 2011 

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

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

NA_WagneR-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_WagneR-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_WagneR-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_WagneR-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_WagneR-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_WagneR-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_WagneR-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-398 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Mr. & Mrs. Warren Watkins, January 30, 2011 

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

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

NA_Watki-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_Watki-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_Watki-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_Watki-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_Watki-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_Watki-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_Watki-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-400 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Edward Watson, January 11, 2011 

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

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

NA_Watso-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_Watso-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_Watso-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_Watso-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_Watso-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_Watso-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_Watso-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-402 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Lenny Weinstein, January 14, 2011 

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

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

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



1



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-404 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Margaret Whitaker-Greene, March 11, 2011 

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

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

NA_Whita-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_Whita-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_Whita-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_Whita-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_Whita-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_Whita-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_Whita-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-406 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Victoria Wikle, January 9, 2011 

NA_Wikle-1 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 regarding impacts from Austin Creek to Vacation Beach during the 
Lagoon Management Period. The response assumes that the comment regarding 
“lack of flow” relates to residence time of water in the Estuary and not reduced 
flows. The comment asserts the Draft EIR should address water quality issues 
that occurred during prior closings. Prior natural closure conditions are not a 
subject of the Draft EIR and are not retroactively analyzed. Refer to Draft EIR 
Section 4.3, Water Quality, page 4.3-22 for information regarding the residence 
time of flow in the lagoon system.  

Water quality issues, including short-term impacts during outlet channel creation 
(Impact 4.3.1), impacts to salinity, dissolved oxygen, and temperature during the 
Lagoon Management Period (Impact 4.3.2), and effect of nutrient and bacteria 
levels during the Lagoon Management Period (Impact 4.3.3), are disclosed in 
Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality. For additional discussion regarding 
potential impacts to water quality, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water 
Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-408 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

William Winters, January 18, 2011 

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

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

NA_Winte-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_Winte-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_Winte-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_Winte-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_Winte-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_Winte-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_Winte-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-410 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

AJ Wood, January 17, 2011 

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

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

NA_Wood-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_Wood-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_Wood-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_Wood-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_Wood-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_Wood-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_Wood-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-412 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Anne Wurr, January 14, 2011 

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

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

NA_Wurr-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_Wurr-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_Wurr-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_Wurr-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_Wurr-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_Wurr-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_Wurr-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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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-415 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Dana Zimmerman, February 4, 2011 

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

NA_ZimmeD-2 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master Responses 
2. 1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, and 2.7, CEQA 
Statutes: Adequacy of EIR Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

NA_ZimmeD-3 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, and a discussion relevant to the 
comment’s assertion that the change in minimum flows is intended to prevent 
flooding, please refer to Master Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other 
Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. Commenter 
is expressing preference for Reduced Project Alternative. 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_ZimmeD-4 Comment is not directed to Draft EIR analysis; no response or text changes are 
necessary. 

NA_ZimmeD-5 Please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, for a discussion related flows and Master Response 2.4, 
Water Quality in Chapter 2, Master Responses. Reducing minimum instream 
flows under Decision 1610 is addressed in the Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, 
Cumulative Analysis which concludes that recreational and water quality 
impacts associated with the Estuary Management Project, considered in 
conjunction with foreseeable effects associated with lowering flows, could 
result in cumulatively considerable impacts. The Draft EIR reviews and 
discloses potential impacts to water quality associated with implementation of 
the Estuary Management Project (Section 4.3, Water Quality). 

NA_ZimmeD-6 For a discussion of water quality, and analysis of best available data, please refer 
to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

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



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-416 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

NA_ZimmeD-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.  
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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-419 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Marilyn Zimmerman, February 4, 2011 

NA_ZimmeM-1 Refer to response to comment NA_ZimmeD-1. 

NA_ZimmeM-2 Refer to response to comment NA_ZimmeD-2. 

NA_ZimmeM-3 Refer to response to comment NA_ZimmeD-3. 

NA_ZimmeM-4 Refer to response to comment NA_ZimmeD-4. 

NA_ZimmeM-5 Refer to response to comment NA_ZimmeD-5. 

NA_ZimmeM-6 Refer to response to comment NA_ZimmeD-6. 

NA_ZimmeM-7 Refer to response to comment NA_ZimmeD-7. 

NA_ZimmeM-8 Refer to response to comment NA_ZimmeD-8. 

 



3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-420 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 
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3. Responses to Comments 
3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-422 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

Shula Zuckerman, January 13, 2011 

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

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

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



3. Responses to Comments 
 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.4-1 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

3.4 Responses to Public Hearing Comments 
This section includes copies of the verbal comments recorded in the transcripts from the Public 
Hearing, January 18, 2011. The responses to verbal comments are inserted within the transcript 
after each full page of corresponding comments and are presented in order of commenter 
appearance.  



3. Responses to Comments 
3.4 Responses to Public Hearing Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.4-2 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 
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3. Responses to Comments 
3.4 Responses to Public Hearing Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.4-42 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

H_Water-1 The Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, explains the proposed lagoon 
outlet channel will be created in the beach management zone, the area north of 
the jetty where current artificial breaching is conducted, and will avoid the area 
by the jetty. 

H_Water-2 The Estuary Management Project effect on seepage through the barrier beach is 
addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.2, Hydrology and Flooding. 

H_Water-3 The study of jetty removal is included in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives 
Analysis. For additional discussion, refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives 
Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

H_Water-4 The potential impact related to tsunami is included in the Draft EIR Chapter 4.2, 
Hydrology and Flooding, Impact 4.2.3. Sea level rise is addressed in Draft EIR 
Section 4.2, Hydrology and Flooding, and Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis, 
page 5-2.  

H_Water-5 This comment is a statement and does not affect the environmental analysis in 
the Draft EIR; no revisions or text changes in the Final EIR are required. 

H_Water-6 Refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

H_Sukov-1 The Public Policy Facilitating Committee (PPFC) meeting was held on 
December 13, 2010. The Draft EIR had not yet been released for public comment 
at the time of the meeting, nor was it a public hearing to obtain comments on the 
Draft EIR. The transcripts for the PPFC meetings are publicly available via the 
Water Agency website: www.sonomacountywater.org/RRIFR

H_Sukov-2 This response clarifies that the commenter attended the scoping meeting for 
Estuary Management Project at the Jenner Community Center on May 19, 2010, 
and not the scoping meeting on May 20, 2010 at the Sonoma County Permit and 
Resource Management Department meeting room. The other scoping meetings 
referenced in the comment were for a different project.  

. 

H_Sukov-3 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2. 1, 
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 

The Biological Opinion analyzed the impacts of the Water Agency’s water supply, 
flood channel maintenance, and Estuary management activities on listed salmonid 
species, and the incidental take statement in the Biological Opinion covers all such 
activities. The specific project objectives of the proposed Estuary Management 
Project are established in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, and include 
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providing enhanced rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids within the Russian River 
Estuary and minimizing flood hazards. 

H_Sukov-4 Please refer to response to comment NA_Sukov-16.  

H_Adelm-1 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.  

H_Adelm-2 Please refer to response to comments G_DOW-6 and G_RRWPC-25. 

H_Adelm-3 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. 

H_Adelm-4 This response acknowledges the photo report submitted during the Notice of 
Preparation scoping period.  

H_Adelm-5 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master 
Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses. Draft EIR Section 4.2, Impact 4.4.2 includes an 
analysis of flooding impacts to property and infrastructure. 

H_Adelm-6 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 on water quality, include 
nutrients, Ludwigia and algal blooms, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water 
Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

H_Adelm-7 Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental Setting, provides 
environmental setting/existing conditions information based on best available 
data. For a discussion regarding mitigation, refer to Master Response 2.6, 
Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts and Mitigation Feasibility, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

H_Adelm-8 Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for a discussion related to the Estuary Management Project impact to 
water quality. Under CEQA, baseline conditions are considered the physical 
conditions at the time of the Notice of Preparation. The Draft EIR concludes that 
there is a potentially significant and unavoidable impact associated with bacteria 
levels in the Estuary during the lagoon management period.  
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H_Adelm-9 Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses, for discussion of potential effects to water quality and secondary 
effects related to algae blooms.  

H_Adelm-10 Potential changes in water temperature are addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, 
Impact 4.3.2. For additional discussion, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water 
Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

H_Adelm-11 Potential change in dissolved oxygen is addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, 
Impact 4.3.2. For additional discussion, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water 
Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

H_Adelm-12 No response or text revisions are necessary.  

H_Adelm-13 For a discussion of Draft EIR’s characterization of existing water quality 
conditions in the Estuary and impacts analyzed in the Draft EIR, refer to Draft 
EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental Setting, and Master 
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. For a 
discussion of adequacy of the EIR analysis, refer to Master Response 2.7, 
CEQA Statutes: Adequacy of EIR Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 
As the comment does not specify any particular use of that term in the Draft EIR, 
a specific response is not possible.  

H_Hardy-1 The Draft EIR recognizes a variety of aquatic and terrestrial species rely on 
estuarine habitat for some or all of their life phases. Draft EIR Section 4.5, 
Fisheries, includes analysis of other non-protected aquatic species, including 
Dungeness crab. Draft EIR evaluated the potential impacts on pinnipeds 
occupying the beach haulout site. For this assessment, refer to Impact 4.4.1, 
Special-Status Plant and Animal Species, Marine Mammals, on page 4.4-69. 
Additionally, the Draft EIR evaluated the potential impacts on pinnipeds 
occupying the beach haulout site, as well as haulouts located within the mainstem 
of the Russian River Estuary. For this assessment, refer to Impact 4.4.8, 
Protected Marine Mammals, on page 4.4-79. Refer to response to comment 
NA_Burge-8 for a discussion of other common fish species in the Estuary. 

H_Hardy-2 This response acknowledges the commenter’s concern for scope of authority of 
the Endangered Species Act.  

H_Hardy-3 The Draft EIR is prepared in accordance with CEQA and provides an analysis of 
potential project-related environmental impacts analyzed under the CEQA 
Guidelines criteria.  

H_Jelli-1 Refer to response to comment H_Hardy-1 for information about the range of 
aquatic and terrestrial species addressed in the Draft EIR.  
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H_Jelli-2 Water Agency activities conform to the conditions and monitoring measures 
established in the NMFS IHA to avoid and minimize impacts on pinnipeds at the 
Jenner haulout. These measures are listed on Draft EIR pages 4.4-69 through 4.4-
71 in Impact 4.4.1. The Estuary Management Project will require an IHA from 
NMFS and will incorporate the same conditions and monitoring measures. 
Mitigation Measure 4.4.8 details an adaptive monitoring plan that will be 
implemented in compliance with the NMFS IHA. Conditions are established in 
the IHA to avoid and minimize effects to harbor seals and their haulout, and all 
activities associated with Estuary management are subject to these conditions. 
The Draft EIR considered the IHA, drafted by government scientists and 
regulators with the responsibility of species protection, represents a reasonable 
approach for mitigating impacts and its provisions were consequently adopted. 
Under this adaptive monitoring plan, seal counts will continue to be conducted at 
the Jenner haulout and nearby coastal and river haulouts. If monitoring indicates 
decreases in overall use at the Jenner haulout are correlated with increases in use 
at the three closest haulouts, the Water Agency will consult with NMFS and 
CDFG to alter the Estuary Management Plan such that the haulout site is 
maintained as a resource. The IHA does not allow long-term harassment or 
alteration of habitat conditions that would contribute to abandonment of the 
Jenner haulout. The IHA, drafted by government scientists and regulators with 
the responsibility of species protection, represents a reasonable approach for 
mitigating impacts and its provisions were consequently adopted, recognizing the 
criteria listed by the comment. 

H_DeIon-1 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position.  

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

H_DeIon-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. 

H_DeIon-4 The Draft EIR does not address impacts to swimming because the Estuary 
Management Project will not eliminate swimming opportunities available in the 
Russian River. 

H_DeIon-5 The Estuary Management Project is intended to balance all interests on the 
Russian River.  

H_DeIon-6 Draft EIR considered potential impacts to quality of the river from an 
environmental resource perspective, and analyzed a range of resources including 
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geology, hydrology, water quality, biological resources, fisheries, land use, 
recreation, cultural resources, noise, air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, 
public services and utilities, and aesthetics. 

H_Copes-1 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the 
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2.1, 
Relationship to other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 

H_Copes-2 The Alternatives Analysis in Chapter 6.0 of the Draft EIR includes an Alternative 
Flood Management alternative to the Estuary Management Project. For 
additional discussion, refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

H_Copes-3 Comment asserts all EIRs and studies should be considered in one environmental 
document. Refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

H_Copes-4 The Draft EIR provides analysis and disclosure of potential environmental impacts 
associated with the proposed project. Analysis of other issues within the Russian 
River watershed, including those listed by the commenter, is beyond the scope of 
analysis for this EIR. The Water Agency does not have decision-making authority 
over logging, gravel mining, vineyard conversion, or chemical pollutant discharge.  

H_Copes-5 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 jetty study plan to analyze the effects of the 
Russian River Estuary on Estuary water levels and on beach morphology, as well 
as evaluate alternatives that modify the jetty to achieve target estuarine water 
levels. This is included as a potential alternative to the Estuary Management 
Project in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis. 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. 

H_Frey-1 Recreational resources, including surfing and river beach access are addressed in 
the analysis provided in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Recreation. For additional 
information, refer to Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, 
Socioeconomic Impacts and Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 
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H_Frey-2 For additional information about California Coastal Act policies, refer to Master 
Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts and Mitigation 
Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

H_Frey-3 For a discussion regarding mitigation and compliance with a mitigation program, 
refer to Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts 
and Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

H_Frey-4 For discussion regarding the public process, refer to Master Response 2.8, 
Public Participation, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

H_Frey-5 The Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, provides the best available 
information as the baseline for the water quality analysis. Refer to Master 
Response 2.4, Water Quality, 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. 

H_Frey-6 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 jetty study plan to analyze the effects of the 
Russian River Estuary on Estuary water levels and on beach morphology, as well 
as evaluate alternatives that modify the jetty to achieve target estuarine water 
levels. This is included as a potential alternative to the Estuary Management 
Project in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis. For additional discussion 
regarding feasibility and uncertainty of outcomes of jetty removal, refer to 
Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, and Master Response 2.2, 
Project Description and Impact Areas, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

H_Frey-7 Refer to Master Response 2.2, Project Description and Impact Areas and 
Scope of Analysis, and Master Response 2.3, Project Objectives and 
Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

H_Hanso-1 No revision or text changes necessary. This response assumes the comment refers 
to the 2010 implementation of the lagoon outlet channel. 

H_Hanso-2 The relevant resource analyses in the Draft EIR, Chapter 4.0 Environmental 
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, include a discussion of impacts 
associated with lagoon outlet channel creation. The proposed Estuary 
Management Project is intended to relieve some of the impacts associated with 
artificial breaching. With respect to the jetty that prevents a wide beachfront must 
be removed. The Jetty Removal Alternative is identified and evaluated in 
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Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis. For a discussion of the range of 
alternatives, refer to Master Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in 
Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

H_Hanso-3 Comment asserts low flow should not be implemented to provide Flood 
management. Refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

H_Hanso-4 Comment supports jetty removal to avoid impacts to water quality and 
recreational uses. Environmental tradeoffs among alternatives are explained in 
Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis. 

H_Hanso-5 Refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion 
Elements, and Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master 
Responses. 

H_Hanso-6 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position.   

H_Yeate-1 Comment regarding public process. For a summary of process requirements 
under CEQA, refer to Draft EIR Chapter 1.0, Introduction. Refer also to Master 
Response 2.8, Public Review Process, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. The 
Biological Opinion analyzed the impacts of the Water Agency’s water supply, 
flood channel maintenance, and Estuary management activities on listed 
salmonid species, and the incidental take statement in the Biological Opinion 
covers all such activities. The specific project objectives of the proposed Estuary 
Management Project are established in Draft EIR Chapter 1.0, Introduction, and 
include providing enhanced rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids within the 
Russian River Estuary and minimizing flood hazard.  

H_Yeate-2 Please refer to Master Response 2.8, Public Participation, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses. No response or text changes are required.  

H_Yeate-3 This response assumes this comment is directed toward the public presentation, 
not the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR includes all CEQA-required environmental 
analyses, assessment methodology, conclusions, and mitigation. Refer also to 
Master Response 2.6, Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts and 
Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 

H_Yeate-4 The Draft EIR provides analysis and disclosure of potential environmental impacts 
associated with the proposed project. Analysis of other issues within the Russian 
River watershed, including those listed by the commenter, is beyond the scope of 
analysis for this EIR. The Water Agency does not have decision-making authority 
over logging, gravel mining, vineyard conversion, or chemical pollutant discharge. 
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H_Yeate-5 Refer to Draft EIR Chapter 1.0, Introduction, page 1-3 for the purpose of the 
project. Refer to responses to comments H_Yeate-1, H_Yeate-2, and H-Yeate-4. 

H_Yeate-6 The Draft EIR provides analysis and disclosure of potential environmental impacts 
associated with the proposed project. Analysis of other issues within the Russian 
River watershed, including those listed by the commenter, is beyond the scope of 
analysis for this EIR. The Water Agency does not have decision-making authority 
over logging, gravel mining, vineyard conversion, or chemical pollutant discharge. 

H_Yeate-7 The slides the commenter refers to are included in graphics Figure 2-7 
(page 2-17) and Figure 2-8 (page 2-18) in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project 
Description. The Draft EIR Figure 2-9 (page 2-20) includes photographs of the 
July 2010 outlet channel implementation. Suggests future presentations discuss if 
outlet channel implementation worked. 

H_Furch-1 The Estuary Management Project is intended to achieve the objectives defined in 
the Draft EIR Chapter 1.0, Introduction, page 1-3. Refer to Master 
Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.  

H_Furch-2 Please refer to Master Response 2. 1, Relationship to Other Biological 
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. Similarly, the project 
does not control or contribute to pollution sources. For additional water quality 
information, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, 
Master Responses. 

H_Furch-3 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 regarding project feasibility, please refer to Master 
Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. 
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CHAPTER 4  
Revisions to the Draft EIR 

4.1 Revisions to the Draft EIR 
The text changes presented in this chapter were initiated by Lead Agency staff or by comments 
on the Draft EIR. The changes are in the order they appear in the Draft EIR and include text 
corrections to the Draft EIR in cases where the error may cause misinterpretation of the 
information. Throughout this chapter, newly added text is shown in underline format, and deleted 
text is shown in strikeout format.  

  

1. The text on page ES-23, Table ES-2, of the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR under 
Mitigation Measures 4.4.3 and 4.4.4 has been corrected as follows: 

 
4.4.3. Short-term impacts to Waters and Wetlands. Creation and 
maintenance of the lagoon outlet channel could adversely affect 
federal and state jurisdictional waters. 

Implement Mitigation 

Measure 4.4.1b. 

LTS 

4.4.4. Short-term impacts to Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites. 
Creation and maintenance of the lagoon outlet channel could 
interfere with wildlife movement or impede the use of nursery 
sites. 

LSM 

Implement Mitigation 

Measure 4.4.1b. 

LTS 

  

LSM 

2.  The text on page ES-29, Table ES-2, of the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR under 
Mitigation Measure 5.1 has been revised as follows: 

 

CUMULATIVE   

5.1: Short-term (Construction-related) Cumulative Impacts. 
Concurrent construction of the projects within the Russian River 
Watershed in northern Sonoma County could result in cumulative 
short-term impacts associated with construction activities. 

None Required. LSM Mitigation 
Measures in Chapter 4.0 
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3.  The text on page ES-29, Table ES-2, of the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR under 
“Public Services and Utilities and Public Safety” heading has been revised as follows: 

 
4.13.3: Public Safety. The Estuary 
Management Project could 
substantially affect public safety at 
the outlet channel location during 
channel creation. 

4.13.13: Following outlet channel creation or artificial 
breaching, the Water Agency will install semi-permanent 
signage notifying beach users of channel conditions, potential 
for safety hazards from beach erosion or hydrologic action, and 
emergency contact information. Signage should be posted 
and maintained at key locations, such as the parking lot at 
Goat Rock State Beach Parking lot, the unofficial beach 
access trail located on the north side of the beach off 
Highway 1, and 100 feet on either side of the outlet channel. 

LTS 

  

4. The text on page 2-29, Project Description of the Draft EIR has been revised to include a 
footnote clarifying the California State Lands Commission permit information: 

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

1. NMFS Marine Mammal Protection Act Incidental Harassment Authorization 
2. USACE Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit (File No. 221211N)  
3. California State Parks temporary use permit  
4. State Lands Commission General Lease for Public Agencies (PRC 7918.9)1 

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

  

 The Water Agency’s 
most recent lease expired as of December 31, 2010 and an application for renewal of 
this land use lease is pending review by CSLC. However, this lease has a hold-over 
clause that provides a month-to-month lease while a new lease is under review. The 
Water Agency submitted a lease application prior to the December 31, 2010 
expiration of the existing lease.”  
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5.  The text on page 3-8, Draft EIR Chapter 3.0 Project Background and Environmental 
Setting, under heading 3.5.1, “Monitoring Programs”, has been clarified as follows: 

“The Russian River Biological Opinion requires the Water Agency continue fisheries 
and water quality monitoring in the Estuary and maximum backwater area

  

, as well as 
requires invertebrate sampling to better understand juvenile steelhead prey resources 
in the Estuary and how these resources may be affected by summer lagoon 
management.” 

6.  The text beginning on page 3-18, Draft EIR Chapter 3.0 Project Background and 
Environmental Setting, under heading 3.6.2, “Current Estuary Management and Fish 
Habitat, Estuary Fish Habitat”, has been clarified as follows: 

“Salinity 
…Additionally, based on current breaching practices between May and October, 
these water quality characteristics can change rapidly within the project area. The 
following section summarizes the current trends for critical habitat water quality 
characteristics in the project area under the current artificial breaching regime based on 
monitoring data collected by the Water Agency (SCWA 2006, 2010, 2011a, 2011b

Water quality is generally of higher habitat value (lower temperatures and higher 
DO)… the length of time the barrier beach remains open. This cycle was documented in 
the Estuary during ongoing monitoring studies conducted by the Water Agency (SCWA, 
2006, 2010, 

). 

2011a, 2011b

  

).” 

7.  The text on page 3-20, Draft EIR Chapter 3.0 Project Background and Environmental 
Setting, under heading 3.6.2, “Current Estuary Management and Fish Habitat, Open 
Estuary Conditions”, has been clarified as follows: 

“Open Estuary Conditions 
…In the middle Estuary, salinities can range as high as 30 ppt in the saltwater layer, 
with brackish conditions prevailing at the upper end of the salt wedge, to less than 1 
ppt in the freshwater layer on the surface (SCWA 2011a, 2011b

  

). Salinities near the 
mouth are similar to ocean salinities (SCWA, 2006; SCWA, 2009).” 

8.  The text on page 3-20, Draft EIR Chapter 3.0 Project Background and Environmental 
Setting, under heading 3.6.2, “Current Estuary Management and Fish Habitat, Open 
Estuary Conditions”, has been clarified as follows: 



4. Revisions to the Draft EIR 
 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 4-4 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

“Dissolved Oxygen 
The DO levels in the Estuary fluctuate significantly during the monitoring season, and 
fluctuations are not necessarily associated with tidal cycles or a diurnal cycle (SCWA, 
2006). DO levels in the Estuary also depend upon factors such as the extent of diffusion 
from surrounding air and water movement, including freshwater inflow (SCWA 2011a, 
2011b). DO levels are also a function of nutrients, which can accumulate in standing 
water during an extended period of time and promote excessive plant and algal growth 
that utilize the DO (SCWA 2011a, 2011b

  

). This can reduce DO levels leading to 
eutrophication and affecting overall ecological health of the Estuary.” 

9.  The text on page 3-21, Draft EIR Chapter 3.0 Project Background and Environmental 
Setting, under heading 3.6.2, “Current Estuary Management and Fish Habitat, Closed 
Estuary Conditions”, has been clarified as follows: 

“Salinity 
Typically salinity steadily increases from the freshwater/estuary interface in the upper 
reach with low salinity (0-5 ppt), to a predominantly saline environment with a thin 
freshwater layer that flows over the denser saltwater in the lower and middle reaches 
of the Estuary. When the barrier beach is formed at the mouth of the Estuary, 
saltwater is trapped in the lagoon and water quality conditions can undergo abrupt 
alteration (SCWA 2011a, 2011b). Salinity, DO and temperature changes can begin 
within 24 hours (SCWA 2006, 2010, 2011a, 2011b). The freshwater layer begins to 
thicken at the surface, starting at the mouth and extending upstream. Highly saline 
conditions are present in the mid and bottom depths of the lower and middle reaches 
of the Estuary within a few days of barrier beach closure (SCWA 2011a, 2011b

  

).” 

10.  The text beginning on page 3-21, Draft EIR Chapter 3.0 Project Background and 
Environmental Setting, under heading 3.6.2, “Current Estuary Management and Fish 
Habitat, Closed Estuary Conditions, Dissolved Oxygen”, has been clarified as follows: 

“Dissolved Oxygen  
…When the mouth closes, salinity stratification results in pronounced DO 
stratification in the closed lagoon (SCWA 2011a, 2011b). DO fluctuations increase in 
the mid and upper depths and the bottom depths experience sharp drops in DO 
concentrations. Data from 1996 to 2000 monitoring indicates stratification, with 
hypoxic to anoxic conditions in the near-bottom layers of the Estuary within a few 
days of closure. Supersaturation, hypoxic, and anoxic events were observed, with 
prolonged hypoxic and anoxic events occurring at the bottom in the deeper portions 
of the Estuary through the duration of Estuary closure (SCWA 2011a, 2011b). 
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Decreasing DO concentrations were also observed in the middle layers of the water 
column during barrier beach closures. In deeper pools, DO typically drops to less 
than 5 mg/l (SCWA 2006; NMFS, 2008). However, DO levels in the freshwater layer 
at the surface in the Estuary did not appear to be negatively impacted by Estuary 
closure and remained similar to pre-closure conditions, or increased in some 
instances (SCWA, 2006; SCWA, 2011a, 2011b

  

).” 

11.  The text on page 3-22, Draft EIR Chapter 3.0 Project Background and Environmental 
Setting, under heading 3.6.2, “Current Estuary Management and Fish Habitat, Closed 
Estuary Conditions”, has been clarified as follows: 

“Temperature 
Because saltwater trapped in the lagoon is denser than freshwater it forms a layer 
under the fresh water … the effects of solar heating, a hot mid-depth layer of saline to 
brackish water subject to the effects of solar heating, and a relatively warm 
freshwater layer on the surface (SCWA 2011a, 2011b)… Because the barrier beach is 
breached soon after closure under current practices, the duration of low DO and high 
temperature conditions within the lower water column are generally limited to 
approximately two weeks or less, however a 29-day closure did occur in 2009. Data 
from the monitoring surveys conducted by the Water Agency (2006, 2011a, 2011b) 
show that water quality in near-bottom layers and in deep pools is typically better 
when the barrier beach is open than when it has been closed for a short period of time 
(two weeks; Entrix, 2004)… The water quality monitoring studies described here 
have, to date, only monitored water quality during short periods of barrier beach 
closure (typically two weeks up to 29 days). The Estuary has not been closed for 
longer time periods after mouth closure and creation of a freshwater lagoon has not 
been observed. Additionally, the monitoring conducted by the Water Agency (SCWA, 
2005, 2006, and 2010, 2011a, 2011b

  

) provides a general assessment of water quality 
changes in the Estuary, but does not assess the extent of microhabitat within the Estuary 
that may provide refugia for salmonids and other aquatic species (Entrix, 2004).” 

12.  The following references on page 3-31, Draft EIR Chapter 3.0 Project Background and 
Environmental Setting, have been added as follows: 

Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA). 2011a. Russian River Biological Opinion 
Status and Data Report Year 2009-10. Manning, D.J., and J. Martini-Lamb, 
editors. February 28, 2011. 



4. Revisions to the Draft EIR 
 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 4-6 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

  

Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA). 2011b. Russian River Biological Opinion 
Status and Data Report Year 2010-11. J. Martini-Lamb and D.J Manning, 
editors. June 2011. 

13. The text on page 4.3-3 of Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, has been clarified as 
follows: 

“Sampling Program Summary 
The Water Agency conducted water quality monitoring from April or May of each 
year through the spring, summer, and fall (SCWA, 1996; 1997; 1998; 1999; 2005; 
2011). Current water quality monitoring efforts include data collection at six nine 
stations in the Estuary including seven stations in the mainstem and two stations in 
tributaries (refer to Figure 4.3-1): the Mouth of the Russian River at Goat Rock State 
Beach (Mouth Station); Patty’s Rock upstream from Penny Island (Patty’s Rock 
Station); Bridgehaven just downstream from the Highway 1 bridge (Bridgehaven 
Station); the mouth of Willow Creek, which flows into the mainstem just upstream of 
Bridgehaven (Willow Creek Station); in the pool downstream of Sheephouse Creek 
(Sheephouse Creek Station); a pool next to an area known as Heron Rookery 
approximately halfway between Sheephouse and Freezeout creeks (Heron Rookery 
Station); and downstream of Freezeout Creek (Freezeout Creek Station); downstream 
of the first steel bridge in lower Austin Creek, which flows into the mainstem above 
Duncans Mills (Austin Creek Station); and in Monte Rio downstream of Dutch Bill 
Creek

Multi-parameter, continuously-recording water quality meters (sondes) were 
typically deployed during mid-April to mid-May and were retrieved prior to the onset 
of winter rains. Hourly data was collected on water temperature, dissolved oxygen 
(DO), salinity, pH, and specific conductance in 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, and 
2010, 

. 

and 2011 (SCWA, 2009; 2011

  

)” 

14.  Figure 4.3-1a, Estuary Study Area and Maximum Backwater Area: Biological and Water 
Quality Sampling Locations, has been added to include an additional 2010 monitoring 
location and grab sample nutrient/bacteria/algae location in the maximums backwater area 
in Monte Rio. The revised figure is included below. 



1
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15. The text on page 4.3-7 of Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, “Indictor Bacteria” 
heading has been revised as follows: 

“In 2006, the California Department of Public Health (CDPH) developed the "Draft 
Guidance for Fresh Water Beaches", which describes bacteria levels that, if 
exceeded, may require posted warning signs in order to protect public health. The 
draft guidance was most recently updated in January 2011. The CDPH 2011 draft 
guideline for single sample values of total coliforms is 10,000 most probable number 
(MPN) per 100 milliliters (ml), and 400 MPN per 100 ml for fecal coliforms. The 
MPN for Enterococcus is 61 per 100 ml, and the MPN for Escherichia coli

Sources of these bacteria include the natural environment (soils and decaying 
vegetation), stormwater, urban runoff, animal wastes (both wildlife and domestic 
animals), and human sewage. Analysis for 

 (E. coli) 
is 235 per 100 ml. However, it must be emphasized that these are draft guidelines, 
not adopted standards, and are therefore both subject to change (if it is determined 
that the guidelines are not accurate indicators) and are not currently enforceable. In 
addition, these draft guidelines were established for and are only applicable to fresh 
water beaches. Currently, there are no numeric guidelines that have been developed 
for estuarine areas. 

total and fecal coliforms, Enteroccoccus, 
and E. coli bacteria are widely used as an indicator test. Coliform is a heading that 
describes a type of bacteria, which includes E. coli. ItFecal coliform, including 
E. coli, is found within the intestines of warm-blooded animals, though most water 
contamination comes from cattle and people. Enterococcus is much like coliform 
bacteria, but is known to have a greater correlation with swimming-associated 
illnesses and is less likely to die-off in highly saline water. While these bacteria 
normally occur at low levels in the environment, high levels can indicate 
contamination (but do not cause illness) and the presence of other harmful pathogens. 
The 2009 sampling effort included analysis for Total Coliforms, Enterococcus, and 
E. coli and the 2010 effort included analysis for Total Coliforms, Fecal Coliforms, 
and Enterococcus. Sampling for E. coli, as was done in 2009, is often conducted as a 
surrogate for fecal coliforms.

Analysis for levels of Total 

  

Coliforms, Fecal

  

 Coliforms, Enterococcus, and 
Escherichia E. coli are of primary concern. However, other measurements are taken 
in the field that can provide an indication of whether conditions of concern exist at 
the time of sampling including dissolved oxygen content, pH (hydrogen ion activity), 
conductivity (ionized or dissolved minerals in the water), water temperature, and 
turbidity (clarity).” 
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16. The text on page 4.3-8 of Section 4.3, Water Quality, has been clarified as follows: 

“Analysis for levels of Total Coliform, Enterococcus, and Escherichia coli are of 
primary concern. However, other measurements are taken in the field that can 
provide an indication of whether conditions of concern exist at the time of sampling 
including dissolved oxygen content, pH (hydrogen ion activity), conductivity 
(ionized or dissolved minerals in the water), water temperature, and turbidity 
(clarity). For example, a lower than normal dissolved oxygen reading can indicate the 
presence of decaying matter; a higher than normal turbidity could indicate a recent 
discharge of sediment; or a higher than normal conductivity reading could indicate 
the presence of a nonpoint source runoff of animal wastes (which are high in ionized 
salts).  

Sampling events in 2009 and 2010 indicate there is a large variation in indicator 
bacteria levels observed through the different sections of the Estuary. Enterococcus 
and E. coli counts were generally low, but were observed to occasionally exceed 
recommended values in both open and closed conditions. It is important to note that 
the draft guidance for beach postings applies only to freshwater beaches. 

However, in 2010, total coliform counts were not significantly elevated during mid-
summer open conditions (except at the Bridgehaven Station) and instead were 
observed to be significantly elevated during closed conditions at the end of the 
management season and were accompanied by high counts of Enterococci and E. 
colifecal coliforms

  

, as well.” 

17.  The text on page 4.3-11 of Section 4.3, Water Quality, under “North Coast Basin Plan” has 
been clarified as follows: 

“As previously noted with respect to indicator bacteria, the CDPH’s "Draft Guidance 
for Fresh Water Beaches" describes bacteria levels that, if exceeded, may require 
posted warning signs in order to protect public health. The CDPH draft guideline for 
total coliforms is 10,000 most probable number (MPN) MPN per 100 milliliters(ml), 
and 400 MPN per 100 ml for fecal coliforms. The MPN for Enterococcus is 61 per 
100ml, and the MPN for E. coli is 235 per 100ml. However, it must be emphasized 
that these draft guidelines were established for and are only applicable to fresh water 
beaches. Currently, there are no numeric guidelines that have been developed for 
estuarine areas. In addition,

  

 these are draft guidelines, not adopted standards, and are 
therefore both subject to change (if it is determined that the guidelines are not 
accurate indicators) and are not currently enforceable.” 
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18. Table 4.3-3, Basin Plan Water Quality Objectives for Applicable Beneficial Use, on 
page 4.3-13 of Section 4.3, Water Quality, has been revised as follows: 

TABLE 4.3-3 
BASIN PLAN WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR APPLICABLE BENEFICIAL USES 

Parameter/ Constituent Water Quality Objectives 
Applicable Beneficial Use 
or Designation5 

Temperature Not to exceed 5ºF () above naturally receiving 
water temperature  

Cold and warm freshwater 
habitat 

Bacteria (shall not degrade beyond 
the natural background levels) 

Fecal Coliform  

Median fecal coliform concentrations based on 
a minimum of not less than 5 samples for any 
30-day period shall not exceed 50/100 milliliter 
(ml) of sample  

Nor shall more than 10% of total samples 
during any 30-day period exceed 400/100 ml 

Water contact recreation 

Dissolved Oxygen (Russian River 
Hydrologic Unit) 

Minimum – 7 mg/L  

90% Lower Limit (1) – 7.5 mg/L 

50% Lower Limit (2) – 10 mg/L 

Cold and Warm freshwater 
habitat  

Biostimulatory substances (nitrogen, 
phosphorus) 

Algal productivity (see below) 

Waters shall not contain in concentrations that 
promote aquatic growths to the extent that such 
growths cause nuisance or adversely affect 
beneficial uses. 

Water contact recreation 

Additional Non-Basin Plan Criteria 
USEPA – Total Nitrogen (3) 0.38 mg/L Recommended Criteria for 

aquatic life and recreation 

USEPA – Total Phosphates (3) 0.022 mg/L Recommended Criteria for 
aquatic life and recreation 

USEPA – Chlorophyll a (3) 0.0018 mg/L Recommended Criteria for 
aquatic life and recreation 

CDPH – Total Coliform (4) 10,000 MPN/100 milliliters Draft Guidance for 
Freshwater Beaches  

CDPH – Fecal Coliform (4) 400 MPN/100 millilters 

CDPH – Fecal Coliform (4) 

Draft Guidance for 
Freshwater Beaches 

400 MPN/100 millilters Draft Guidance for 
Freshwater Beaches 

CDPH – Enterococcus (4) 61 MPN/100 milliliters Draft Guidance for 
Freshwater Beaches  

CDPH – E. Coli (4) 235 MPN/100 milliliters Draft Guidance for 
Freshwater Beaches  

 

  

19. The text beginning on page 4.3-20 of Section 4.3, Water Quality, has been revised as follows: 

“Nutrients and Indicator Bacteria 
In 2010, the Water Agency collected water quality samples as part of the Temporary 
Urgency Change Petition Water Quality Plan for 2010 to review whether summer 
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time water quality exhibited high nutrient loads. Although the USEPA section 304(a) 
nutrient criteria were established for freshwater systems, and as such, are only 
applicable to the freshwater portions of the Estuary, they are being used in the 
absence of estuarine criteria. Total nitrogen concentrations in the upper estuary, 
including monitoring at Monte Rio, were predominantly below the USEPA criteria of 
0.38 mg/L, with a few exceptions. Concentrations of approximately 0.4 mg/L were 
recorded at Monte Rio, Casini Ranch, and Duncans Mills

  

Austin Creek, and 
Freezeout Creek in June, when spring flows were still high from an above average 
rainfall season.”  

20. The text on page 4.3-22 of Section 4.3, Water Quality, has been revised as follows 

“Sampling events in 2009 and 2010 indicate there is a large variation in indicator 
bacteria levels observed through the different sections of the Estuary. These 
variations were observed to occur under both open and closed mouth conditions and 
may be seasonal as well. In 2009, total coliform counts were observed to be higher 
during open conditions in mid-summer than during closed conditions, including the 
29-day extended closure at the end of the management season. All three stations 
sampled in 2009 had at least one total coliform value above the draft guidance for 
freshwater beach posting of 10,000 MPN/100ml during open conditions, with the 
highest value of 24,196 MPN/100 ml occurring at the Jenner station. Total coliform 
values in 2009 

However, in 2010, total coliform counts were not significantly elevated during mid-
summer open conditions (except at the Bridgehaven Station) and instead were 
observed to be significantly elevated during closed conditions at the end of the 
management season and were accompanied by high counts of Enterococci and E. coli 

were relatively elevated during closed conditions, but not as high as 
during open mid-summer conditions, and the draft guidance was not exceeded at any 
station. Enterococcus and E. coli counts were generally low, but were observed to 
occasionally exceed recommended values in both open and closed conditions. 

fecal coliforms. During preliminary sampling events in June and July 2010, the total 
coliform counts in the Estuary ranged from a low of 30 MPN/100ml at the Monte Rio 
station to an estimated value of greater than 1600 MPN/100 ml at the Bridgehaven 
station. However, variability in total coliform counts were observed at all stations 
including Monte Rio, which had a high count of 900 MPN/100ml, and Jenner, which 
had a low count of 110 MPN/100ml during this same time period. As such, 
variability was also observed with Enterococcus and E. colifecal coliforms

  

 counts 
(SCWA, 2010).” 
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21.  The following reference has been added to Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, page 4.3-
28, have been added as follows: 

  

Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA), 2011. Russian River Biological Opinion 
Status and Data Report Year 2009-10, February 28, 2011. 

22. The text on page 4.4-64, Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, has been revised as 
follows: 

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

  

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

23.  Text on page 4.4-73, Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, under the Impact 4.4.2 
and Impact 4.4.3 headings has been revised as follows: 

“Impact 4.4.2: Sensitive Natural Communities. The creation and maintenance of 
the lagoon outlet channel could adversely affect sensitive natural communities. 
(Less than Significant with Mitigation

 “Impact 4.4.3: Waters and Wetlands. Creation and maintenance of the lagoon 
outlet channel could adversely affect federal and state jurisdictional waters. 
(Less than Significant 

).” 

with Mitigation

  

)” 

24. The text reference to Table 4.4-2 on page 4.4-79, under Impact 4.4.8 in Draft EIR Section 
4.4, Biological Resources, has been revised as follows: 

“Although a number of special-status plant and animal species are known or have the 
potential to occur within the Estuary Study Area (see Tables 4.4-2 and 4.4-3), few 
could be adversely affected by lagoon adaptive management. This discussion focuses 
on the plant and animal species considered and summarized in Tables 4.4-21 and 
4.4-3 with a moderate to high potential to occur in the Estuary Study Area and those 
species that are primarily associated with freshwater marsh and riparian habitats, and 
open water habitat and beaches, gravel bars, and mudflats.” 
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25. Caption for Figure 4.4-13 on page 4.4-80, Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, has 
been revised as follows: 

Photo 1: Pinniped (Harbor seal) access to Estuary during created outlet channel, July 
1, 2010 

  

perched channel conditions. Water surface elevations had been elevated a 
week prior to the subsequent closure event. 

26. The text references in Impact 4.4.8, Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 4.4-
81 have been revised as follows: 

“Impact 4.4.8: Protected Marine Mammals. Long-term adaptive management of 
the Estuary as a lagoon could adversely affect protected marine mammal 
species. (Significant and Unavoidable) 

Lagoon adaptive management could adversely affect harbor seals… The Incidental 
Harassment Authorization (IHA) issued by NMFS under the Marine Mammal 
Protection Act (NMFS, 2010c) does not provide for long-term harassment or 
alteration of habitat conditions that would contribute to abandonment of the Jenner 
haulout, nor could such an authorization be expected in the future. Therefore, the 
potential impact for restricted access for a longer duration during the lagoon 
management period is considered less than significant with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.4. 6

Harbor seals use regular haulouts located within the mainstem Estuary, including the 
Jenner (Penny) logs, Paddy’s Rock, and Chalanchawi… Therefore, the potential 
inundation impact on interior river haulouts for a longer duration during the lagoon 
management period is considered to remain significant with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.4. 6

8. 

As discussed previously in Section 4.4.2, Setting, Pinniped Haulouts, pinniped 
distribution and use of haulout locations is difficult to predict, as it is subject to 
several factors… It is anticipated that conditions resulting from the Estuary 
Management Plan would be consistent with the range of conditions currently 
experienced in the Estuary, and that its implementation would result in conditions 
that are more natural relative to observed conditions in other estuary systems on the 
West Coast. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4.68 below would reduce this 
impact to the degree feasible.”  

8. 

  

27. The text reference in the first paragraph of Impact 4.4.9, Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological 
Resources, page 4.4-82 has been revised as follows: 
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“This could change the jurisdictional limits of federal and state waters, including 
wetlands, in the Estuary. Because potential effects of the lagoon adaptive 
management on natural communities addressed freshwater marsh, which would be 
considered wetlands (see Impact 4.4.67, Natural Communities), this discussion 
focuses on waters (i.e., open waters of the Russian River).” 

  

28. The text reference under Impact 4.4.10, Draft EIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, page 
4.4-83 has been revised as follows: 

“Impact 4.4.10: Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites. Long-term adaptive 
management of the Estuary as a lagoon could interfere with wildlife movement 
or impede the use of nursery sites. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)  

The increased duration of inundation and potentially induced changes in vegetation 
community composition would not alter the ability of animals to move along the river 
edge. There would be no significant impact on the movement of wildlife along the 
Russian River corridor. There could be some adverse change in the availability of 
riverine marsh, tributary streams, or back-channel ponding for amphibian breeding 
(nursery) sites. In the wetland communities where these sites occur, the discussion in 
Impact 4.4.6 (Natural Communities) predicts a combination of offsetting increases or 
losses as the water is retained for longer periods and a potential increase in wetland 
communities (Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh), and hence no net loss of 
amphibian nursery sites. Impacts, and mitigation, associated with effects to pinniped 
movement and nursery sites, are discussed in Impacts 4.4.1 and, 4.4.7, and 4.4.78 
above. The impact would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 4.4.1a, 4.4.1b, and 

Mitigation Measures 

4.4. 68. 

See Mitigation Measure 4.4.8. 

Level of Significance after Mitigation. Less than Significant. 

  

29.  The text on page 4.5-23 of Section 4.5 Fisheries, has been revised as follows: 

“Chinook salmon can begin immigrating as early as August (a few individuals), but 
peak migration into the Estuary is typically in November and December (Chase et al. 
2005; Chase et al. 2007)

  

, after the proposed management period.” 
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30. The following references on page 4.5-27 of Section 4.5, Fisheries, have been added as 
follows: 

“Chase, S., R. Benkert, D. Manning, and S. White. 2005. Sonoma County Water 
Agency’s Mirable Rubber Dam/Wohler Pool Fish Sampling Program: Year 5 
results 2004. December 31, 2005. 

Chase, S.D., D.J. Manning, D.G. Cook, and S.K. White. 2007. Historic accounts, 
recent adundance, and current distribution of threatened Chinook salmon in the 
Russian River, California. California Fish and Game 93(3): 130-148.

  

” 

31. The text on page 4.6-6 of Section 4.6, Land Use and Agriculture, has been revised as 
follows: 

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

  

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

32. The text on pages 4.7-3 and 4.7-9, of Section 4.7, Recreation, has been revised as follows: 

“In the maximum backwater area, there is formal public access at Monte Rio 
Community Beach, Patterson Point Preserve, and Vacation Beach. Monte Rio 
Community Beach is located on a large bend in the river and offers picnic amenities 
and boat rental facilities. This location is frequently used for community gatherings. 
Patterson Point Preserve is located in Villa Grande and maintained by Friends of 
Villa Grande for public river recreation and restoration as a redwood and riparian 
area.

“

 Vacation Beach is located at Vacation Beach Road in Guerneville and has a 
seasonal dam during the summer recreation season that is removed over four days in 
late September” (page 4.73). 

Public beach access within the maximum backwater area is limited to Monte Rio 
Community Beach, Patterson Point Preserve, and Vacation Beach. Many of the beach 
areas occurring within the Estuary Study Area and maximum backwater area do not 
have formal public access. Inundation associated with higher water levels would reduce 
the amount of beach acreage available within the Estuary, and these conditions would 
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occur for a longer duration, depending upon performance of the outlet channel” 
(page 4.7-9).  

  

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

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

  

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

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

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

  

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

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

“Impacts associated with traffic and transportation cultural resources

  

 are summarized 
and categorized as either “less than significant,” “less than significant with 
mitigation,” or “significant and unavoidable.” 
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36.  The text on page 4.8-13, of Section 4.8, Cultural Resources, has been revised as follows: 

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

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

1. In the event of unanticipated discovery of archaeological materials 
occurs during construction, the Water Agency shall retain the services 
of a qualified professional archaeologist to evaluate the significance of 
the items prior to resuming any activities that could impact the site. A 
qualified maritime archaeologist shall be retained to examine shipwreck 
remains or related submerged artifacts if discovered near the river mouth 
during outlet channel creation or maintenance. 

2. In the case of an unanticipated archaeological discovery, if it is 
determined that the find is potentially eligible for listing in the California 
and/or National Registers, and the site cannot be avoided, the Water 
Agency shall provide a research design and excavation plan, prepared by 
a qualified archaeologist, outlining recovery of the resource, analysis, 
and reporting of the find. The research design and excavation plan shall 
be approved by the Water Agency, State Parks, and U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers. The California State Lands Commission shall provide 
approval of a research design for shipwreck remains or related 
submerged artifacts. Implementation of the research design and 
excavation plan shall be conducted prior to work being resumed. Upon 
project approval, the Water Agency will coordinate with State Parks and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to develop an action plan that can be 
implemented in the event that flooding is imminent and breaching must 
occur immediately.  

Impact Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.” 
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37.  The text on page 4.8-14, of Section 4.8, Cultural Resources, has been revised as follows: 

“Mitigation Measure 4.8.2: The Water Agency will implement the following 
measures: 

Discovery of Human Remains. If potential human remains are encountered, 
the contractor or Water Agency staff 

  

shall halt work in the vicinity of the find 
and contact the Sonoma County coroner in accordance with Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98 and Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5…” 

38.  The text on page 4.13-9, of Section 4.13, Public Services and Utilities and Public Safety, 
has been revised as follows: 

“Impact 4.13.3: Public Safety. The Estuary Management Project could 
substantially affect public safety at the outlet channel location during channel 
creation. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

During continued artificial breaching and outlet channel creation, the Water Agency 
will deploy and operate heavy machinery on the beach... After outlet channel 
establishment, construction vehicles will be removed and beach access will be restored. 
While public citizens are responsible for safe enjoyment of the beach, the Water 
Agency will implement Mitigation Measure 4.13. 13, which requires installation of 
signage at key locations to notify the public of potential safety hazards associated with 
beach erosion and hydrologic action at the outlet channel or artificial breaching 
location. 

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measure 4.13.13: Following outlet channel creation or artificial 
breaching, the Water Agency will install semi-permanent signage notifying beach 
users of channel conditions...”  

  

39.  The text on page 5-19, of Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis, has been revised as follows:  

“The Russian River Biological Opinion addresses this problem by mandating the 
creation of pools, backwaters and side channels on six miles of the 1514

  

-mile creek 
over a 12-year period.” 
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40.  The text on page 5-32, of Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis, has been revised as follows: 

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

Impact Significance: Less than Significant with Mitigation.” 
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HARD COPY       

Martini-Lamb Jessica Sonoma County Water Agency 404 Aviation Blvd Santa Rosa CA 95403 

Vitale Paul Resident 1530 Tuolumne St Vallejo  CA 94590 

  Reference Desk  Sonoma County Library, Central Library 3rd and E St.  Santa Rosa CA  95404 

  Reference Desk  Guerneville Regional Library 14107 Armstrong Woods Road Guerneville CA 95446 

  Reference Desk  Occidental Library 73 Main Street  Occidental   CA 95465 

COMPACT DISC (CD)       

Adelman Brenda   PO Box 501 Guerneville CA 95446 

Ares Carl Resident PO Box 46 Jenner CA 95450 

Armor Charles 
California Department of Fish and Game - Bay 
Delta Region, Habitat Conservation Unit 7330 Silverado Trail Napa CA 94559 

Baker Rick   127 Alderbrook Santa Rosa CA 95405 

Bargsten Stephen  
Regional Water Quality Control Board-North Coast 
Region 1 5550 Skylane Blvd., Suite A Santa Rosa CA 95403 

Beal William Resident PO Box 514 Bodega Bay CA 94923 

Behrens  Dane  Bodega Marine Lab - UC Davis 408 A St  Davis CA 95616 

Bley Wolf   PO Box 101 Jenner CA 95450 

Brennan Matt  PWA  550 Kearny St ste 900 San Francisco CA 94108 

Butler Dick National Marine Fisheries Service 777 Sonoma Avenue, Room 325 Santa Rosa CA 95404 

Carranza I.   PO Box 10 Jenner CA 95450 

Chestnut Amy Sonoma Land Trust 966 Sonoma Avenue Santa Rosa CA 95404 

Chyle John and Lena Resident PO Box 55 Jenner CA 95450 

Coates Donald North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board PO Box 1726 Bodega  CA 94323 

Coates Donald North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 5550 Skylane Blvd, Ste. A Santa Rosa CA 95403 

Cynthia L Urbina   PO Box 11 Jenner  CA 95450 

Dawson Chris Resident 838 First Street Sebastopol CA 95472 

Desin Mike Resident PO Box 49 Jenner  CA 95450 

Donovan JD Resident PO Box 22 Duncans Mills CA 95430 

Eilers Mark Resident PO Box 1313  Bodega Bay CA 94923 

Ferguson Hal Resident PO Box 16 Jenner CA 95450 

Fish Mary and Larry Resident PO Box 99 Jenner CA 95450 

Fisher Linda Jenner Visitor Center PO Box 1726 Villa Grande CA 95486 

Fitzgerald Richard  CA Dept. of Fish and Game P.O. Box 47 Yountville CA 94599 

Franklin Reno 
Cultural Resources Coordinator, Stewarts Point 
Rancheria 3535 Industrial Drive, Suite B-2 Santa Rosa CA 95403 

Frey Taylor Resident 7124 Julianna Street Sebastopol CA 95972 
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Hakala Ben   PO Box 48 Bodega Bay CA 94922 

Hales Marty Resident 1512 Willard Street San Francisco CA 94117 

Hanson Larry Northern California Riverwatch 500 Main Street, Suite 110 Sebastopol  CA 95472 

Hardy Dian Seal Watch 2102 Chianti Drive Santa Rosa CA 95401 

Hearn  William  National Marine Fisheries Service 777 Sonoma Avenue, Suite 325 Santa Rosa CA 97494 

Hellerson Craig Resident 1545 Shaw Court Bodega Bay CA 94923 

Hieb Richard and Laura Resident PO Box 52 Jenner  CA 95459 

Hines Brian Trout Unlimited - Redwood Chapter PO Box 3237 Santa Rosa CA 95402 

Hultman Debbie 
California Department of Fish and Game - Bay 
Delta Region, Habitat Conservation Unit 7329 Silverado Trail Napa CA 94558 

Jackson David Resident 1451 Keiser Avenue Santa Rosa CA 94503 

Jellison Norma   PO Box 1636  Bodega Bay CA 94923 

Keller David Friends of the Eel River PO Box 2039 Sausalito CA 94966 

Kenly David Jenner Community Center PO Box 158 Jenner CA 95450 

Largier John Bodega Marine Lab - UC Davis 408 A St  Davis CA 95616 

Larson Eric  CA Dept. of Fish and Game P.O. Box 47 Yountville CA 94599 

Lee Ninette  California State Lands Commission 100 Howe Ave., Ste. 100-South Sacramento CA 95825 

Luna Michele Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods P.O. Box 2 Duncan Mills  CA 95430 

Mack Steve Sweetwater Springs WD PO Box 48 Guerneville CA 95446 

Mannion Cherie and Dan Resident PO Box 274, 26500 Hwy 116 Duncans Mills CA 95430 

Martinez Kristin Jenner Headlands 15160 Rio Nido Road Guerneville CA 95446 

Martinez Jason Wildlands Conservancy 39611 Oak Glen Rd., Bldg. 12 Oak Glen CA 92399 

Mazza James  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers-Regulatory Division 1455 Market St. Floor 16 San Francisco CA 94103 

McEnhill Don Russian Riverkeeper PO Box 1335 Healdsburg CA 95448 

McKannay Adam  CA Dept. of Fish and Game P.O. Box 47 Yountville CA 94599 

McKeon John  National Marine Fisheries Service 777 Sonoma Avenue, Suite 325 Santa Rosa CA 97494 

Mortenson Joe Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods       

Mountain Anthony Resident PO Box 114 Jenner CA 95450 

Murphy Charles Resident 22731 Sylvan Way Monte Rio CA 95463 

Nilson Spencer Surfrider - Sonoma Coast Chapter PO Box 2280 Sebastopol  CA 95473 

O'Leary Dennis Resident PO Box 251 Guerneville CA 95446 

O'Leary Patty RRWPC PO Box 251 Guerneville CA 95446 

O'Neil Brendan  
CA Dept of Parks & Recreation-Russian River 
District P.O. Box 123 Duncan Mills  CA 95430 

Orr Michelle PWA  551 Kearny St ste 900 San Francisco CA 94109 
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Pap Ruby  
California Coastal Commission-North Central Coast 
District 45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 San Francisco CA 94105 

Rath Linda  
CA Dept of Parks and Recreation-Russian River 
District P.O. Box 123 Duncan Mills  CA 95430 

Reilly Mike   11305 Velluntini Rd. Forestville CA 95436 

Robb-Wilder Sukey Resident, SSWD Board 21892 West Street Villa Grande CA 95486 

Rogers Rick  National Marine Fisheries Service 777 Sonoma Avenue, Suite 325 Santa Rosa CA 97494 

Sanchez Katy National American Heritage Commission 915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 Sacramento CA 95814 

Sarris Greg 
c/o Nick Tipon, Sacred Sites Protection Committee 
Chairman, Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria 6400 Redwood Drive, Suite 300 Rohnert Park CA 94928 

Schumaker David   PO Box 164  Duncans Mills CA 95430 

Slaton Phil Resident PO Box 40 Duncans Mills CA 95430 

Smith Geoff Eco Ring PO Box 27 Jenner CA 95450 

Sukovitzen Darrell Sonoma Coast Advisory PO Box 849  Guerneville CA 95446 

Sund Ken Resident 411 Jensen Ln. Windsor CA 95492 

Twohy Elinor   PO Box 21 Jenner  CA 95450 

Vellutini Carol   610 Willrush Street Santa Rosa CA 95401 

West Jordan Resident 1544 Shaw Court Bodega Bay CA 94922 

Wikle Ken and Victoria Russian River Redevelopment OC PO Box 151 Villa Grande CA 95486 

    State Clearinghouse 1400 Tenth Street Sacramento CA 98514 

Higgins Caroline Sonoma Coast Chapter of Surfrider PO Box 2280 Sebastopol CA 95473 
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Adam McCannay amckannay@dfg.ca.gov Harvey & Sharon Mendelson harvey@riversoap.com Rebecca Cress russianriverunlimited@hotmail.com 

Amy Chestnut amy@sonomalandtrust.org James Mazza james.c.mazza@usace.army.mil Richard Fitzgerald rfitzgerald@dfg.ca.gov 

Anya Perran-Burdick aburdick@crpinc.org Janeann Erickson erickson@ap.net Rick Baker rickbaker@sonic.net 

Barbara Yoder barbara.yoder@comcast.net Jason Martinez jason.m@twc-ca.org Rick Rogers rick.rogers@noaa.gov 

Bill Andersen hbgandy@comcast.net John Chyle jchyle@sonic.net; lchyle@sonic.net Ruby Pap rpap@coastal.ca.gov 

Brendan O'Neil boneil@parks.ca.gov John McKeon John.McKeon@noaa.gov Rue Furch rue@ruefurch.com 

Brenda Adelman rrwpc@comcast.net John Saini scifi@sonic.net Ryan Stolfus rstolfus@wagner-engrs.com 

Brook Edwards brook@sonomalandtrust.org Jordan West coastalroots@yahoo.com Scott VanCleemput vancleemput@mac.com 

Bud Veliquette bud.veliquette@directv.net Josh Berry josh@savethewaves.org Sierra Cantor scantor@sotoyomercd.org  

Carol Sklenicks sklen@mix.com Justin Wilson leftcounty@netzero.net Stephen Bargsten sbargsten@waterboards.ca.gov 

Carole Vellutini carolvsr@sonic.net Karen Ransore ransore@sbcglobal.net Steve Jackson  kingsrussianriver@gmail.com 

Charles Murphy murphy7654@att.net Kathie Lowry kathie@pc3.com Steve Mack smack@sweetwatersprings.com 

Cher Ames cares7@yahoo.com Ken & Maria Sund victorsund@comcast.net Steve Tubbs  stubbs6882@aol.com 

Cherie Mannion riverlovers@pon.net Ken Wikle wikle@usa.cet Sukey Waters sukeyw@yahoo.com 

Cheryl Maynard cmaynard@sonic.net Kent Macintosh kentmac@sonic.net Taylor Frey taylorfrey@hotmail.com 

Chris Arf chrisrussianriver@gmail.com Kim Kopp koppkim@yahoo.com Thomas Yeates tyeates@arrowflight.com 

Chris Dawson chris.dawson@1ststreet.org Kristen Martinez kmbergeusa@yahoo.com Tim McKusick tim@bodegabayrealty.com 

Craig Hellerson craigieman00@yahoo.com Larry Hanson larryjhanson@comcast.net Victoria Wikle victoriawikle@usa.net 

Dane Behrens  dkbehrens@ucdavis.edu Larry Laba larry@soar1.com Vira Burgerman viraneverends@yahoo.com 

Darrell Sukovitzen darrells@sonic.net Lenny Weinstein lweinstein@yahoo.com William Beal billywillgo@gmail.com 

David Keller dkeller@eelriver.org Linda Curry steward@rrwc.net Paul Vitale paulvitale@earthlink.net 

David Kenly david@arrowflight.com Linda Fisher fishwood@aol.com William Hearn William.Hearn@noaa.gov 

Debbie Hultman dhultman@dfg.ca.gov Linda Rath lirath@parks.ca.gov William Roberts novograblenov@sbcglobal.net 

Dian Hardy  themiss300@yahoo.com Marty Hales martyhales@gmail.com Wolf Bley wolfbley@att.net 

Don Martin strominator@comcast.com Mary Anne Sobieraj mannesob@gmail.com Zeno Swijtink  swijtink@sonoma.edu 

Don McEnhill info@russianriverkeeper.org Mary Fish maryfish@mcn.org Rick Rogers rick.rogers@noaa.gov 

Donald Coates dcoates@waterboards.ca.gov Michele Luna  mluna@mcn.org Ruby Pap rpap@coastal.ca.gov 

Ed Barich ebarich@sonic.net Mike Desin mdesin@westliveoak.net  Spawn@SpawnUSA.org 

Elizabeth Russell rhoneypots@gmail.com Mike F. sococoast@gmail.com  sonomacoastsurfrider@comcast.net 

Eric Larson elarson@dfg.ca.gov Mike Orton mikeo707@earthlink.net  kc6ssf@earthlink.net 

Evelyn Williams  evelynwilliams@comcats.net Ninette Lee leen@slc.ca.gov  llh@mcn.org 

Frances Werner franceswerner@alt.net  Pamela Conley pamcon@comcast.net  rick@laildesign.com 

Grace Ma gma@coastal.ca.gov Paul Vitale paulvitale@earthlink.net  rrkeepr@sonic.net 

Hal Ferguson hal_ferguson78@pobox.com Paula Whealen pjwhealen@wagner-engrs.com  srf@northcoast.com 
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Perry Crowley U S Army Corps of Engineers-Park Manager 3333 Skaggs Springs Road Geyserville  CA 95441-9644 

Ann Maurice Ad Hoc Committee  PO Box 484 Occidental  CA 95465 

Darryl Young, Director CA Department of Conservation 801 K Street, 24th Floor Sacramento CA 95814 

Neil Manji CA Dept of Fish & Game-Native Anadromous Fish 
& Watershed Restoration Branch 830 S Street Sacramento CA 95811 

Dave Schaub CA Dept of Parks & Recreation-Natural Resources PO Box 942896 Sacramento CA 94296 

Brendan O'Neil CA Dept of Parks & Recreation-Russian River 
District P.O. Box 123 Duncan Mills  CA 95430-0123 

Linda Rath CA Dept of Parks and Recreation-Russian River 
District P.O. Box 123 Duncan Mills  CA 95430-0123 

Eric Larson CA Dept. of Fish and Game P.O. Box 47 Yountville CA 94599 

Richard Fitzgerald CA Dept. of Fish and Game P.O. Box 47 Yountville CA 94599 

Adam McCannay CA Dept. of Fish and Game P.O. Box 47 Yountville CA 94599 

Chuck Armor CA Dept. of Fish and Game-Bay Delta Region 7329 Silverado Trail Napa CA 94558 

  CA Dept. of Fish and Game-Habitat Conservation 
Planning Branch 1416 Ninth Street, 12th Floor Sacramento CA 95814 

  CA State Clearinghouse-Governor's Office of 
Planning & Research PO Box 3044 Sacramento CA 95812-3044 

Ruby Pap California Coastal Commission-North Central 
Coast District 45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 San Francisco CA 94105-2219 

Grace Ma California Coastal Commission-North Central 
Coast District 45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 San Francisco CA 94105-2219 

Dan Carl California Coastal Commission-North Central 
Coast District 45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 San Francisco CA 94105-2219 

  California Department of Transportation-District 4 PO Box 23660 Oakland  CA 94623-0660 

  California Resources Agency 1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1311 Sacramento CA 95814 

Ninette Lee California State Lands Commission 100 Howe Ave., Ste. 100-South Sacramento CA 95825-8202 

Anya Perran-Burdick Circuit Rider Productions 9619 Old Redwood Hwy Windsor CA  95492 

  Coastal Conservancy-North Coast Region 1330 Broadway, 13th Floor Oakland CA 94612-2530 

Don Wallace Dry Creek Vineyard PO Box T Healdsburg CA 95448 

David Keller Friends of the Eel River PO Box 2039 Sausalito CA 94966 

Jeff Lyon  Gallo Family Vineyard 3387 Dry Creek Rd Healdsburg CA 95448 

Reference Desk  Guerneville Regional Library 14107 Armstrong Woods Road Guerneville CA 95446 

David Kenly Jenner Citizen's Advisory Committee  P.O. Box 158 Jenner CA 95450 

Harvey and Sharon Mendelson Jenner Community Center  P.O. Box 456 Monterio CA 95462 

Janeann Erickson Madrone Audubon Soociety PO Box 1911 Santa Rosa CA 95402 

Linda McClure, Co-Director Mendocino Environmental Center P.O. Box 299 Ukiah CA 95482-0299 
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William Hearn National Marine Fisheries Service 777 Sonoma Avenue, Suite 325 Santa Rosa CA 97494 

John McKeon National Marine Fisheries Service 777 Sonoma Avenue, Suite 325 Santa Rosa CA 97494 

Rick Rogers National Marine Fisheries Service 777 Sonoma Avenue, Suite 325 Santa Rosa CA 97494 

Charlotte Ambrose National Marine Fisheries Service, North-Central 
California Coast 777 Sonoma Avenue, Suite 325 Santa Rosa CA 97494 

David Woodbury NOAA Fisheries 807 Corona Road Petaluma  CA 94954 

Barbara Lee Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control 
District 150 Matheson Street Healdsburg CA 95448 

Reference Desk  Occidental Library 73 Main Street  Occidental   CA 95465 

Evelyn Williams  Postmaster P.O. Box 262 Duncan Mills  CA 95430 

Matt Brennan PWA  550 Kearny St ste 900 San Francisco CA 94108 

Kent Macintosh Redwood Empire Trout Unlimited PO Box 3237 Santa Rosa CA 95402-3237 

Stephen Bargsten Regional Water Quality Control Board-North Coast 
Region 1 5550 Skylane Blvd., Suite A Santa Rosa CA 95403 

Bill Ricioli Ricioli P.O. Box 168 Jenner CA 95450 

Rick Baker RRFF/TU 127 Alderbrook Santa Rosa CA 95405 

Steve Tubbs  Russian River Fly Fishers 511 I St Petaluma CA 94952 

Ed Barich Russian River Fly Fishers 5499 Newanga Ave Santa Rosa CA 95405 

Rebecca Cress Russian River Unlimited PO Box 1426 Ukiah CA 95482 

Linda Curry Russian River Watershed Council PO Box 3908 Santa Rosa CA 95402 

Zeno Swijtink  Russian River Watershed Council 128 Nelson Way  Sebastopol CA 95472 

Brenda Adelman Russian River Watershed Protection Committee P.O. Box 501 Guerneville CA 95446 

Don McEnhill Russian Riverkeeper PO Box 1335 Healdsburg CA 95448 

  Salmon Protection and Watershed Network PO Box 400 Forest Knolls CA 94933 

  Salmonid Restoration Federation PO Box 784  Redway CA 95560 

Sarg T SCWA P.O. Box 285 Cazadero  CA 95421 

Chris Harding SCWA 292035A Hwy 116 Jenner CA 95450 

Dian Hardy  Sealwatch 1711 Darby Rd Sebastopol CA 95472 

Larry Laba SOAR 20 Healdsburg Ave Healdsburg CA 95448 

Efren Carrillo, Supervisor District 5 Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 575 Administration Drive, Room 100A Santa Rosa CA 95403 

Recorder's Office Sonoma County Clerk 2300 County Center Drive, Suite B177 Santa Rosa CA 95403 

  Sonoma County Conservation Center P.O. Box 4346 Santa Rosa CA 95402 

Jennifer Barrett Sonoma County Permit & Resource Mgmt Dept 2550 Ventura Avenue Santa Rosa CA 95403 

Mary Burns Sonoma County Regional Parks 2300 County Center Drive, Suite 120A Santa Rosa CA 95403 

  Sonoma County Transportation and Public Works 2301 County Center Drive, Suite B100 Santa Rosa CA 95404 

Sierra Cantor Sotoyome RCD P.O. Box 1156, SR-03  Santa Rosa CA 95403 
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Diana Jacobs, Senior Ecologist State Lands Commission 100 Howe Avenue, #100 Sacramento CA 95825 

Susan Stratton, Project Unit Review Supervisor State Office of Historic Preservation-Dept. of Parks 
and Recreation PO Box 942898 Sacramento CA 94296-0001 

Gary Wolfee, P.E, PhD, Vice Chair State Water Resources Control Board PO Box 100 Sacramento CA 95812 

Michele Luna  Stewards of the Coast & Redwoods P.O. Box 2 Duncan Mills  CA 95430 

Keaoy Sorenson Stewards of the Coast & Redwoods 10017 Cherryridge Sebastopol CA 95472 

Vira Burgerman The California Mermaid P.O. Box 1733  Guerneville CA 95446 

Mike Orton Trout Unlimited 324 Walnut St Petaluma CA 94952 

Laura Monarres, North Branch Chief U S Army Corps of Engineers-Regulatory Division 1455 Market St. Floor 16 San Francisco CA 94103-1368 

Alexis Strauss U S Environmental Protection Agency- Water 
Division 75 Hawthorne Street San Francisco CA 94105 

Harry Sarydarian U S Environmental Protection Agency-Region 9 75 Hawthorne Street San Francisco CA 94105 

Jim Browning U S Fish & Wildlife Service-Sacto Field Ofc, 
Endangered Species Div 2800 Cottage Way #W-2605 Sacramento CA 95825-1846 

Pat Shiffer  U S Geological Survey-Water Resources Division 6000 J Street Placer Hall Sacramento CA 95819 

James Mazza U.S. Army Corps of Engineers-Regulatory Division 1455 Market St. Floor 16 San Francisco CA 94103-1368 

Dane Behrens  UC Davis 408 A St  Davis CA 95616 

Randy Brown US Fish and Wildlife Service 1655 Heidon Road Arcarta CA 95521-4573 

State Resources Conservationist USDA NRCS 430 G Street  Davis CA 95616-4164 

Bill Andersen WBG Wild Steelhead Festival 701 S. Fitch Mountain Rd Healdsburg CA 95448 

Norma Jellison   P.O. Box 1636  Bodega Bay  CA 94923 

Scott VanCleemput   PO Box 413 Valley Ford CA 94972 

Paula Whealen   444 N. 3rd #325 San Jose CA 95111 

Ryan Stolfus   444 N. 3rd #325 San Jose CA 95111 

Beth Hearn    18 Springhill Dr Cazadero  CA 95421 

Carol Sklenicka   P.O. Box 132 Duncan Mills  CA 95430 

Steve Jackson    16258 Main St Guerneville CA 95446 

Carol Farnes   P.O. Box 458 Guerneville CA 95446 

Chris Arf  P.O. Box 1064 Guerneville CA 95446 

Justin Wilson  1421 W. Dry Creek Rd Healdsburg CA 95448 

Richard Maddock  4970 W. Soda Rock Ln Healdsburg CA 95448 

Marci Cook  15375 Pozzan Healdsburg CA 95448 

John Saini  PO Box 1822 Healdsburg CA 95448 

Nathan Baskett  2054 Madrone Ave Healdsburg CA 95448 

Richard Mounts  5545 W. Dry Creek Rd Healdsburg CA 95448 

Buz Rowell  P.O. Box 100 Jenner CA 95450 
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Cheryl Maynard  11056 Burke Jenner CA 95450 

Bud Veliquette  P.O. Box 155 Jenner CA 95450 

Kathie Lowry  P.O. Box 13 Jenner CA 95450 

Donald Martin  P.O. Box 155 Jenner CA 95450 

Darrell Sukovitz  PO Box 171 Jenner CA 95450 

Frances Werner  PO Box 370 Monterio CA 95462 

Rue Furch  P.O. Box 1853 Sebastopol CA 95473 

Ken & Maria Sund  411 Jensen Ln. Windsor CA 95492 

Christina & Michael Keller  8645 Alden Ln Windsor CA 95492 

William Roberts  PO Box 15 Sebastopol CA 95973 
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    Forestville Chamber of Commerce President P O Box 546 Forestville CA 95436 

    Gold Ridge Resource Conservation District P O Box 1064 Occidental CA 95465 

    Hacienda Water Company 16654 Watson Road Guerneville CA 95446 

    Miske D.C. 16775 Center Way Guerneville CA 95446 

    Occidental Chamber of Commerce Director P O Box 159 Occidental CA 95465 

    Pesavento Appraisals P O Box 740 Monte Rio CA 95462 

    Russian River Sportsman's Club P O Box 7 Duncans Mills CA 95430 

Mary Agneberg   P O Box 744 Guerneville CA 95446 

Fred Albrecht Clean Water Network 6947 Cliff Avenue Bodega Bay CA 94923 

Ron Amiot   16056 Riverlands Guerneville CA 95446 

David Andres Sweetwater Springs Water District General 
Manager P O Box 48 Guerneville CA 95446-0048 

Cal and Cher Ares   PO Box 46 Jenner CA 95450-0090 

  Arjuna   14636 Cherry Street Guerneville CA 95446 

Henry C Baker Sr Druids of Occidental P O Box 33 Camp Meeker CA 95419 

Diane Barth   19491 Redwood Drive Monte Rio CA 95462 

Susan Bartholome   9345 Champs D'Elysees Forestville CA 95436 

David Berman   P O Box 1152 Occidental CA 95465 

Gary Bodwin   8180 Park Avenue Forestville CA 95436 

Mathew Bouber   14630 Eastern Ave Guerneville CA 95446 

Judy Boyce Russian River Chamber of Commerce Executive 
Director PO Box 331 Guerneville CA 95436 

C R (Bob) Briscoe, P.E. MASCE State of California Parks and Recreation 
Department-RR/ Mendocino District 25381 Steelhead Blvd Duncan Mills CA 95430 

Kyla Brooke   PO Box 39 Villa Grande CA 95486 

Royce Brooks   9097 Gilroy Avenue Guerneville CA 95446 

Valerie Brown Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 1st District, 
Chair 575 Administration Dr, Rm 100A Santa Rosa CA 95407 

Kimberly Burr NCEDC P O Box 1246 Forestville CA 95436 

Frank & Marylee Carli   PO Box 327 Guerneville CA 95446 

Ernie Carpenter Russian River Chamber of Commerce P O Box 331 Guerneville CA 95446 

Steve & Nicole Chechowich   PO Box 1882 Guerneville CA 95446 

Stephanie Cika   11659 Saratoga Guerneville CA 95446 

Robert and Spiro Clemens   P O Box 595 Forestville CA 95436 

Brandon Coen   16641 Center Way Guerneville CA 95446 

Samuel Coon   P O Box 345 Guerneville CA 95446 
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Vesta Copestakes   6490 Front Street #30D Forestville CA 95436 

Lynn Crescione Russian River Alliance P O Box 2185 Guerneville CA 95446 

Al and Paula Damelio   13097 Riverside Drive Guerneville CA 95446 

John Davidson   P O Box 1502 Guerneville CA 95446 

Darcy and Terry Devlin   10554 Colfax Avenue Guerneville CA 95446 

Scott Doughty Doughty's P O Box 44 Occidental CA 95465 

Russell E. Downs Russian River Chamber of Commerce 20750 Front Street Monte Rio CA 95462 

Robbi Ernst   19375 Pine Glade Gurneville CA 95446 

Dan Fein   PO Box 525 Monte Rio CA 95462 

Heidi Franceschi   P O Box 926 Guerneville CA 95446 

Tammie Fraser   PO Box 338 Rio Nido CA 95471 

Bill Freitas Korbel & Bros Inc 13250 River Road Guerneville CA 95446 

Jim Friedman   16747 Armstrong Woods Road Guerneville CA 95446 

Jim Gaffney   16251 Main Street Guerneville CA 95446 

Wayne D. Gibb   8690 Trenton Road Forestville CA 95436 

Janice Gilligan   8843 Marianna Drive Forestville CA 95436-9267 

Kevin Gilman   P O Box 48 Guerneville CA 95446 

Phillip Gitchell   1065a Pacific Ave Jenner CA 95950 

Spencer Grange   11100 Summer Home Park Road Forestville CA 95436 

Joel Hack Bodega Bay Navigator, Editor P O Box 969 Bodega Bay CA 94923 

Cindy Hall Russian River County Water District P O Box 954 Forestville CA 95436 

Philip Hampton Monte Rio Chamber of Commerce P O Box 220 Monte Rio CA 95462 

Larry Hanson   10448 Scenic Drive Forestville CA 95436 

Rick Harrington   14151 Woodland Dr Guerneville CA 95446-9592 

Clare Harris   13375 Guerne Way Guerneville CA 95446 

Herman J Hernandez RRFF PO Box 105 Guerneville CA 95446 

David Herr   10692 River Drive Forestville CA 95436 

Gay Hogan   P O Box 2083 Guerneville CA 95446 

Roberta Hollin Ya-Ka-Ama Educational Center 6215 Eastside Road Forestville CA 95436 

Megan Hope   PO Box 1662 Guerneville CA 95446 

Gretchen Hughes Camp Meeker Recreation & Park District, 
Bookkeeper PO Box 461 Camp Meeker CA 95419 

Bonnie Johnson   16790 Guernewood Lane Guerneville CA 96556 

Susan Joice   17330 Neelay Road Guerneville CA 95446 

Pat Kahcie   16056 Riverlands Guerneville CA 95446 
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E. Wallie Kass Riverlane Resort PO Box 313 Guerneville CA 95446 

Rick and Lorraine Kelly   14160 Woodland Drive Guerneville CA 95446 

Margaret Kennett Russian River Chamber of Commerce President 16650 Highway 116 Guerneville CA 95436 

David Kenny   PO Box 158 Jenner CA 95450 

Michael Kerns Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 2nd District, 
Supervisor 576 Administration Dr, Rm 100A Santa Rosa CA 95410 

Vera Khlopoff   17456 Orchard Avenue Guerneville CA 95446 

Bob Knight   7352 Harmon Avenue Guerneville CA 95446 

Ted Schroeder Linda Burke Burke's Russian River Canoe Trips PO Box 602 Forestville CA 95436 

Herwig Loose   21050 River Boulevard Monte Rio CA 95462 

Jon Lucca   P O Box 2743 Guerneville CA 95446 

Tom Lynch   PO Box 1452 Guerneville CA 95446 

Johanna Lynch Russian River Times P O Box 573 Monte Rio CA 95462 

Lana Mac   15590 Fern Way Guerneville CA 95446 

Bruce A MacDoneu   PO Box 304 Guerneville CA 95446 

Steve Mack Sweetwater Springs Water District PO Box 48 Guerneville CA 95446-0048 

Jim Marasca Russian River Chamber of Commerce PO Box 331 Guerneville CA 95436 

Laurel Marcus   P O Box 158 Rio Nido CA 95471 

Susan Markell   P O Box 174 Rio Nido CA 95471 

Virginia S Martin   P O Box 125 Duncan Mills CA 95430 

Judie Mathia   13459 Recreation Drive Guerneville CA 95446 

Richard J. Mc Gowan Trout Unlimited 11447 Terrace Drive Forestville CA 95436 

Maggie McDonald   PO Box 1911 Guerneville CA 95446 

Lynette McLean   P O Box 346 Guerneville CA 95446 

Sondra McSkimming   15320 Rio Nido Guerneville CA 95446 

Jan Meiswinkel   17605 Neely Road Guerneville CA 95446 

Zelda Michaels   P O Box 606 Monte Rio CA 95446 

Richard Miller Harmony Environmental Services 10749 Woodside Drive, #2 Forestivlle CA 95436 

  Mr. & Mrs. Alverez  Property Owner 355 Gambier St San Francisco CA 94134-1341 

  Mr. & Mrs. Angella Property Owner 1022 Dyer Dr Lafayette CA 94549-4653 

  Mr. & Mrs. Barr Property Owner 9474 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9501 

  Mr. & Mrs. Beil Property Owner 1936 University Ave #b Berkeley CA 94704-1054 

  Mr. & Mrs. Blin Property Owner 447 Anita Dr Millbrae CA 94030-1602 

  Mr. & Mrs. Conkie Property Owner 5020 Agate Ct Pollock Pines CA 95726-9309 

  Mr. & Mrs. Cook Property Owner 12175 Oak Shade Ct Grass Valley CA 95949-9572 
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  Mr. & Mrs. Epstein Property Owner 3612 Holly Ridge Dr Santa Rosa CA 95409-4010 

  Mr. & Mrs. Furia Property Owner 8205 Jay Bird Way Windsor CA 95492-8076 

  Mr. & Mrs. Gannon Property Owner 9610 Rio Vista Rd Forestville CA 95436-9391 

  Mr. & Mrs. Goldberg Property Owner 1655 Juliet Dr Petaluma CA 94954-4580 

  Mr. & Mrs. Hahn Property Owner 100 Bache St San Francisco CA 94110-5947 

 Mr. & Mrs. Hardeman Property Owner 11955 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9809 

 Mr. & Mrs. Hill Property Owner 9475 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9501 

 Mr. & Mrs. Hoover Property Owner PO Box 672 Forestville CA 95436-0672 

 Mr. & Mrs. Howard Property Owner 9484 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9501 

 Mr. & Mrs. Jimenez Property Owner PO Box 1544 Forestville CA 95436-1544 

 Mr. & Mrs. Knight Property Owner 9442 Oak Ln Forestville CA 95436-9509 

 Mr. & Mrs. Lillis Property Owner 144 Corona St San Francisco CA 94127-2808 

 Mr. & Mrs. Loewenthal Property Owner PO Box 503 Captain Cook HI 96704-0503 

 Mr. & Mrs. Lundahl Property Owner 9491 Champs De Elysees Forestville CA 95436-9388 

 Mr. & Mrs. Nakamura Property Owner 12300 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9732 

 Mr. & Mrs. Neves Property Owner 3245 Hwy 160 S Cortez CO 81321 

 Mr. & Mrs. Poluektov Property Owner 9455 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9501 

 Mr. & Mrs. Ragle Property Owner 322 Elbridge Ave Cloverdale CA 95425-4432 

 Mr. & Mrs. Resuello Property Owner 102 Dennis Dr #A Daly City CA 94015-2812 

 Mr. & Mrs. Reyerson Property Owner PO Box 491 Forestville CA 95436-0491 

 Mr. & Mrs. Reynolds Property Owner 11895 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9808  

 Mr. & Mrs. Starelli Property Owner 34 Stoneyford Ave San Francisco CA 94112-1651 

 Mr. & Mrs. Torchia Property Owner 36042 Cripps Pl Fremont CA 94536-4632 

 Mr. & Mrs. Tseng Property Owner 3 Banff Dr Princeton Junction NJ 08550-5221 

 Mr. & Mrs. Ware Property Owner 8990 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9501 

 Mr. & Mrs. Zavala Property Owner 536 Pomona Ave Albany CA 94706-1427 

 Mr. and Mrs. Thye Property Owner 85 Beaumont Ave San Francisco CA 94118-3301 

 Mr. Berger Property Owner 9481 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9501 

 Mr. Caples Property Owner 12421 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9807 

 Mr. Chapman Property Owner 9402 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9501 

 Mr. Dagnino Property Owner 9480 Rio Vista Rd Forestville CA 95436-9508 

 Mr. Dalley Property Owner PO Box 96 Forestville CA 95436-0096 

 Mr. Damico Property Owner 2798 Lena Dr San Jose CA 95124-1930 

 Mr. De Funiak Property Owner 6701 Tannahill Dr San Jose CA 95120-5406 

 Mr. De Lemos Property Owner PO Box 2251 Berkeley CA 94702-0251 
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 Mr. Di Nardo Property Owner 10940 Oak Ave Forestville CA 95436-9734 

 Mr. Elychova Property Owner 3 Cove Road Pl Belvedere CA 94920-2389 

 Mr. Epstein Property Owner 11110 Mcpeak Rd Forestville CA 95436-9741 

 Mr. Evangelisti Property Owner 9502 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9732 

 Mr. Granahan Property Owner 13245 Hwy 116 Guerneville CA 95446-9483 

 Mr. Graves Property Owner 1481 King St Santa Rosa CA 95404-3405 

 Mr. Hallstan Property Owner 325 Benton St Santa Rosa CA 95401-4834 

 Mr. Kainlauri Property Owner 3040 Market St San Francisco CA 94114-1825 

 Mr. Kellogg Property Owner 150 S 2nd St Dixon CA 95620-3502 

 Mr. Lipman Property Owner 760 Larchmont Dr Daly City CA 94015-3638 

 Mr. Lockwood Property Owner 883 Carina Ln Foster City CA 94404-2866 

 Mr. Madden Property Owner 112 Windsor Dr San Carlos CA 94070-2838 

 Mr. Mayta Property Owner 975 Capitol Ave San Francisco CA 94112-2209 

 Mr. Mclarty Property Owner 10825 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9810 

 Mr. Nichols Property Owner 301 Melrose St Modesto CA 95354-0642 

 Mr. Nikitas Property Owner 12368 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9732 

 Mr. Oak Property Owner PO Box 2954 Sausalito CA 94966-2954 

 Mr. Parker Property Owner 9410 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9501 

 Mr. Peller Property Owner 9941 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9796 

 Mr. Perkins Property Owner 3226 26th St San Francisco CA 94110-4638 

 Mr. Poulsen Property Owner PO Box 2 Santa Rosa CA 95402-0002 

 Mr. Roe Property Owner 9412 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9501 

 Mr. Roetzer Property Owner 9994 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9805 

 Mr. Rykoff Property Owner PO Box 1703 Estacada OR 97023-1703 

 Mr. Scholten Property Owner 134 Arlington St San Francisco CA 94131-2702 

 Mr. Small Property Owner 344 Pleasant Hill Ave N Sebastopol CA 95472-3107 

 Mr. Smith Property Owner 9411 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95482-9501 

 Mr. Sorrells Property Owner PO Box 1946 Guerneville CA 95446-1946 

 Mr. Stone Property Owner 4757 Lincoln Ave Oakland CA 94602-2534 

 Mr. Syversen Property Owner 9482 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9501 

 Mr. Thompson Property Owner PO Box 298 Forestville CA 95436-0298 

 Mr. Tran Property Owner 1751 E 20th St Oakland CA 94606-4033 

 Mr. Trivunovic Property Owner 1055 W College Ave Santa Rosa CA 95401-5059 

 Mr. Vila Property Owner 590 S 33rd St Richmond CA 94804-4108 

 Mr. Wallace Property Owner PO Box 1046 Forestville CA 95436-1046 
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 Mr. Young Property Owner PO Box 248 Forestville CA 95436-0248 

 Ms. Baxter Property Owner 12300 Skaggs Springs Rd Geyserville CA 95441-9642 

 Ms. Biaggi Property Owner 9604 Rio Vista Rd Forestville CA 95436-9391 

 Ms. Blake Property Owner 323 Lincoln Ave Cotati CA 94931-4485 

 Ms. Desantos Property Owner 1181 Cunningham Rd Sebastopol CA 95472-5528 

 Ms. Dillon Property Owner 1745 Lake St San Mateo CA 94403-1022 

 Ms. Doherty Property Owner 9494 Valley View Dr Ukiah CA 95482-9388 

 Ms. Ershov Property Owner 1236 16th Ave San Francisco CA 94122-2010 

 Ms. Hurst Property Owner 6325 Lone Pine Rd Sebastopol CA 95472-5620 

 Ms. Illies Property Owner 15003 Rockpile Rd Geyserville CA 95441-9695 

 Ms. Johnsen Property Owner PO Box 414  Forestville CA  95436-0414 

 Ms. Lance Property Owner 9478 Westside Rd Forestville CA 95436-9501 

 Ms. Lee Property Owner 9586 Rio Vista Rd Forestville CA 95436-9506 

 Ms. Meier Property Owner PO Box 452 Forestville CA 95436-0452 

 Ms. Mellar Property Owner 2401 Maple Ave Concord CA 94520-1806 

 Ms. Mortensen Property Owner 9421 Old River Rd Forestville CA 95436-9505 

 Ms. Rogers Property Owner 9514 Rio Vista Rd Forestville CA 95436-9506 

 Ms. Sharp Property Owner 8404 Lola Ave Stanton CA 90680-1713 

 Ms. Shelton Property Owner PO Box 1298 Forestville CA 95436-1298 

 Ms. Smart Property Owner 9550 Rio Vista Rd Forestville CA 95436-9506 

 Ms. Spence Property Owner 9490 Rio Vista Rd Forestville CA 95436-9508 

 Ms. Wells Property Owner 532 Mallory Ave Windsor CA 95492-8884 

 Ms. Yentes Property Owner 9449 Dell Rd Forestville CA 95436-9502 

Bob Murphy   P O Box 831 Forestville CA 957436 

Dr. Thomas Murphy Forestville Chiropractic P O Box 1518 Forestville CA 95436 

Lynn Newton   P O Box 1039 Forestville CA 95436 

Tom Nichires   19395 Redwood Dr Monte Rio CA 95462 

Dan  Northern Forestville Fire Protection District Fire Chief P O Box 427 Forestville CA 95436 

Patti O'Keefe   14286 Sunset Avenue Guerneville CA 95446 

Marcy Orosco Veterans Village Board Member 15210 Drake Road Guerneville CA 95446 

Lois Perlman Russian River Monthly 14290 Sunset Avenue Guerneville CA 95446 

Don Peterson Gold Ridge Resource Conservation District 
President PO Box 1064 Occidental CA 95465 

Pete Peterson Sweetwater Springs Water District P O Box 48 Guerneville CA 95446-0048 

Bob Pierce Monte Rio Rec & Park District, Bookkeeper P O Box 877 Monte Rio CA 95462 
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Mike and Faye Poveda   13477 Recreation Drive Guerneville CA 95446 

Joe Pozzi Gold Ridge Resource Conservation District PO Box 1064 Occidental CA 95465 

  Property Owner   PO Box 2301  Buffalo NY 14240 

  Property Owner   2555 Mendocino Ave Santa Rosa CA 95403 

  Property Owner   15332 Antioch St #134 Pacific Palisades CA 90272-3628 

  Property Owner   80 Richland Ave #a San Francisco CA 94110-5838 

  Property Owner   10295 Westside Rd Healdsburg CA 95448-8346 

Sam Pullaro Guerneville School District 14630 Armstrong Woods Road Guerneville CA 95446 

Dave Roberts   PO Box 2418 Guerneville CA 95446 

George Roberts Forestville Water District General Manager PO Box 261 Forestville CA 95436-0261 

Jack Robinson   14969 Cherry Street Guerneville CA 95446 

Laurie Ross   8234 Spring Drive Forestville CA 95436 

William and Dottie Ruppert   16024 Fife Court Guerneville CA 95446 

Rose Saint John   19380 Pine Glade Guerneville CA 95446 

Connie Schlabach   17654 Natoma Drive Guerneville CA 95446 

Pat Schuch   P O Box 484 Forestville CA 95436 

Wanda Smith SCWD PO Box 2667 Guerneville CA 95446 

Barbara St Louis   7352 Harmon Avenue Guerneville CA 95446 

Ellen Strady Prudential Ca Realty 16315 Main Street Guerneville CA 95446 

Lloyd and Cynthia Strecker Downriver Institute-Citizens for Local Control P O Box 293 Monte Rio CA 95462 

Cheryl and John Sunberg   14020 Woodland Drive Guerneville CA 95446 

Elaine Sundberg   P O Box 152 Guerneville CA 95446 

Dick and Jan Swanson   PO Box 670 Bodega Bay CA 94923 

Joan Szerszen   14286 Sunset Avenue Guerneville CA 95446 

Philip Tanarkin   P O Box 278 Forestville CA 95436 

Kristin Thurman   P O Box 525 Monte Rio CA 95462 

Lee O. Torr III Monte Rio Fire Protection District PO Box 218 Monte Rio CA 95462 

Jim Trancitina   7390 Hidden Lake Road Forestville CA 95436 

Jim & Connie Tuck Tuck & Associates 13361 Colfax Ave Guerneville CA 95446 

Rick Van Bruggen   P O Box 19 Guerveville CA 95446 

Marsha Vergano   17705 Orchard Avenue Guerneville CA 95446 

Sally von Kousky   P O Box 576 Monte Rio CA 95462 

Bill Wadsworth   3660 Church Occidental CA 95465 

Deborah Waller   17410 Guernewood Lane Guerneville CA 95446 

Leslie Warren   P O Box 335 Monte Rio CA 95462 
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Bev Wasson Alexander Valley Association P O Box 158 Rio Nido CA 95471 

Suki Waters   PO Box 53 Jenner CA 95450 

Nick Wheeler   22942 Conifer Dr Monte Rio CA 95462 

Ken and Victoria Wilke Russian River Redevelopment OC PO Box 151 Villa Grande CA 95486 

Laura Wilson   PO Box 386 Guerneville CA 95446 

Hal Wood Russian River Utility, President PO Box 730 Forestville CA 95436-0730 

Joyce and Bill Young   16589 Glenda Guerneville CA 95446 

Shirlee Zane Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 3rd District 577 Administration Dr, Rm 100A Santa Rosa CA 95406 

George Zastro Sequoia Paddling Club PO Box 1041 Guerneville CA 95446 

George Zastrow   16833 Center Way  Guerneville CA 95446 

Dana Zimmerman Russian River Rec & Park 16900 Neeley Road Guerneville CA 95446 
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Richard M Adams 750 Edgewood Ave Mill Valley Ca 94941   

Lp Ajo 1161 Robertson Way Sacramento Ca 95818    

Arthur Edward Michael & Anglin Sus Anglin 2842 Ashby Ave Berkeley Ca 94705    

Bruce Tr Bacchi 15700 N Hoerl Rd Lodi Ca 95240   

John R & Patricia A Barry PO Box 57 Jenner Ca 95450    

Dennis R Tr & Mary A Tr Binstock 5131 Coombsville Rd Napa Ca 94558    

Wolfgang R Tr Bley 9550 Goat Rock Rd Jenner Ca 95450   

Christian P & Ann K Tr Boddum 6051 Monroe Ave Oakland Ca 94618    

Tracy L Butcher PO Box 949 Guerneville Ca 95446    

Loretta Tr Et Al Cabrera PO Box 221849 Sacramento Ca 95822    

Kevin J Campbell PO Box 20 Jenner Ca 95450    

Timothy N Tr Et Al Canelis 600 Austin Creek Rd Cazadero Ca 95421   

Georgina D Tr Et Al Casini PO Box 133 Duncans Mills Ca 95430   

John J & Lena Warness Tr Chyle PO Box 55 Jenner Ca 95450    

Willis L Jr Tr &  Nancy J Tr Clarke 8210 Country Lake Dr Orangevale Ca 95662   

Rene G Tr Coombes Rr 4 Box 2293 Pahoa Hi 96778   

Kim Et Al Corwin PO Box 1855 Laytonville Ca 95454    

  County Of Sonoma 2555 Mendocino Ave Santa Rosa Ca 95403   

David Tr Et Al Culler 1314 Hopkins St Berkeley Ca 94702    

Michael Steven Tr & Gaidano Cathlee Desin PO Box 49 Jenner Ca 95450    

Richard L Tr Drummond 1183 Ethan Dr Santa Rosa Ca 95401   

  Duncans Mills Trading Co PO Box 57 Duncans Mills Ca 95430   

  Duncans Mills Trading Co PO Box 96 Duncans Mills Ca 95430   

Jay P Tr Duncanson 615 Sanchez St San Francisco Ca 94114   

Troy Tr Et Al Duster 3031 Benvenue Ave Berkeley Ca 94705    

Alldridge M Tr & Mary Ann Tr Evans PO Box 105 Jenner Ca 95450    

Kathleen A Fenton PO Box 86 Jenner Ca 95450    

Joan Gieseke PO Box 179 Jenner Ca 95450    

Vivian Lee Tr Harris 5630 Ocean View Dr Oakland Ca 94618   

Joyce C Tr Et Al Herzer 121 Marlow Dr Oakland Ca 94605    

Richard J & Laura L Tr Hieb PO Box 52 Jenner Ca 95450    

Carolyn S Tr Hofstetter 850 Webster St, Apt 920 Palo Alto Ca 94301 

Nancy Tr Et Al Jacobsen PO Box 219 Forest Knolls Ca 94933   

  Jenner Community Club 10432 Highway 1 Jenner Ca 95450    

Junona Et Al Jonas 4016 20Th St San Francisco Ca 94114   
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Della M Tr Jorgensen 5313 Callister Ave Sacramento Ca 95819    

Patrick & Nanette Kearney 1867 Elkwood Dr Concord Ca 94519    

Elwood F Tr & Gloria M Tr Keller 745 Nebraska Dr Santa Rosa Ca 95405   

Maureen C Et Al Lee 760 Paradiso Ct Soquel Ca 95073    

Mark Daniel Mann 8450 Starr Rd Windsor Ca 95492    

Daniel & Cherie Mannion PO Box 274 Duncans Mills Ca 95430   

Kelly Et Al Martin PO Box 83 Jenner Ca 95450    

Kimberly Mckenzie 4516 Wessex Ln Salida Ca 95368    

James H Tr  Mckerrow 1512 Willard St San Francisco Ca 94117   

John A Tr Et Al Mountain PO Box 114 Jenner Ca 95450    

Scott T Tr Murphy PO Box 5711 Petaluma Ca 94955    

Richard A Tr Murphy PO Box 69 Jenner Ca 95450    

Karen Nierhake 848 Corte Briones Martinez Ca 94553    

Richard S & May G Olsson 55 Austin Creek Rd Cazadero Ca 95421   

Kenneth V & Lisa Ann Tr Palmer PO Box 35 Duncans Mills Ca 95430   

Family Partnership Parker 2357 Oak Knoll Dr Santa Rosa Ca 95403  

John Matthew Tr & Linda L Pearson PO Box 58 Forestville Ca 95436    

Gerald L & Mary T Tr Quigg PO Box 210024 Auke Bay Ak 99821   

W J & Frances K Richeson 1750 9Th Ave Sacramento Ca 95818    

William G Et Al Ricioli 2200 Laughlin Rd Windsor Ca 95492    

  Rivers End Properties PO Box 133 Jenner Ca 95450    

Charles F Tr & Irma D Tr Schelter 1708 San Ramon Way Santa Rosa Ca 95409  

Daryl J & Joan N Tr Schloss 5043 Boulder Ln Santa Rosa Ca 95405   

David P Tr Schwarze PO Box 3441 Yountville Ca 94599    

David I & Susan O Shumaker PO Box 164 Duncans Mills Ca 95430   

Joel M & Phillip B Slaton PO Box 40 Duncans Mills Ca 95430   

Patricia Miriam Tr Et Al Solem 807 March Ave Healdsburg Ca 95448    

  Sonoma Land Trust 966 Sonoma Ave Santa Rosa Ca 95404   

Frederick Stanley PO Box 156 Duncans Mills Ca 95430   

  State Of California 650 Howe Ave Sacramento Ca 95825    

  State Of California 915 Capitol Mall Rm 108 Sacramento Ca 95814  

  State Of California Capitol Bldg Sacramento Ca  95814     

Stephanie Et Al Thatcher PO Box 133 Jenner Ca 95450    

Elinor G Tr Twohy PO Box 21 Jenner Ca 95450    



Appendix 1 
Distribution List 

Russian River Estuary Management Project A.1-20 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report  July 2011 

DISTRUBUTION LIST - HARD COPY NOTICE OF PREPARATION – LIST 3 

FIRST NAME LAST NAME MAILING ADDRESS CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE 

Cynthia L Urbina PO Box 11 Jenner Ca 95450    

Scott N Tr Verse PO Box 164 Jenner Ca 95450    

Kathleen E & Paul Vitale 1530 Tuolumne St Vallejo Ca 94590    

Preston S Wheaton PO Box 1403 Olympia Wa 98507    

* A postcard notification of the NOP’s availability was sent to 1,231 parties. The distribution list was developed based on the SCWA databases of regulatory agencies with jurisdiction, local organizations, 
business, and interest groups, and property owners based on parcels data. This list also included Sonoma County and neighboring jurisdiction city and county governments and their resource departments 
and chambers of commerce, farm bureaus, special water and wastewater districts, school districts, and other related commissions in and around Sonoma County. A full copy of the postcard list is available 
upon request and will be included in the Administrative record. 

 



  
 

APPENDIX 2 

Guerneville Flow Data Relative to Closure 
Events During the Lagoon Management
Period (1996 - 2009) 

Russian River Estuary Management Project A.2-1 ESA / 207734.01 

Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 


http:207734.01


     

               

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                 

 

                     

           

                         

SCWA Estuary Closure and Breach Data USGS 11467000 RUSSIAN R NR GUERNEVILLE CA 
Mean Daily Flow on Closure Date (cfs) 

5 
10 

15  
15 All Data Within Lagoon 

Year Date Closed Date Breached Height when breached Type of Breach Comment Management Period 
1996 6/29/1996 7/5/1996 7 5 7.9 SCWA 268.0 268.00 
1996 7/24/1996 8/3/1996 8 3 7.8 Citizen 176.0 176.00 
1996 8/23/1996 8/27/1996 8 27 5.1 Citizen 199.0 199.00 
1996 9/6/1996 9/8/1996 9 8 4.3 Citizen 218.0 218.00 
1996 9/14/1996 9/25/1996 9 25 7.6 SCWA 179.0 179.00 
1996 10/7/1996 10/15/1996 10 15 8.8 SCWA 230.0 230.00 
1996 NA 11/6/1996 11 6 NA Natural  ‐‐ ‐‐

1997 3/21/1997 3/24/1997 3 24 7.3 Natural 1,120.0 ‐‐

1997 3/30/1997 3/31/1997 3 31 9.4 SCWA 679.0 ‐‐

1997 4/18/1997 4/23/1997 4 23 NA Natural 475.0 ‐‐

1997 5/2/1997 5/3/1997 5 3 NA Natural 423.0 ‐‐

1997 5/15/1997 5/22/1997 5 22 NA SCWA 307.0 307.00 
1997 6/2/1997 6/9/1997 6 9 NA SCWA 237.0 237.00 
1997 6/16/1997 6/26/1997 6 26 NA SCWA 193.0 193.00 
1997 8/9/1997 8/20/1997 8 20 NA SCWA 167.0 167.00 
1997 9/9/1997 9/19/1997 9 19 NA SCWA 155.0 155.00 
1997 9/26/1997 9/29/1997 9 29 NA SCWA 196.0 196.00 
1997 10/3/1997 10/11/1997 10 11 NA SCWA 180.0 180.00 
1997 10/26/1997 11/3/1997 11 3 NA SCWA 215.0 ‐‐

1997 11/7/1997 NA NA NA NA SCWA 236.0 ‐‐

1998 8/26/1998 9/1/1998 9 1 6.4 NA 182.0 182.00 
1998 9/7/1998 9/12/1998 9 12 NA NA Gage wasn’t working 258.0 258.00 
1998 9/13/1998 9/14/1998 9 14 8.2 NA 286.0 286.00 
1998 9/25/1998 9/28/1998 9 28 7.8 NA 305.0 305.00 
1998 10/5/1998 10/8/1998 10 8 6.5 NA 252.0 252.00 
1998 10/15/1998 10/19/1998 10 19 7.0 NA 260.0 ‐‐

1998 10/23/1998 10/27/1998 10 27 7.4 NA 251.0 ‐‐

1998 10/28/1998 11/2/1998 11 2 5.2 NA 337.0 ‐‐

1999 6/12/1999 6/15/1999 6 15 7.4 SCWA 293.0 293.00 
1999 6/24/1999 7/1/1999 7 1 6.3 SCWA 220.0 220.00 
1999 9/17/1999 9/23/1999 9 23 6.6 SCWA 211.0 211.00 
1999 9/25/1999 10/4/1999 10 4 7.0 SCWA 198.0 198.00 
1999 10/7/1999 10/21/1999 10 21 7.4 SCWA 199.0 ‐‐

1999 11/1/1999 11/4/1999 11 4 5.7 Natural 268.0 ‐‐

1999 11/6/1999 11/10/1999 11 10 8.9 SCWA 227.0 ‐‐

2000 5/7/2000 5/9/2000 5 9 8.5 SCWA 568.0 ‐‐

2000 6/16/2000 6/21/2000 6 21 6.9 SCWA 188.0 188.00 
2000 8/28/2000 9/5/2000 9 5 7.6 SCWA 167.0 167.00 
2000 10/7/2000 10/11/2000 10 11 6.5 SCWA 133.0 133.00 
2000 10/24/2000 10/27/2000 10 27 6.9 SCWA 199.0 ‐‐

2000 11/4/2000 11/7/2000 11 7 6.9 SCWA 296.0 ‐‐

2000 11/10/2000 11/13/2000 11 13 6.7 SCWA 286.0 ‐‐

2000 11/21/2000 11/24/2000 11 24 7.3 SCWA 282.0 ‐‐

2000 11/27/2000 11/30/2000 11 30 7.7 SCWA 290.0 ‐‐

2000 12/3/2000 12/6/2000 12 6 7.7 SCWA 361.0 ‐‐

2000 12/27/2000 12/29/2000 12 29 7.1 SCWA 355.0 ‐‐

2001 12/30/2000 1/3/2001 1 3 7.3 SCWA 341.0 ‐‐

2001 4/4/2001 4/9/2001 4 9 8.2 SCWA 454.0 ‐‐

2001 4/16/2001 4/19/2001 4 19 6.1 SCWA 331.0 ‐‐

2001 4/25/2001 5/1/2001 5 1 8.2 SCWA 354.0 ‐‐

2001 5/2/2001 5/4/2001 5 4 5.3 SCWA 322.0 ‐‐

2001 5/15/2001 5/21/2001 5 21 5.7 SCWA 248.0 248.00 
2001 9/25/2001 10/8/2001 10 8 7.5 SCWA 138.0 138.00 
2001 10/13/2001 10/31/2001 10 31 7.5 SCWA 103.0 ‐‐

2001 11/5/2001 11/13/2001 11 13 11.1 Natural 139.0 ‐‐

2002 5/30/2002 6/4/2002 6 4 8.1 SCWA 276.0 276.00 
2002 10/1/2002 * 10/5/2002 10 5 5.0 Natural 164.0 164.00 
2002 10/21/2002 11/1/2002 11 1 7.5 SCWA 155.0 ‐‐

2002 11/15/2002 11/18/2002 11 18 6.7 SCWA 340.0 ‐‐

2002 11/19/2002 11/25/2002 11 25 7.5 SCWA 271.0 ‐‐

2002 11/27/2002 12/3/2002 12 3 7.0 SCWA 226.0 ‐‐

2003 3/13/2003 3/15/2003 3 15 7.9 Natural 821.0 ‐‐

2003 6/10/2003 6/13/2003 6 13 6.4 Natural 477.0 477.00 
2003 10/8/2003 10/14/2003 10 14 6.2 SCWA 183.0 183.00 
2003 10/18/2003 10/27/2003 10 27 6.8 SCWA 157.0 ‐‐

2003 11/17/2003 11/20/2003 11 20 6.6 SCWA 365.0 ‐‐

2004 5/2/2004 5/6/2004 5 6 8.4 SCWA 440.0 ‐‐

2004 4/14/2004 4/18/2004 4 18 8.0 Natural 601.0 ‐‐

2004 7/25/2004 8/6/2004 8 6 5.9 Natural 159.0 159.00 
2004 10/10/2004 10/24/2004 10 24 NA Citizen 106.0 ‐‐

2004 11/5/2004 11/12/2004 11 12 8.9 Citizen 303.0 ‐‐

2004 11/22/2004 11/30/2004 11 30 9.6 Citizen 326.0 ‐‐

2005 9/16/2005 9/22/2005 9 22 6.0 SCWA 184.0 184.00 
2005 10/3/2005 10/17/2005 10 17 8.3 SCWA 161.0 ‐‐

2005 10/25/2005 11/1/2005 11 1 8.0 SCWA 188.0 ‐‐

2005 11/25/2005 11/29/2005 11 29 8.2 SCWA 322.0 ‐‐

2006 10/23/2006 10/29/2006 10 29 4.5 Natural 138.0 ‐‐

2006 11/12/2006 11/14/2006 11 14 5.8 Natural 302.0 ‐‐

2006 11/16/2006 11/19/2006 11 19 5.5 Natural 391.0 ‐‐

2006 11/23/2006 11/25/2006 11 25 5.4 Natural 303.0 ‐‐

2006 12/8/2006 12/10/2006 12 10 7.6 Natural 320.0 ‐‐

2007 1/29/2007 2/2/2007 2 2 8.5 SCWA 381.0 ‐‐

2007 2/5/2007 2/9/2007 2 9 8.9 SCWA 358.0 ‐‐

2007 4/7/2007 4/11/2007 4 11 7.7 SCWA 492.0 ‐‐

2007 4/13/2007 4/17/2007 4 17 7.7 SCWA 472.0 ‐‐

2007 4/24/2007 4/26/2007 4 26 7.6 SCWA 903.0 ‐‐

2007 10/12/2007 10/22/2007 10 22 9.1 Natural 227.0 ‐‐

2007 11/5/2007 11/11/2007 11 11 6.4 SCWA 237.0 ‐‐

2007 11/17/2007 11/21/2007 11 21 5.8 SCWA 250.0 ‐‐

2007 12/3/2007 * 12/4/2007 12 4 6.4 SCWA 257.0 ‐‐

2007 12/13/2007 * 12/18/2007 12 18 9.8 SCWA 307.0 ‐‐

2008 4/24/2008 4/26/2008 4 26 4.5 Natural 350.0 ‐‐

2008 4/27/2008 5/1/2008 5 1 6.1 SCWA 343.0 ‐‐

2008 5/2/2008 5/6/2008 5 6 7.0 SCWA 323.0 ‐‐

2008 5/11/2008 5/15/2008 5 15 5.8 SCWA 272.0 272.00 
2008 5/16/2008 5/22/2008 5 22 6.3 SCWA 211.0 211.00 
2008 5/24/2008 5/29/2008 5 29 5.7 SCWA 211.0 211.00 
2008 6/27/2008 7/10/2008 7 10 6.0 SCWA Unsuccessful breaching attempts also made on 2‐Jul and 7‐Jul. 122.0 122.00 
2008 9/6/2008 9/15/2008 9 15 5.5 SCWA 137.0 137.00 
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SCWA Estuary Closure and Breach Data USGS 11467000 RUSSIAN R NR GUERNEVILLE CA 
Mean Daily Flow on Closure Date (cfs) 

5  15  
10 15 All Data Within Lagoon 

Year Date Closed Date Breached Height when breached Type of Breach Comment Management Period 

2008 10/3/2008 10/9/2008 10 9 5.9 SCWA 138.0 138.00 
2008 10/25/2008 11/3/2008 11 3 8.9 SCWA Unsuccessful breaching attempt also made on 30‐Oct. 134.0 ‐‐

2008 11/28/2008 12/8/2008 12 8 8.0 SCWA Unsuccessful breaching attempt also made on 3‐Dec. 174.0 ‐‐

2008 12/22/2008 12/24/2008 12 24 4.7 Natural 433.0 ‐‐

2009 1/5/2009 1/8/2009 1 8 5.3 Natural 478.0 ‐‐

2009 NA 1/22/2009 1 22 SCWA ‐‐ ‐‐

2009 4/13/2009 4/16/2009 4 16 5.8 Natural 456.0 ‐‐

2009 6/12/2009 6/25/2009 6 25 6.4 SCWA 202.0 202.00 
2009 9/6/2009 10/5/2009 10 5 7.3 SCWA 71.0 71.00 
2009 10/14/2009 10/16/2009 10 16 7.7 SCWA 570.0 ‐‐

2009 10/22/2009 10/26/2009 10 26 6.8 SCWA 259.0 ‐‐

2009 11/2/2009 11/9/2009 11 9 7.6 SCWA Unsuccessful breaching attempt 212.0 ‐‐

2009 NA 11/10/2009 11 10 8.1 Successful ‐‐ ‐‐

2009 11/21/2009 ** 11/23/2009 11 23 6.9 SCWA Unsuccessful breaching attempt 258.0 ‐‐

2009 NA 11/24/2009 11 24 7.5 Successful ‐‐ ‐‐

2009 11/27/2009 ** 12/2/2009 12 2 7.5 SCWA 239.0 ‐‐

2009 12/8/2009 12/13/2009 12 13 9 SCWA 257.0 ‐‐

2009 12/21/2009 12/23/2009 12 23 8.2 SCWA 484.0 ‐‐

2009 12/25/2009 12/28/2009 12 28 9.1 SCWA 426.0 ‐‐

average: 293.7 209.5 
median: 258.0 198.0 

min: 71.0 71.0 
max: 1,120.0 477.0 

* Dates modified from original data set provided by SCWA (original dates were out of sequences and asssumed to be in error, i.e., the year in the original data set was listed as 2008). 

** A range of dates were given in the original data set for the closure date; date indicated here is last date of given range. 
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