
3. Responses to Comments  

 

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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3.2 Responses to Groups and Organizations Comments 

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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3.2 Responses to Groups and Organizations Comments 

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 

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. 

(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. 

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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3. Responses to Comments 

3.2 Responses to Groups and Organizations Comments 

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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3. Responses to Comments 

3.2 Responses to Groups and Organizations Comments 

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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3. Responses to Comments 

3.2 Responses to Groups and Organizations Comments 

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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3.2 Responses to Groups and Organizations Comments 

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.  
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