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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 



3. Responses to Comments  
3.2 Responses to Groups and Organizations Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.2-167 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

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 



3. Responses to Comments  
3.2 Responses to Groups and Organizations Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.2-169 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

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 
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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.  



G-Surf-1

mxs
Typewritten Text
Final EIR page 3.2-191



G-Surf-2

mxs
Typewritten Text
Final EIR page 3.2-192



G-Surf-3

mxs
Typewritten Text
Final EIR page 3.2-193



G-Surf-4

mxs
Typewritten Text
Final EIR page 3.2-194



3. Responses to Comments  
3.2 Responses to Groups and Organizations Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.2-195 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

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 



3. Responses to Comments  
3.2 Responses to Groups and Organizations Comments 

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.2-203 ESA / 207734.01 
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011 

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. 
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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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