Comment Letter NA_Randa

ORIGINAL DOCUMEN™
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

JAN 19 201 Marke Lande ([

(Name: Please Print)

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb ) { 7 P, /f /{ w
£ 4 i1 C/

CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project - (Street Address)
Correspondence
Fin e 1sio, (4 7‘HH
(Town) / (Zip Code)

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

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

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, busirresssa@ner, |
recreationist and/ or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual swell being, for exercise | NA_Randa-2
LEALIE fa gt _dpan s ik ;ﬁ‘.f AT

and personal health, fishing, swimming, and e, ]

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the’Estuary Pr‘oje{' om the?'Fish -
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA Randa-3
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be - -
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1

Please address the issues below: : - _

« CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental

document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_Randa-4

BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. L

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

« SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010 -

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

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

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

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

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

« Tam concerned that water quality monitoring'studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control NA Randa-9
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will riot be available -

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

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

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Mark Randall, January 12, 2011

NA_ Randa-1
NA_Randa-2

NA_ Randa-3

NA_Randa-4

NA_Randa-5

NA_Randa-6

NA_Randa-7

NA_Randa-8

NA_Randa-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-322 ESA/207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_Reyna

AL DOCUMENT
sgﬁoln?algf)um WATER AGENCY

JAN 20 201 £)izabet Reyne

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

(Name: Please Print)

7572 Bla,r Rve.

CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project - (Street Address)

Keabnect Fark <4728

Correspondence

(Town) (Zip Code)
January, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD.

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

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

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

9

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

and personal health, fishing, swimming, and Crvnectivma 4o jpny
I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish 1

Habitat

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

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

managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1

Please address the issues below:

Sincere

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ly, :
Clp oAl /Z.(f,% /- 19 -1/

(Signature) / (Date)

e "’LL‘&A Reyna-2
A

NA_Reyna-3

NA_Reyna-4

NA_Reyna-5
NA_Reyna-6

:[ NA_Reyna-7
NA_Reyna-8

NA_Reyna-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Elizabeth Reyna, January 19, 2011

NA_Reyna-1
NA_Reyna-2

NA_Reyna-3

NA_Reyna-4

NA_Reyna-5

NA_Reyna-6

NA_Reyna-7

NA_Reyna-8

NA_Reyna-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Correspondence

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONDIMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

Comment Letter NA_Riabo

—rg a T
FER { & 201 (Name: Please Print)

[7“(’:7 K eals

Dy",

Dir, leTev Rippore

(Street Address) ‘
WL Vellew (8 G994/
(Town) / (Zip Code)

January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD. '

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

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

I utlize the Russian River in the following Wajf(s):‘ rope
recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and

stuary Management Project: Draft

owner, business owner,

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

Please address the issues below:.

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

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

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

(Signature)

Sincerely, ) ) ~7
%/ %ﬁ?@%f A7

TN te)

2 /5 /it
/ (D{l

NA_Riabo-1

This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.

NA_Riabo-1

NA_Riabo-2

NA_Riabo-3

NA_Riabo-4

NA_RiabO-S

NA_Riabo-6

NA_Riabo-7
'NA_Riabo-8

NA_Riabo-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Peter Riaboff, February 3, 2011

NA_Riabo-1
NA_Riabo-2

NA_Riabo-3

NA_Riabo-4

NA_Riabo-5

NA_Riabo-6

NA_Riabo-7

NA_Riabo-8

NA_Riabo-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-326 ESA/207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_Rose

G e Rosz=

(Name: Please Print)

DL/ 7 ALTER R

(Street Address)
MoV 7E KO FE5% e 2~
(Town) (Zip Code)

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

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

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

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

Please address the issues below:

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

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

I am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control
Board orthe public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until t}ge EIR onh‘%xw flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

%wo\ et

(STorddres” (Daté)

NA_Rose-1

NA_Rose-1

NA_Rose-2

NA_Rose-3

NA_Rose-4

NA_Rose-5

NA_Rose-6

I NA_Rose-7
NA_Rose-8

NA_Rose-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Sharlene Rose, January 16, 2011

NA_Rose-1
NA_Rose-2

NA_Rose-3

NA_Rose-4

NA_Rose-5

NA_Rose-6

NA_Rose-7

NA_Rose-8

NA_Rose-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-328 ESA/207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

To Jeane: Martini-Lamb

Correspondence

Comment Letter NA_Rowe

ORIGINAL DOQCUMENT
YEV =O/E

JAN 14 201 (Name: Please Print)
1DIOY (0=l ST
CF;d5-5_1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project - (Strcet Address) . .
MoWTeE 120 9559 0=
{(Town) (Zip Code)

January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I'wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft T
Envtronmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and

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

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

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

Please address the issues below:

Sincerely,

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

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

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

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

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

/vf%/ @%_ / // ‘ff/ //

(Signature)

/ (’bate}

NA_Rowe-1

NA_Rowe-1

NA_Rowe-2

NA_Rowe-3

NA_Rowe-4

[ NA_Rowe-5

NA_Rowe-6

_ NA_Rowe-7

:[ NA_Rowe-8

NA_Rowe-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Bev Rowe, January 14, 2011

NA_Rowe-1
NA_Rowe-2

NA_Rowe-3

NA_Rowe-4

NA_Rowe-5

NA_Rowe-6

NA_Rowe-7

NA_Rowe-8

NA_Rowe-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-330 ESA/207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



Comment Letter NA_Ruppe

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

AN 18 201t Dofozwy /ﬁaﬁ,ﬁz R7™
NSy RUpPERTT

(Name: Please Print)

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

[6p2s FiFs LA

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

Correspondence (Street Address)
G UERNEV L (72 95956
(Town) fZip Code)

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

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:
I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft

- Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and . [ NA_Ruppe-1
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project. L

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

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

Please address the issues below: '
+  CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental T ,
. document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_Ruppe-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. 1
+  Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from NA Ruppe-5
dosed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach. 1~ pp
« SCWA can't control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through NA R 6
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality —Ruppe-
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.

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

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

Sincerely, _
YAQ,@‘?JP%—/ A Q\W Bf=y T =L

(Signature) (Date)

7/*/7_25’21
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Dorothy & William Ruppert, January 17, 2011

NA_Ruppe-1
NA_Ruppe-2

NA_Ruppe-3

NA_Ruppe-4

NA_Ruppe-5

NA_Ruppe-6

NA_Ruppe-7

NA_Ruppe-8

NA_Ruppe-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-332 ESA/207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



Comment Letter NA_Rush

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOME COUNTY WATER AGENCY
4 r y /D
JAN 13 200 Coome e

(Name: Please Print) 9

o009l Kittasanr K.

To Jeane: Martini-Lamb

CFMSAE_?-? 1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -

Carrespondence EHS_[rccl Address) _
. :
gc.fwb’év’mcﬁ , C e
(Town) { (Zip Code)

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

404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, T
recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise | NA_Rush-2
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and -7i £V/Temd T o M 7LHE B

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA R

requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be —Rush-3
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. L

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

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

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

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

flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. |
+ Tam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate, ]
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control [ NA_Rush-9
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available -
unti) the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable. L1

> A : [t =/

(Signature} | (Date)

/

W

NA_Rush-1 ' Final EIR page 3.3-333



mxs
Typewritten Text
Final EIR page 3.3-333


3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

George Rush, January 12, 2011

NA_Rush-1
NA_Rush-2

NA_Rush-3

NA_Rush-4

NA_Rush-5

NA_Rush-6

NA_Rush-7

NA_Rush-8

NA_Rush-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-334 ESA/207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_Schen

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT | C P if

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

[
FEB - 1 201 —
- (N Luann Schend
10507 Chalk Hill Rd .
To: Jeane: Martini-Lamb . Eléclﬁeﬁ\“}%@ Healdsburg, CA 05448-9501
CFI45—5.1—2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project - (St

Correspondence

(Town) (Zip Code)

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

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner,
=reafionist knd/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being(for exercise | NA_Schen-2
ard personal health, fishing, swimming, and __. . ) . -

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

Please address the issues below: _ i
CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental T :
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_Schen-4
BO. It is wrong to bifurcate the process. .

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

+  SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010. :

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

September. This projectis only viable during drought years when water quality = ;

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

“« When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open . [ NA Schen-7
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. | NA-sehen-
+  The prefetred project maintains estuary levels at 8'. No buildings would be I NA Schen-8
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. -

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

Sincerely,
" Gtews D B

(Signature) (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Luann Schend, January 30, 2011

NA_Schen-1
NA_Schen-2

NA_Schen-3

NA_Schen-4

NA_Schen-5

NA_Schen-6

NA_Schen-7

NA_Schen-8

NA_Schen-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-336 ESA/207734.01
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To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

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

Correspondence

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOWA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

JAN 1 & 2071

404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

Comment Letter NA_Schmi

Linda Scho dt

(Name: Please Print)
oo (Dor 284

22483, Con,fec
(Street Address)

(Monte Q o, (A gsHea
(Town) (Zip Code)

January, 2011

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

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

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, busiress—ovemrey,

recreationist and/ extewrist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise | NA_Schmi-2

and personal health, fishing, swimming, and i By i <)

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

managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1

Please address the issues below:

CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. L
Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach. |
SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.
When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month.
The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8'. No buildings would be
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. |
[ am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable. L

Ll

Si

(Signature)

orely,

NA_Schmi-3

NA_Schmi-4

NA_Schmi-5

NA_Schmi-6

| NA_schmi-7
NA_Schmi-8

NA_Schmi-9

%Lm

(Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Linda Schmidt, January 12, 2011

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

NA_Schmi-3  For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master Response
2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-338 ESA/207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011
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ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

JAN 27 201

To: Jeane: Marﬂni—Lamb

CEJ45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -

Correspondence

?-*Mi

g B et
3 \-:_-'" ""‘.

!

P
- .

(Name: Please Print)

Po. RBox 2\637

(Street Address)
(O ERNEVILLE (A
(Town) (Zip Code)

January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

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

address on your notification list for all meetings and
1 utilize the Russian River in the following way(s):"ﬁ;gpertv owner, pusiness owner,

documents related to this project.

recreationist and/ or tourist, for artistic expression, f&_spiritual well beingy for exercise

and personal health, fishing, swimming, and B! STo®I At

REs=uRCE

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

Please address the issues be_l.ow:

incerel
o O

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

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

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

<Sig@re>

//%(,Q;\\LJTJ\ 25 N 20

0 (Date)

NA_Schub-1

Comment Letter NA_Schub

Jenn C ScpuB&aERT

45446

NA_Schub-1

NA_Schub-2

NA_Schub-3

‘NA_Sch uBA

NA_Schub-5

-NA_Schub-6

NA_Schub-7
NA_Schub-8

NA_Schub-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

John Schubert, January 25, 2011

NA_Schub-1
NA_Schub-2

NA_Schub-3

NA_Schub-4

NA_Schub-5

NA_Schub-6

NA_Schub-7

NA_Schub-8

NA_Schub-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-340 ESA/207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



To: Jeane, Martini-Lamb

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

Correspondence

Comment Letter NA_Shen

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
; 2 o = S
FEB 4 T 201 £ Lo e

(Name: Please Print)

g il N N} .
i, e [ Y

S A s
[ LA

(Street Address)

- ). A F
\}: liffri. (\" {f'a.’m‘l"'*l_)
1

(Zip Code)

(Town)

January, 2Q11

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

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

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner,
recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for 5p‘1ritu,al‘we11 being, for exercise
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and

chdzn & (g

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

Please

Sincerely,

address the issues below:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

/

NA_Shen-1

NA_Shen-2

NA_Shen-3

NA_Shen—_4

| NA_Shen-5

'NA_Shen-6

I NA_Shen-7

'NA_Shen-8

NA_Shen-9

R A o, £ I g
o -‘?A"'"‘H:T:::..M.,, o ) e . "‘“’1 4 s .“} Za £
A V. s
(Signature) v (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

E. Shen, February 5, 2011

NA_Shen-1
NA_Shen-2

NA_Shen-3

NA_Shen-4

NA_Shen-5

NA_Shen-6

NA_Shen-7

NA_Shen-8

NA_Shen-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-342 ESA/207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_Shere

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT - ;
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY Chyvles d /0 A < U SZ Ere.
JAN 13 200 (Name: Please Print)

L D
To Jeane; Martini-Lamb ‘TL;OO ‘EC‘{STE ] ./( € d“< 0(: .
(Street Address)

CFi45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -

Correspondence ‘f:/é/(f / ((j,(’ b LG 95- 4"4‘:?
(Town) / (Zip Code)

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

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

oyl R e T Yur vrinlyle 3 veerdnd yronie tar 1 arabar ariglityu NA_Shere'ﬁ

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

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

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

flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. |
« ]am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate, T

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

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

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

Sincerely, : A ey & Cj%;mé@ %/L/@/%_ !/ f 2/ I
/

(Signaitire) ’ / (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Charles & Lindsey Shere, January 12, 2011

NA_Shere-1
NA_Shere-2

NA_Shere-3

NA_Shere-4

NA_Shere-5

NA_Shere-6

NA_Shere-7

NA_Shere-8

NA_Shere-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-344 ESA/207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



Comment Letter NA_Sidbu

=AY S DG

(Name: Please Print)

4998 Vine [l 2d

(Street Address)

(Town) (Zip Code)
January, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

Sobras fv\fr‘/ LR Z2N

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

Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

Sincerely, /’}; {;fr-{cf S:Cfi(é’u/}(f / (// 8/ / /

(Signature) Date)

NA_Sidbu-1 Final EIR page 3.3-345
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Mercy Sidbury, January 13, 2011

NA_Sidbu-1
NA_Sidbu-2

NA_Sidbu-3

NA_Sidbu-4

NA_Sidbu-5

NA_Sidbu-6

NA_Sidbu-7

NA_Sidbu-8

NA_Sidbu-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-346 ESA/207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_Skien
Page 1 of 2

Megan Steer

From: Carol Sklenicka [sklenicka.carol@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2011 4:31 PM

To: estuaryproject

Cc: Jessica

Subject: Comment on Estuary Project DEIR

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Green

Attachments: Comment on Estuary Project DEIR; ATT1570522.htm

Subject: Comment on Estuary Project addressed to:

To: estuaryproject@esassoc.com

Jessica.Martini.Lamb(@scwa.ca.gov

From: Carol Sklenicka, PO Box 21, Duncans Mills, CA 95430

Sklenicka.carol@gmail.com

Please let me know you have received this comment.

Date: February 11, 2011

I am writing to comment on the Draft EIR recently issued by the Sonoma County Water Agency. Asa

resident of the lower river, I have watched with great curiosity as SCWA has attempted to manage the

river mouth and estuary for the past several summers. What I have seen so far has every appearance of

being nothing more than a trial-and-error experiment, with emphasis on the error. I believe the goal of

creating a semi-fresh water estuary for the rearing of salmonids is and will be severely compromised by | NA_Sklen-1
the failure of SCWA and other agencies and the general population to deal with the myriad other factors

that have already harmed the health of the Russian River watershed.

I am particularly concerned that the DEIR for the Estuary Project does not consider the impact of I NA_Sklen-2
temporarily or permanently lowering river flows (D1610). There are several problems here. The need T
for low-flow to protect buildings in Jenner is not proven: the Estuary EIR states that water will not rise
above 8 feet, which is not high enough to affect the lowest building in Jenner. (It is in fact absolutely
absurd to think that the entire flow of a river might be adjusted to protect a handful of buildings in
Jenner, but that is a side issue). The separation of the Estuary modification EIR from the low-flow EIR
ignores abundant evidence that lowered river flow is destructive to the river’s habitat for fish and other
species as well as for recreation. The Regional Water Board has recently noted that there is inadequate
data about water quality in the lower river; the EPA has also recently commented on the need for more

NA_Sklen-3

NA_Sklen-4
| NA_SKlen-5

2/15/2011
NA_Sklen-1 Final EIR page 3.3-347
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Comment Letter NA_Skien
Page 2 of 2

specific water-quality data regarding the impact of urban run-off on California rivers in the delta NA_Sklen-5
watershed. cont.

raising the estuary level and of lowering flows in the middle river above Vacation Beach is a
completely futile effort, potentially a harmful one. I urge you to start over from scratch with a full
evaluation of all factors in the Russian River Watershed — including urban pollution, agriculture runoff
and water use, silt, sediment, and stream alterations — that may have led to the demise of the salmon
population. This expensive piecemeal effort -- could be far worse than doing nothing. It's unlikely to
save salmon and it will have a negative impact on many other species as well as human enjoyment of
the river above the estuary.

To draft an EIR for modifications of the mouth of the river without considering the overall impact of :[N A Sklen-6

NA_Sklen-7

Sincerely,

Carol Sklenicka

2/15/2011
NA_Sklen-2 Final EIR page 3.3-348
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Carol Sklenicka, February 11, 2011

NA_Sklen-1

NA_Sklen-2

NA_Sklen-3

NA_Sklen-4

NA_Sklen-5

NA_Sklen-6

Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master
Reponses for a discussion regarding the adaptive management process.

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 relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, and a discussion relevant to the
comment’s assertion that the change in minimum flows is intended to prevent
flooding, refer to Master Response 2. 1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2. 1,
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses. Potential water quality impacts of the Estuary Management Project
on fisheries are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, Impact 4.5.2.
(beginning on page 4.5-22).

The comment states that the Regional Water Quality Control Board and
Environmental Protection Agency have commented on the need for more water
quality data for the lower Russian River and the impact of urban run-off on
California rivers in the delta watershed, respectively. These comments are not
directed to the Draft EIR for the Estuary Management Project. The letter from the
Regional Water Quality Control Board, dated November 15, 2011, as letter
referenced in the comment is directed toward the Fish Habitat Flows and Water
Rights Project, not the Draft EIR for the Estuary Management Project. The Draft
EIR does not include an analysis of potential violation of water quality objectives
associated with the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project because it is a
separate project. For additional discussion, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water
Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0,
Project Background and Environmental Setting, the Water Agency implements
biological and water quality monitoring as required by the Biological Opinion,
and will continue to make this information available.

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.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-349 ESA/207734.01
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

NA_Sklen-7  The Draft EIR analyzes the effects of the proposed Estuary Management Project
as required by CEQA. Analysis of all factors affecting fisheries within the
watershed is beyond the scope of analysis for this EIR. The Water Agency does
not have decision-making authority over logging, gravel mining, vineyard
conversion, or chemical pollutant discharge.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-350 ESA/207734.01
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ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA, COUNTY WATER AGENCY
JAN 1& 201
To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

CFI45.5 1 -2 1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -
Correspondence

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”.

Please address the issues below:

Comment Letter NA_Sobie1

defqm ne gow r(/mj

(Name Please i"nnt)
éﬁ i IKL 2’“{6@

Stl ct Addrcss;
/ rafen  GSFT

(Town) (Zip Code)

[[ January, 2011

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

Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until the EIR on “low flow pro]ect is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

Sipcepely

QMM J/‘w/

W“ >/

(Slanatmc)A W’

NA_Sobie1-1

( atc)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Mary Anne Sobieraj, January 11, 2011

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

NA_Sobiel-3 For adiscussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master Response
2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-352 ESA/207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



Comment Letter NA_Sobie2

Mary Anne Sobieraj
90 Sequoia Ridge
Cazadero, CA 95421
February 5. 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb,

This is regarding the Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft Environmental Impact Report

released on December 15, 2010.

The National Marine Fisheries Service’s (NMFS) Russian River Biological Opinion (BO) mandated that
the Water Agency should change its management of the estuary. Underlying, the BO are assumptions
based on studies that indicate that coastal freshwater lagoons are optimal habitat for juvenile salmonids.
“According to NMFS, fresh or brackish water lagoons at the mouths of many streams in central and
southern California often provide depths and water quality that are highly favorable to the survival of
rearing salmon and steelhead.” The DEIR specifically cites studies by J. J. Smith on lagoons in Soquel,
Pescadero, Pomponio, and Wadell Creeks. All of these have watersheds very unlike that of the Russian:
They are much shorter and do not have the extensive agricultural and urban influence characteristic of the
Russian. The DEIR then cites a NMFS study done on the Navarro River in 1998 that showed favorable
estuary conditions for juvenile salmonids and mentions that both the Russian and Navarro estuaries are
similar in size. Nowhere does it mention that the Navarro River has a very different watershed than that of
the Russian: It is one fourth the length of the Russian; it does not have the urban influence nor the
extensive agricultural influence and it does not have the influence of artificial management that is

characteristic of the Russian. 4

Please answer the following questions:

¢ How can the SCWA justify a DEIR that is based on a faulty premise, i.e.. that the SCWA can create

NA_Sobie2-1

a freshwater lagoon at the mouth of the Russian similar to that of other freshwater lagoons on the :I: NA_Sobie2-2

California coast?

e What metrics will the SCWA use to determine the success or failure of this proposed management :[N A_Sobie2-3

system? Or will this system be continued in perpetuity?

¢ The DEIR indicates an expected increase of bacteria and pathogen levels. Beach closures on the
lower Russian during the low flows in 2009 indicate a positive correlation between elevated levels
of E. coli and Enterrococcus and low flows. Shouldn’t the SCWA determine what the effect of
expected high levels of bacteria and pathogens will be on the juvenile salmonids that are expected
to thrive in the proposed lagoon before they attempt this extensive project?

e The DEIR states that surface temperatures above 20°C were measured in the lagoon in 2009
during the 29 day closure. Barnhart, in his article referenced in the DEIR (Barnhart, R.A.. Species
profiles: life histories and environmental requirements of coastal fishes and invertebrates (Pacific
Southwest) - steelhead., U.S. Fish Wildl. Serv., Biol. Rep.82(11.60)), cites a study that indicates
« a productive steelhead stream should have summer temperatures in the range of 10 to 15°C and
an upper limit of 20°C.> Another of his citations indicates an “upper lethal limit of 23.9°C.” In
light of these studies, how can the SCWA justify listing an expected increased temperature in the
proposed lagoon as a “less than Significant™ impact?

NA_Sobie2-1 Final EIR page 3.3-353
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Comment Letter NA_Sobie2
2

¢ Inthe DEIR, page. 5-39: “Long-term implementation and increased duration of the freshwater
lagoon may have significant adverse effects that, considered concurrently with other projects in .
the Russian River Watershed, may be cumulatively considerable.” What are the possible NA_Sobie2-6
cumulative effects referred to in the DEIR? Why aren’t these cumulative effects discussed and
evaluated? Why is this estuary management project being studied separately from other proposed :[N A Sobie2-7
projects upstream? =

Sincerely,

Mary Anne Sobieraj
Austin Creek Alliance

NA_Sobie2-2 Final EIR page 3.3-354
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Mary Anne Sobieraj, February 5, 2011

NA_Sobie2-1

NA_Sobie2-2

NA_Sobie2-3

NA_Sobie2-4

NA_Sobie2-5

NA_Sobie2-6

NA_Sobie2-7

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; other estuary studies and examples are presented in research as part of
the Biological Opinion.

Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses, for a discussion on management of other river and lagoon systems in
California. The Draft EIR includes the Russian River Biological Opinion by
reference; other estuary studies and examples are presented in research as part of
the Biological Opinion.

Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses for a discussion regarding the adaptive management process as it
relates to success criteria. Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, describes the
project purpose and objectives, including the Estuary water level management
targets identified in the Russian River Biological Opinion.

Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses for discussion on the effects of bacteria on fish health.

Please refer to the discussion of water quality parameters, including temperature,
considered for fish habitat in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, Impact 4.5.2.
(beginning on page 4.5-22).

Comment cites statement on Draft EIR page 5-39, “Long-term implementation
and increased duration of the freshwater lagoon may have significant adverse
effects that, considered concurrently with other projects in the Russian River
Watershed, may be cumulatively considerable.” This statement appears under the
Impact 5.2.7 heading as part of an analysis of the cumulative long-term impacts
to biological resources and is intended as an introductory statement leading into a
more detailed discussion of cumulatively considerable impacts related to natural
vegetative communities, plants, amphibians, reptiles, marine mammals,
jurisdictional waters and wetland habitat, and nursery sites and migratory
corridors (Draft EIR pages 3-40 through 3-42).

The cumulative analysis in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0 analyzed potential contribution
of Estuary Management Project impacts considered cumulatively with other
related projects. The projects considered are presented in Draft EIR Chapter 5.0
Cumulative Analysis, Table 5.1, page 5-5, and include other Russian River
Instream Flow and Restoration Program elements and other projects within the
watershed. For additional discussion of the relationship of the Estuary

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-355 ESA/207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Management Project to river flows, please refer to Master Response 2.1,
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-356 ESA/207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_SobiéS

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

JAN 20 20t Stephen  Sobiera|
(Name: PlZase Print) J
jro: Jeane; Martini-Lamb C?O _CEQ LLC)[F} R‘u&?e ﬁg) )
CF/45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project - (Street Address) &

Correspondence

CAZAPERD _Z54ai

(Town) : (Zip Code)

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

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

[ utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, |
recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for,spiritual well being, for exercise NA_SobieS-2
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and 20«1 1ng ; % wla/ K ng .

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA SobieS-3
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be _O0DIeS-
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1

Please address the issues below: :
« CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
' document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_SobieS-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. L
«  Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from NA SobieS-5
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach. 1 "~
« SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010 T
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through N A SobieS-6
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality —o0DIES-
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements. 1 '
«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open [ NA SobieS
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. | NAsobie g
+  The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8. No buildings would be [ NA SobieS-8
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. 1 NA-soDies:
« Iam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate, T
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control | NA SobieS-9
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available -
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable. 1

Sincerely, W . o
: ‘ rv&?% (7, Rolf
/ o

(Signatu) Y (Date)

NA_SobieS-1 , Final EIR page 3.3-357
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Stephen Sobieraj, January 17, 2011

NA_SobieS-1
NA_SobieS-2

NA_SobieS-3

NA_SobieS-4

NA_SobieS-5

NA_SobieS-6

NA_SobieS-7

NA_SobieS-8

NA_SobieS-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-358 ESA/207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

JAN 2 1 201

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

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

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Mar;ini-Lamb:

Comment Letter NA_Sorac

Svehee

(Name: Please Print)

(27

~ (Street Address)

vk GRorlpe 758

(Town) (Zip Code)

_ January, 2011

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuay Management Project: Draft . [
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and | NA_Sorac-1
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project. 1
I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): pgoperty owner, business owner, T
recreatignist and/or tourist, for_artisti sion, for'splrlﬁvé'l well being, for exercise | NA_Sorac-2
Tﬁ-émalth, fishing, swimming, and c -_1
. - e————— IR
I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill = | NA gorac-3
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be: -
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1
Please address the issues below: i
« CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental [
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_Sorac-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. ' " - 1
«  Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from NA Sorac-5
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach. 1~ ~
+ SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010 -
when dam releases were reduced drid flows averaged 260 cfs from June through | NA Sorac-6
September. This project is only viable during drought yéars when water quality -
" impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements. 1
»  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open I NA Sorac-7
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. = i
« The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8". No buildings would be I NA Sorac-8
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. . -
» Iam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control NA Sorac-9

Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

Sincere

13”;__!,

2N 70

(Signature)

NA_Sorac-1

(Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Soracco, January 20, 2011

NA_Sorac-1
NA_Sorac-2

NA_Sorac-3

NA_Sorac-4

NA_Sorac-5

NA_Sorac-6

NA_Sorac-7

NA_Sorac-8

NA_Sorac-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-360 ESA/207734.01
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By
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ﬂ FEB 11 2011

The Tree Climber
Darrell B. Sukovitzen

C

P.O. Box 849

Guerneville, CA 95446
(707) 887-1017
www.thetreeclimber.net—CCL #909691

February 8, 2011

Jessica Martini Lamb

Sonoma Count Water Agency
404 Aviation Blvd.

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Re: Estuary Project DEIR

Dear Ms Lamb:

Enclosed are my comments for the Board.

i

> »

8.
-

10. What studies have been done and what will be the effect on ebb and flow around

Who will be responsible for monitoring any changes to the wave action at the mouth “N A Sukov-1

of the Russian River as a result of this project?
What actions will be taken to avoid changes to the configuration of submerged sand
and subsurface gravel, leading to changes in wave action?

NA_Sukov-2

How frequent is the presence of surfers, human as well as in marine mammal form? INA Sukov-3

Why has the pinniped monitoring done by Agency staff or by contract with Stewards
of the Coast and Redwoods, including during the presence of sand-moving
equipment, not been made available for public review prior to the close of public
comment on the DEIR?

Under contract, Joseph Mortenson, Ph.D. will be developing data on the pinniped
population. Why will his data not be available for public review prior to the close of
public comment on the DEIR?

What studies have been done and what will be the effect on all sea life and bird
populations as a result of this project?

What studies have been done and what will be the effect on all land and aquatic plant
life as a result of this project?

What effects will this project have on the migratory cetacean population at the mouth ]
of the River?

Were the seals at the River mouth chased into the River by the equipment going past NA_Sukov-9

them?

Penny Island and on its full spectrum of habitat as a result of this project?

NA_Sukov-1 Final EIR page 3.3-361

NA_Sukov-4

NA_Sukov-5

NA_Sukov-ﬁ

NA_Sukov-T

NA_Sukov—B

NA_Sukov-10
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Thank you

Sincerely,

DS:kf

Comment Letter NA_Sukov

11. What studies have been done and what will be the effect on salmonids and all sea
populations migrating up Jenner Creek, Sheephouse Creek, Slaughterhouse Creek,
Austin Creek, Willow Creek and Dutch Bill Creek as a result of this project?

12. There are several islands in the River upstream from the mouth. What studies have
been done and what will be the effect on these islands as a result of this project?

13. Have you provided a complete list of all plant, bird and aquatic life in and around
Jenner Marsh? What will be the effect on them as a result of this project?

estuary and upstream? What will the level of predation be as a result of this project,
now and in the future?

roads, over time makes its way to the estuary. Why has this not been included as part
of the scenario addressed in this EIR?

16. Many of the fertilizers and chemicals used by the public and the agriculture industry T

state on their material data sheets and risk assessment labels that they are harmful to
aquatic life when they enter any stream. Why has this fact not been addressed in this
EIR? What are the effects of these substances on salmonids? Why have you not, and
will you, list all such chemicals in this EIR?

17. If the jetty at the River mouth is removed or altered, how will this alter the proposed
project? d

18. What will be the effect on red tides as a result of this project? How will the project be
affected by red tides?

19. What will be the effect on fluorescent algae as a result of this project?

20. Has analysis been done of still water as part of the “mill pond” effect vs. cooler,
rippling water and the effect on salmonids in the estuary and all the way to Vacation
Beach?

21. Has the effect of this project on summer dams and fish ladders been studied?

NA_Sukov-11

TNA_Sukov-12
TNA_Sukov-13

14. What is the current effect of intrusive predation on salmonid and other sea life in the T

NA_Sukov-14

15. Silt runoff from vineyard production, and from other developments such as logging |

NA_Sukov-15

NA_Sukov-16

NA_Sukov-17

NA_Sukov-18

INA_Sukov-19

NA_Sukov-20

TNA_Sukov-21

22. What will be the effect of this project on proliferating invasive aquatic plant species? [NA_Sukov-22

23. Why has the EIR not addressed the Alternatives Analysis regarding the introduction
of fungicides, herbicides, and pesticides into the Russian River? .

24. In the 1980s. cinnabar tailings from the Sweetwater Springs mercury mine were used
as backfill in the Russian River sewer project pipeline. Have there been any studies on

NA_Sukov-23

NA_Sukov-24

the level of mercury possibly accumulating in the estuary?

25. Has there been an analysis of the potential effect on this project of a chemical spill
into the River?

26. Has County/SCWA Counsel advised you that to do two separate EIRs on the River

INA_Sukov-ZS

flow is called “piecemealing” and is illegal under CEQA?

uch.

NA_Sukov-2

NA_Sukov-26
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(916) 651-4002 Fax (916) 523-6958
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o Gov.Arnold Schwarzenegger

State Capitol -

Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 445-2841 :

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESEN‘I‘ATI\’ES

o Lynn Woolsey —. (D) U.8, House of
Representatives (6th District) &
1101 College Ave., Suite 200

Santa Rosa, CA 95404

549-7182 or 2263 Rayburn Eouge Office Building, |l
Washington D.C. 20515 (202) 295-5161

U.S. SENATE

« Senator Barbara Boxer

112 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

{202) 224-3553

+ Senator Dianne Feinstein

361 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510 (202) 224-3841 -

WHITE HOUSE

« President Barack H: QObama

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue :
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Switchboard (202) 456-1111
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| are toxic to fish and should not be used

early state in th 8 .
labels and material safety da

Comment Letter NA_Sukov

where drift and/or vunoff would cause

'-E' | them to enter any stream. Sewage releases
! include pharmaceuticals and hazardous

chiemicals. Generations of improper

1| 1ogging operations have caused massive

siltation issues) and there has been
inflated development adjacent to these
streams and tributaries, which in any case
are currently too impaired to becore
salmon runs again. To focus on restoration
of these waterways would be a better
approach to bringing back to galmon.

~ At arecent scoping session in Jenner
sponsored by SCWA, B5th District
Supervisor Efren Carrillo seemed .
reluctant to discuss the question of what
happens to the water that will not be going
down the Russian River during the
summer once the permanent low flow is
established. The answer, of course, is that

1| SCWAhas oversold its contractual

allotments for water to the cities and

1| northern Marin. In turn the cities have

| igsued building permits based on these

| assumptions.

i One could extrapolate that endangering

: the harbor seals and their pups is good for

. business for SCWA, allowing them to sell

- yet more water. L

“ Darrell B. Sukovitzen is a Forestville =

| resident and award-winning

environmentalist. To find out more, g0 to
thetreeclimber.net. '

1t still takes almost a day to get from
Sebastopol to France and I look forward to

- ..._..._-___.._-,_.._.—___..__,_._.-—-..._,_._.—.*_..._»,_._. B

Stein, MFK Fisher and Julia Child.
The world has shrunk since those

je. -
i that delightful moment after flying all night Americans discovered France as & second
\we  when youpushup the window shade and home. Travel was more exotic and
‘here ~ the sunis coming up over what must be distancing then. Now we are a global village
mn in Jreland and then England and then there's ~ witha world economy. We share airspace;
great the English Channel and a swath of green - cyberspace and each othex’s bad days. Each
farmland and brown ard white cows and of ugis only & ripple away from another part
war stone farmhouses with blue shutters. of the world’s £ailed economy, earthquake,
ough T still in love with foreign travel. 1 oil spills, violence, corruption, wars amd
e ' know people whose retaliatory attacks.
maercm }a}ng careers };?dhthem . 'We may be s%saratﬁd by culture a(gdh
s -flying so mauc that _language — my French, as they say, (hen,
wrea Q‘Obal ‘"“age "onci;'t;ﬁy aetiri they ~ heh) e?;‘;ﬁaathetiqﬁe —fjbut we know each
. are thrilled to hang other. The storybook farmers we will pass in .
orid .economy. We out in their own home. the Dordogne WoITY about holding on to
space, cyberspace Not me. I get giddy - their fields just like California farmers. The
ther" bad d just thinking about ¢hic people we will ogle on the Right Bank
1other's ba ays. goingto another part likely fret over cutbacks at work and how to
; of the world. We're keep their apartment.
: : ._travéling"with another To them we will bring our tourist dollars,
t . %ouple and we've been play}iing at going to affection and empathy. - o
: rance since winter, munching on brie an i S . f
welers ~poring over maps. If you only have two Susan Swartz i o7 author andJ ournalist
be weeks to actually be there, you want to
obe  stretchitout with a long countdown. We
i have French radio gtreaming from our

un.

laptops, Paris weather on the Google map.
: AT e am bees Clavtrade

NA_Sukov-4

in Sebastopol. You can also read her at
www,juicytomatoes.cont and hear her
Another Voice commentary on KRCB-FM
radio on Fridays. Email is
susan@juicytomatoes.com.

e r——————
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m/f\ Sonoma West Times & News _

) THE EDITOR GuEST COMMENTARY

| SCWA vs. harbor geal pups:
Rosa POA, Santa Rosa PMA, Rohnert Park

DOA. Petaluma POA, Cotati PMA, Cotati poa | The water grab
and the Latino Peace Officers Association in | by Darrell B. Sukovitzen

supporting Jill Ravitch for D.A. We are the ;
“gops” that provide law enforcement services to nce again the Sonoma County Water
\ Agency has come up with a

the citizens of Sonoma County. We are the law y
enforcement officers who have & golid under- boondoggle of a venture that entails
O anding of what we need in a District ‘Attorney | harassment and perhaps “incidental” kills
to keep our county safe. We see that is Jiit | of harbor seals at the mouth of the Russian
Ravitch. River. The impetus for this proposal is a
Please join me and the other “cops” of mandate called the Biological Opinion
~ Sonoma. County in voting for Jill Ravitch for produced by the National Marine Fisheries
District Attorney on June 8. i Service. The project is intended to create a
i Bill Focha [ rearing ground in the estuary for
i President '\ threatened salmonid gpecies. It involves
noma County Deputy dramatically dropping the river flow in
Sheriffs’ Association | gsummer to create a millpond of the
3 estuary; heavy equipment on the beach
Crtlcal DA 11 (chasing the seals away) will create a

EDITOR: [ am a retired Deputy District | sandbar with a small V-shaped outlet for

I Attorney. During my 20 year career, 1 was hon- overspill. According to Bill Hearn, primary

ored for winning cases involving sex crimes, author of the Biological Opinion, “We

! domestic violence and homicides against expect some toxic waters to form.” Does

women and children. 1 have worked with both | this mean that a “take” permit must also
D.A. candidates. They are both my friends. \ be required for steelhead die-off as it has
Tt is critically important tha the District | been for harassment and take of marine
Attorney have the support and respect of the \ mammals and their pups?
law enforcement agencies. Jill‘Ravitqh hasthat | The proposal completely overlooks the
respect. A good D.A. can InSpire police officers | rest of the stuary’s forms of life. According
to do their best work for vulnerable victims. Jill | to Dian Hardy, founder of SealWatch, “In
knows that the search for truth and justice | what I'm lean;.ing to call the Humpty
does not end when a case is filed. She can also | Dumpty School of Resource Management.
tell the sheep from the goats, which is impor- | in order to save three salmonid runs, :
tanlt }1? go e -Ofﬁtl:fhéng mg%ts. 2 .| agencies — federal, state and county —
ave supported SteP: assalacqua M | appear willing to overlook the totality of
the last two elections. He is an amiable public | o ecology found at the mouth of the
servant and he bag always treated me with | pyigsian: the harbor geal haulout, 2 resting

respect, But the D.A. cannot be a mere politi- ; LR ?
cian, Jill Ravitch has the courage, wisdom, %r;dsfomgmg site for migratory birds and a

intelligence and exlperienoe needed to face the hery that includé? D:mgene'ss crabs,
future challenges. It | amongst other species.

ce

i ] )

e g.;lfna m: Ryan | 1t is interesting to me that the data
Santa Rosa collected from the $90,000 contract

between SCWA and Stewards of the Coast
Farmers mal'kets & Redwoods for monitoring the seals will

EDITOR: We have just returne d from | not be available {_'or public review in time
Santa Barbara for a few days of sun and beach for ﬁ’i‘me‘_‘t during tPe EE,‘R ﬂ]:roqess&:lso
time to celebrate my birthday. As always, we o e ‘E.oéljtrai% it is state .at;;

took in the Saturday downtown farmers mar- ent of disturbance or harm rbor

vegetables and fruits and berries from the | °% the beach, Stewards is only 0 xePOrC
famers'ﬁﬁdmnﬁétﬁﬂ;iﬂnﬂﬁﬁkwm‘ﬂﬁ wig | WritIng Lo B0 ;ﬁ“’ﬂ?mwﬂl- rt
and crafts booths, no prepa od food booths, no | 11 writing to NOAA, for input on what to
toy booths, just an array of fabulously fresh | do. This is not a satisfactory method of
| food to prepare and eat at home. How refresh- dealing with what could be urgent
ing to communicate with the farmers, feel their situations.
connection with Mother Earth and enjoy ¢hoos- | Some of the real causes of salmonid
ing produce reflecting this. reciprocal nurtur- | demise are decidedly not being addressed
ing/murtured connection. Perhaps, our local \ by this Biological Opinion, such as
taomers markets could use this gem of a mar- | vineyard production next to streams,

o this gem O eeles | tributaries and the main stem of the river

e A Avift

NA_Sukov-5

ket. What a delight as usual. There is just fresh seals or pups during heavy equipment use
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Darrell Sukovitzen, February 8, 2011

NA_Sukov-1

NA_Sukov-2

NA_Sukov-3

NA_Sukov-4

The Water Agency will be responsible for most monitoring efforts associated
with the Estuary Management Project. Formal monitoring requirements related to
wave action at the mouth of the river during the Lagoon Management Period is
not required. As noted in Draft EIR Section 3.2, Estuary Management, wave and
tidal action is dynamic and influenced by a number of variables. Average
monthly wave energy changes with the seasons; wave energy is greatest in
winter, reduces over spring, and is minimal from July to September. However,
late spring storms, early fall storms and Southern Hemisphere storms can
occasionally produce waves exceeding 10 feet in the vicinity of the river mouth
during the Lagoon Management Period. Swell waves with periods longer than 10
seconds from either the northwest or south are often the cause of closure during
the management period. Large wave events are particularly likely to cause
closure when they coincide with the reduced tidal exchange that occurs
approximately every two weeks during neap tides.

For a discussion related to mitigation for recreation refer to Master Response
2.6 Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts and Mitigation Feasibility,
in Chapter 2, Master Response. It should be noted that wave and tidal action is
dynamic and influenced by other forces aside from the Estuary Management
Project. Please refer to response to comment NA_Sukov-1, above.

The Water Agency does not have formal data regarding surfer (human) use at the
Russian River mouth. Marine mammal data, specifically harbor seals, is collected
through the Water Agency’s annual biological and water quality monitoring
effort. Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project Background and Environmental Setting
summarizes the active Estuary monitoring programs (page 3-8). Draft EIR
Section 4.5, Biological Resources provides additional baseline information about
seal presence at the various haulouts in the project area (page 4.4-16 through 4.4-
20). The potential for occurrence of listed marine mammals was addressed in
Table 4.4-3. The comment does not indicate any deficiency or question about the
adequacy of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR.

The Water Agency annual biological and water quality monitoring reports, 1996
through 2000, prepared by Merritt Smith Consulting, have been published and
are part of the Agency’s administrative record (as listed below). The Water
Agency and Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods partnered in 2009 to develop
monitoring data to comprise the Incidental Harassment Authorization (IHA)
application and permit. The IHA, as well as all other monitoring data and reports
are publicly available and part of the Water Agency’s administrative record. The
following documents relating to pinniped monitoring were included in
References Section 4.4.5.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-366 ESA/207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011
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Merritt Smith Consulting, Biological and Water Quality Monitoring in the
Russian River Estuary, 1996, Annual Report, February 21, 1997.

Merritt Smith Consulting, Biological and Water Quality Monitoring in the
Russian River Estuary, 1997, Second Annual Report, February 5, 1998.

Merritt Smith Consulting, Biological and Water Quality Monitoring in the
Russian River Estuary, 1998, Third Annual Report, March 15, 1999.

Merritt Smith Consulting, Biological and Water Quality Monitoring in the
Russian River Estuary, 1999, Fourth Annual Report, March 24, 2000.

Mortenson, J. 1996. Human interference with harbor seals at Jenner, California,
1994-1995. Prepared for Stewards of Slavianka and Sonoma Coast State
Beaches, Russian River/Mendocino Park District. July 11. 1996.

Mortenson, J. and E. Twohy. 1994. Harbor seals at Jenner, California, 1974-
1993. Prepared for Prepared for Stewards of Slavianka and Sonoma Coast
State Beach, California Department of Parks and Recreation, Duncans
Mills, CA.

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), Biological Opinion for Water
Supply, Flood Control Operations, and Channel Maintenance conducted
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Sonoma County Water Agency,
and the Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water
Conservation District in the Russian River Watershed, September 24,
2008.

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), Incidental Harassment Authorization
(IHA), March 30, 2010. 2010c.

Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) and Merritt Smith Consulting,
Biological and Water Quality Monitoring in the Russian River Estuary,
2000, Fifth Annual Report, June 12, 2001.

Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) and Stewards of the Coast and
Redwoods, Russian River Estuary Management Activities — Pinniped
Monitoring Plan, prepared by Jessica Martini-Lamb, Sonoma County
Water Agency, and Michele Luna and Joe Mortenson, Stewards of the
Coast and Redwoods, September 9, 2009a.

Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods (Stewards) and Sonoma County Water
Agency (SCWA), Harbor Seals at Jenner and at Peripheral Sites,
Presentation, April 2010a.

Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA), Request for Marine Mammal
Protection Act Incidental Harassment Authorization: Russian River
Estuary Management Activities, July 2009.

Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA), Russian River Estuary Management
Activities, Pinniped Monitoring at Jenner Haulout Counts, unpublished
data and photographs, July 1, 2010b.
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NA_Sukov-5

NA_Sukov-6

NA_Sukov-7

NA_Sukov-8

NA_Sukov-9

Data provided in these documents were considered in the biological resources
analysis. These documents were available during the Draft EIR comment period
by request as part of the administrative record, and are still available, by request,
at the Sonoma County Water Agency.

The Draft EIR uses the best available information at the time the Draft EIR was
written. Several documents, listed in response to comment NA_Sukov-4 prepared
on pinniped populations in the Russian River Estuary were reviewed and
discussed in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response 2.7, CEQA
Statutes: Adequacy of EIR Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Potential effects to biological resources, including sea life and bird populations,
including review of available information, is provided in Draft EIR, 4.4,
Biological Resources. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4.1, Introduction, on
page 4.4-1 of the Draft EIR, several sources of information were used to assess
the existing conditions and potential impacts that could occur on biological
resources, focusing on terrestrial, aquatic, and wetland resources, with
implementation of the project. These sources included resource studies and
reports prepared for the Estuary, as well as information obtained from
conservation and planning documents prepared for lands within the vicinity of
the Estuary, and presented the methods and results of vegetation classification
and mapping and terrestrial and wetland plant and animal surveys. In addition,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB), and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Electronic Inventory
were reviewed to identify special-status species known to or having the potential
to occur in the project vicinity. Project Impacts on biological resources present or
potentially present were addressed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources,
beginning on page 4.4-5 of the Draft EIR for the creation and maintenance of the
lagoon outlet channel, and beginning on page 4.4-75 of the Draft EIR for the
long-term lagoon adaptive management.

Refer to response to comment NA_Sukov-6, above.

The Draft EIR considered the potential for special status species, including
cetaceans, to occur within the study area in Table 4.4-3 on pages 4.4-32 and 4.4-33
of Section 4.4, Biological Resources. All of the special status cetaceans evaluated
in Table 4.4-3 were deemed unlikely to occur within the study area due to the
absence of suitable habitat.

Water Agency artificial breaching activities have followed the conditions and
monitoring measures established in the Incidental Harassment Authorization
issued by NMFS to avoid and minimize impacts on pinnipeds at the Jenner
haulout. These measures are listed on Draft EIR pages 4.4-69 through 4.4-71, and
have been established to minimize disturbance to pinnipeds.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-368 ESA/207734.01
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NA_Sukov-10 Refer to response to comment NA_Sukov-6. Additionally, in Draft EIR Section
4.4, Biological Resources Figure 4.4.1 on page 4.4-7 shows the vegetation
communities on Penny Island within the study area. Impact 4.4.6 on pages 4.4-75
through 4.4-77 addresses the potential impact of the long-term adaptive
management plan on sensitive natural communities within the study area.
Impact 4.4.7 on page 4.4-78 addresses the potential impact of the long-term
adaptive management plan on special-status plant species within the study area.

NA_Sukov-11 As described in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, the Water Agency proposes to
modify Estuary management in order to reduce marine influence (high salinity
and tidal inflow) and promote a higher water level in the Estuary (formation of a
fresh or brackish water lagoon) from May 15 to October 15. The Water Agency
will continue the historical practice of artificially breaching the barrier beach
outside the Lagoon Management Period (October 16 to May 14) to minimize the
potential for flooding of low-lying properties. Anadromous species that occur in
the Estuary (with a focus on special-status species) are described, with reference
to timing of migration and life-stage habitat requirements, in Draft EIR Section
4.5, Fisheries (pages 4.5-4 to 4.5-14). Additionally, as described in Section 4.5.4
(Approach to Analysis, Section 4.5 Fisheries, pages 4.5-17 to 4.5-19) the timing of
the project is considered unlikely to affect: Green sturgeon, Longfin smelt,
Russian River tuleperch, Clear Lake-Russian River roach, hardhead, and
Lamprey. Salmonids (addressed under Impact 4.5.2, Section 4.5, Fisheries, page
4.5-22 et seq.) typically immigrate upstream following winter storms outside the
proposed management period, when the Estuary would be open due to natural or
artificial breaching. With respect to outmigration of Chinook and coho smolts,
Water Agency monitoring data in 2009 and 2010 indicate the timing of
outmigration varies year to year, but that in most years the peak of the run may
be expected between mid-April and mid-May, generally before the beginning of
the Lagoon Management Period.

Additionally, as described under Impact 4.5.1 (Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Fisheries,
page 4.5-19 et seq.), Estuary management to promote freshwater lagoon
conditions would increase the frequency, duration and volume of freshwater
storage within the Estuary during the Lagoon Management Period, thereby
increasing potential habitat availability for juvenile salmonids. As, as concluded
in the EIR, the project will be unlikely to result in adverse impacts to migratory
fish populations.

NA_Sukov-12 Please refer to response to comment NA_Sukov-10. Islands, or gravel bars,
within the Estuary Study area are mapped in Draft EIR Chapter 3.0, Project
Background and Environmental Setting, including mapping of anticipated 7 and
9 foot water levels. It is anticipated that higher water levels will reduce the gravel
beach area around individual islands. Draft EIR Section 4.7, Recreation,
estimates the total gravel bar area in the Estuary Study Area is comprised of
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NA_Sukov-13

NA_Sukov-14

NA_Sukov-15

NA_Sukov-16

approximately 27 acres; 24 acres, or 97 percent of the mapped beach area, is
anticipated to be inundated at a 9 foot water level. Inundation associated with
higher water levels would reduce the amount of beach acreage available within the
Estuary, and these conditions would occur for a longer duration, depending upon
performance of the outlet channel. At 9 feet, beach area would remain present at
most gravel bar locations, and riverside access to these gravel bars would still be
available. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every recommended
test and perform all recommended research to evaluate the impacts of a proposed
project (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15204, subd[a]).

Refer to response to comment NA_Sukov-6. In addition, the Draft EIR
adequately assessed the special-status species known within the project vicinity
(Section 4.4, Tables 4.4-2 and 4.4-3) and evaluated each special-status species
for its potential to occur in the Estuary given the habitat requirements of each
species relative to the observed existing conditions and results of previous
biological resources studies (refer to special-status plants discussion beginning
on page 4.4-22 of the Draft EIR and special-status animals discussion beginning
on page 4.4-43 of the Draft EIR). CEQA does not require a lead agency to
conduct every recommended test and perform all recommended research to
evaluate the impacts of a proposed project (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15204,
subd[a]).

As described in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, the Water Agency proposes to
modify Estuary management in order to reduce marine influence (high salinity
and tidal inflow) and promote a higher water level in the Estuary (formation of a
fresh or brackish water lagoon) from May 15 to October 15. As described in
general Section 4.5 (Chapter 4.0), and in detail under Impact 4.5.1 (Chapter 4.0,
Section 4.5, pp. 4.5-19 et seq.), the ecological benefits of lagoon habitat for
salmonids (and especially rearing steelhead) have been documented extensively.
Please refer to response to G_RRWPC-45 regarding potential predation risk to
salmonids. There is no substantial evidence to indicate that intrusive predation
would be significantly altered as a result of the project.

The Draft EIR provides analysis and disclosure of potential environmental
impacts associated with the Estuary Management Project. Potential impacts
related to sedimentation are discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Hydrology. As
noted in Section 4.3, Hydrology, the Estuary Management Project would not
create or contribute to sedimentation within the Estuary. Refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses, and response
to comment NA_Burge-1.

Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses. This response recognizes that fertilizers and chemicals affect aquatic
life when discharged to streams. The Draft EIR does not address specific
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NA_Sukov-17

NA_Sukov-18

NA_Sukov-19

NA_Sukov-20

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

fertilizers and chemicals used by the public and agricultural industry; the Estuary
Management Project does not require use of fertilizers or chemicals, nor will it
result in new sources of discharge of fertilizers or chemicals. The purpose of this
Draft EIR is to disclose the potential environmental effects of the project on the
physical environment. The use of fertilizers or chemicals in the Russian River
Watershed is an existing condition that would not be affected by the project.
Therefore, an exhaustive list of all fertilizers or chemicals used within the
watershed is not included in the Draft EIR.

As described in Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis, the Water Agency
does not own, maintain, operate, or have jurisdiction over the jetty structure, and
is therefore not authorized to make policy decisions for action to remove the
jetty. However, the Water Agency is required by the Russian River Biological
Opinion to develop a study plan to analyze the effects of the Russian River
Estuary jetty on Estuary water levels and on beach morphology, as well as
evaluate alternatives that modify the jetty to achieve target estuarine water levels.
This is included as a potential alternative to the Estuary Management Project in
Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Alternatives Analysis. For additional discussion regarding
feasibility and uncertainty of outcomes of jetty removal, refer to Master
Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

Please refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses for discussion of potential effects to water quality and potential
secondary effects related to algae blooms.

Project implementation is not anticipated to affect distribution of algae. Please
refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses
for discussion of potential effects to water quality and potential secondary effects
related to algae blooms.

Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, includes a description of the common and
special status aquatic species found in the Estuary, and characterizes the type of
habitat provided by the Estuary. The Estuary provides habitat for a variety of fish
species including salmonids and other important recreational fish species such as
American shad and smallmouth bass. In terms of conservation, much attention is
given to three Endangered Species Act-listed salmonid species that are known to
occur in the Russian River watershed. These are Central California Coast
steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), California Coastal Chinook salmon (O.
tshawytscha), and Central California Coast coho salmon (O. kisutch; NMFS,
2010). The Estuary is important for adult and juvenile passage for the three
Endangered Species Act-listed salmonids (NMFS, 2008). The Estuary provides
an opportunity for smolts to acclimate to ocean conditions before migrating to the
ocean, as well as potentially providing rearing habitat for steelhead and Chinook
salmon. The Estuary does not provide “ripple” habitat, as noted by the
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NA_Sukov-21

NA_Sukov-22

NA_Sukov-23

NA_Sukov-24

NA_Sukov-25

commenter. Draft EIR Section 4.5, Fisheries, quantifies that anticipated increase
in potential available rearing habitat that would be created through lagoon
conditions. It is expected that the Estuary Management Project will have a
discernable environmental benefit and would further the goal of environmental
protection through provision of 6,357 acre feet of potential rearing habitat in the
Estuary from the mouth to Vacation Beach (Draft EIR page 4-21). Draft EIR
Section 4.5, Impact 4.5.1, Habitat Availability, quantifies the expected increase
in potential rearing habitat that would be made available through implementation
of the Estuary Management Project. Impact 4.5.2, Habitat Quality, describes
expected habitat conditions that would be made available through
implementation of the Estuary Management Project.

It is anticipated that summer dam deployment would not be affected by increased
in water levels. Summer dams are deployed in order to provide increased water
levels for recreational uses. The lower Russian River summer dams at Johnson’s
Beach and Vacation Beach are upstream of the Estuary Study Area and
Maximum Backwater Area (Draft EIR Figure 2-3A) and are not anticipated to be
impacted by the Estuary Management Project.

Refer to Master Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses for a discussion related to Ludwigia.

The Draft EIR does not address introduction of fungicides, herbicides, and
pesticides into the Russian River. The Estuary Management Project would not
create or contribute to new or more severe sources of pollution; additionally, the
Water Agency does not have the authority to control input from other
dischargers.

The Draft EIR does not address historical introduction of mercury into the
Russian River. The Estuary Management Project will not result in new sources of
discharge of mercury. The purpose of this Draft EIR is to disclose the potential
environmental effects of the project itself on the physical environment. Pollution
in the Russian River is an external factor that cannot be controlled by the project,
or enforced by the Water Agency. For a discussion of impacts related to heavy
metals, including mercury and copper, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water
Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, page 2-22, certain
conditions during the Lagoon Management Period, such as water quality
degradation?® or imminent flooding to properties and structures adjacent to the
Estuary, could require a change in management, and may result in the Water
Agency breaching the barrier beach during the Lagoon Management Period.

1 Water Quality parameters are defined in the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan and
would be further defined in consultation with NMFS and RWQCB.
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Therefore, in the unlikely event that septic or chemical spill into the Estuary or
Russian River result in nuisance conditions, the Water Agency would consult
with NMFS and CDFG regarding artificial breaching during the Lagoon
Management Period.

NA_Sukov-26 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master Responses
2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, and 2. 7, CEQA
Statutes: Adequacy of EIR Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.
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January, 2011

To .eane; Martini-_amb

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:
I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft |

Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and | NA_Sulli-1
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

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

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

Please address the issues below: _
«  CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_Sulli-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. 1
+  Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from I NA Sulli-5
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach. L~ ~
«  SCWA can't control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through NA Sulli-6
September. This project is onty viable during drought years when water quality -
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.

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

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

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Daniel Sullivan, January 11, 2011

NA_Sulli-1
NA_Sulli-2
NA_Sulli-3

NA_Sulli-4

NA_Sulli-5

NA_Sulli-6

NA_Sulli-7

NA_Sulli-8

NA_Sulli-9

NA_Sulli-10

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Biological Opinion analyzed the impacts of the Water Agency’s water
supply, flood channel maintenance, and Estuary management activities on listed
salmonid species, and the incidental take statement in the Biological Opinion
covers all such activities. The specific project objectives of the proposed Estuary
Management Project are established in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project
Description, and include providing are enhanced rearing habitat for juvenile
salmonids within the Russian River Estuary and minimizing flood hazards.
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SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

AN 19200 Ank A Thowac

(Name: Please Print)

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb '
- PO AKX 7zb

CF/45.5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -
v J ) (gtree{ Address)

Correspondence

& weprpe)i /e 45% %

(Town) (Zip Code)

January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft T
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and [ NA_ThomaA-1
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project:
I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner, T
recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression. for spiritual well being, for exercise | NA_ThomaA-2
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and @m_,,wf\nj . . 1
I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish [
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill . | \a ThomaA-3
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows mustbe - | = OMaA”
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1
Please address the issues below: -
» CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental .
‘document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_ThomaA-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. - 1l
 Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from NA ThomaA-5
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upsiream as Vacation Beach. 17— i
« SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through  [\A ThomaA-6
~ September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality -
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in li ght of BO requirements. 1
«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open . IN A ThomaA-7
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. - omaa-
« The preferred project maintains estuary levels at §'. No buildings would be IN A ThomaA-8
~ flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. -
« Tam concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control  [NA ThomaA-9

Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

o e 5 Thoome,  I~lerf

(Si gnature)[‘ _ (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Ann Thomas, January 16, 2011

NA_ThomaA-1
NA_ThomaA-2

NA_ThomaA-3

NA_ThomaA-4

NA_ThomaA-5

NA_ThomaA-6

NA_ThomaA-7

NA_ThomaA-8

NA_ThomaA-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.
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ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
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(Name: Please Print)
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To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

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

Correspondence . (Street Address)
™
/ - — 1 -
C/'B/}/,’ J.!."i d e (" s Cf (7L§ é: 3
(Town) ‘ (Zip Code)

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

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Mmmgeﬁzent Project: Draft | '
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010.. Pleasé put my name and |NA_ThomaB-1

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

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

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill | NA ThomaB

requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be _ThomaB-3
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1

Please address the issues below: : :
+  CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental T
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_ThomaB-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. _ L

+ Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from IN A ThomaB
closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beachi. —ThomaB-5
«  SCWA can't control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010 T
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through NA ThomaB-6
September. This projectis only viable during drought years when water quality - | homat-
impacts'would be greatest. This shoul d be analyzed in light 'of BO requirements. L

«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open —N A ThomaB-7
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. ©~ L7 - Omelo-
« The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8’. No buildings would be - - NA ThomaB-8

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

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

Siricerelg, ) P y
Qﬁ;/ﬁb f c&/@wa,,-. /-//D.//{
(Signature) (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Bertha Thomas, January 15, 2011

NA_ ThomaB-1
NA_ThomaB-2

NA_ThomaB-3

NA_ThomaB-4

NA_ThomaB-5

NA_ThomaB-6

NA_ThomaB-7

NA_ThomaB-8

NA_ThomaB-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-380 ESA/207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



Comment Letter NA_Thomp

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENGY

:'; B . ______....-—-—/'/“‘__"’..»-— ~ /,;
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(Name: Please Prinf)
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5,@-&/’”9 (1esa A 747/&5‘
(Town) (Zip Code)

January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

1 wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Menagement Project: Draft T
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and | NA_Thomp-1
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.
I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): propertyoumer, business—owaer—~[
recreationist 164 —for-aritstic-expression-forspiritual wel-being—~ferexercise | NA_Thomp-2
and personal health, fishing, swimmring; and Eayatee :

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

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

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

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

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

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

C Since@,-—-_” - . ) /
L /?/,)/{,/’/ A I“—"‘/’I/‘r /L,7r—r\_//7 Y / / )/ / //
(Signature) B ) (D_&{te)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Leilani Thompson, January 12, 2011

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

NA_Thomp-3 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master Response
2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-382 ESA/207734.01
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2011



Comment Letter NA_Tranc

ORIGINAL DOCUMENY
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

. D TehnNHink
JAN i & 201 (Name: Please Print)

To: Jeane: Martini-Lamb 717194{L ﬁ-{ppef\l L_A—}.{e‘, 2D

CFi45.5 1.2 1 Russian River Estuary Management Project - -
(Street Address)

Correspondence
Foreciice, cA 5420

(Town) (Zip Code)

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

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:
I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft T

Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and | NA_Tranc-1
address on your notification list for all meetings and documents related to this project.

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business—evener;
recreationist and Les—+ewrtst, for artistic expressjon, for spiritual well being, for exercise | NA_Tranc-2
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and ool Ne

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

Please address the issues below: _
«  CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_Tranc-4
BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process. 1
*  Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from NA Tranca-5

closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach. 1
»  SCWA can't control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010

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

e o N ) ; NA_Tranc-6

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

impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements. 1

«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open [ NA Tranca-7
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. | R

+  The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8. No buildings would be NA Tranc-8
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. 1L -

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

Sincere]y,%'”j/L . ,,__g\_z/\/;\ /{%f//{(

(Signatur

(Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Jim Tranchina, January 11, 2011

NA_Tranc-1
NA_Tranc-2

NA_Tranc-3

NA_Tranc-4

NA_Tranc-5

NA_Tranc-6

NA_Tranc-7

NA_Tranc-8

NA_Tranc-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Comment Letter NA_Trapa

JAN 13 2011
To: Jeane. Martini-Lamb
CF/45-5 1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -
Caorrespondence

Mo = T TesPaN,

(Name: Please Print)

110 CiRPSTAHOE 22 C&EL%GLF:'

(Street Address)

Pacrricnp (A Gromb-
(Town) (Zip Code)

January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

Please address the issues below:

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

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

Sincerely,

/L[~ |

(Signature)

NA_Trapa-1

(Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

FJ Trapani, January 11, 2011

NA_Trapa-1
NA_Trapa-2

NA_Trapa-3

NA_Trapa-4

NA_Trapa-5

NA_Trapa-6

NA_Trapa-7

NA_Trapa-8

NA_Trapa-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-386 ESA/207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_Urbin

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

FEB &2
Sonoma County Water Agency
Attention: Jessica Martini-Lamb

. To: Jeane Martini-Lamb
404 Aviation Boulevard

Santa Rosa, CA 95403 CFl45-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -

Correspondence

February 14, 2011
Re: Estuary Project

The Sonoma County Water Agency’s plan to change a tidal estuary into a
freshwater lagoon is an experiment which may never work as planned. First of all, for
salmon to thrive in the Russian River again we must look at the big picture. The impacts
of logging, gravel mining, vineyards, pharmaceuticals from wastewater and chemical
pollutants are all ignored.

There are many CEQA Conclusions as Significant and Unavoidable. The surfers

will lose the high quality waves at the river mouth. The harbor seals leave when the
water Jevel is high. River beaches will be inundated. Recreation is very important to the
economy of the lower Russian River. The combination of the low flows with a closed

' 1'1ver mouth could create a high level of pollutants. Will the river be safe to swim in?

You must assure the houses in J enner do not flood. At your ﬁrst meetmgs ariver |

height of seven feet was constant. Now you say five months of nine feet. If the river
reaches ten feet, will you open the river mouth? I would like to hear the results of last -
years attempt to create the river outflow. And you must tell us where the water ﬁ'om the
low flow will go.

We know logging silts the creeks so the salmon cannot spawn. We know the
vineyards use water from the creeks and river during frosty nights and there have been
instances of salmon kills. There are herbicides, fungicides, pharmaceuticals that end up

in the river. Low flow creates a lot of algae. There were huge salmon runs in the 1960°s.

We must look at everything to bring the salmon back. I do not think turning a tidal
estuary into a freshwater lagoon is the answer.

Sincerely,

@WW

Cynthia Urbina
P.O.Box 11
Jenner, CA 95450
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Cynthia Urbina, February 14, 2011

NA_Urbin-1

NA_Urbin-2

NA_Urbin-3

Please refer to Master Response 2.3, Project Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses for discussion regarding the adaptive management process. With
respect to Draft EIR consideration of logging, gravel mining, vineyards,
pharmaceuticals from wastewater and chemical pollutants, the Draft EIR
provides analysis and disclosure of potential environmental impacts associated
with the proposed project. The Estuary Management Project would not create or
contribute to new or more severe sources of pollution; additionally, the Water
Agency does not have the authority to control input from other dischargers.

Recreational resources, including surfing and river beach access are addressed in
the analysis provided in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Recreation. Potential impacts to
harbor seals are addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Biological Resources.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, refer to Master Response 2. 1,
Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses. Reducing minimum instream flows under Decision 1610 is addressed
in the Draft EIR Chapter 5.0, Cumulative Analysis which concludes that
recreational and water quality impacts associated with the Estuary Management
Project, considered in conjunction with foreseeable effects associated with
lowering flows, could result in cumulatively considerable impacts. Refer to
Master Response 2.6 Recreational Impacts, Socioeconomic Impacts and
Mitigation Feasibility, in Chapter 2, Master Response for discussion of CEQA
requirements relative to analysis of socioeconomic impacts.

The Estuary Management Project is proposed to achieve the primary project
objectives of enhancing rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids managing Estuary
water levels to minimize flood hazard. As noted in Draft EIR Section 4.2,
Hydrology and Flooding, water levels are not anticipated to exceed 9 feet during
the Lagoon Management Period. However, as noted in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0,
Project Description, page 2-22, certain conditions during the Lagoon
Management Period, such as water quality degradation? or imminent flooding to
properties and structures adjacent to the Estuary, could require a change in
management; the Water Agency would consult with NMFS and CDFG regarding
artificial breaching during the Lagoon Management Period.

With respect to water supply, the Biological Opinion analyzed the impacts of the
Water Agency’s water supply, flood channel maintenance, and Estuary
management activities on listed salmonid species, and the incidental take
statement in the Biological Opinion covers all such activities. The specific

2 Water Quality parameters are defined in the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan and
would be further defined in consultation with NMFS and RWQCB.
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

project objectives of the proposed Estuary Management Project are established in
Draft EIR Chapter 1.0, Introduction, and include providing enhanced rearing
habitat for juvenile salmonids within the Russian River Estuary and minimizing
flood hazard.

NA _Urbin-4  As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description, page 2-22, certain
conditions during the Lagoon Management Period, such as water quality
degradation3 or imminent flooding to properties and structures adjacent to the
Estuary, could require a change in management, and may result in the Water
Agency breaching the barrier beach during the Lagoon Management Period.

The Estuary Management Project does not require use of fungicides, herbicides,
and pesticides, nor will it result in new sources of discharge of fungicides,
herbicides, and pesticides. The purpose of this Draft EIR is to disclose the
potential environmental effects of the project itself on the physical environment.
The use of fertilizers or chemicals in the Russian River Watershed is an existing
condition that would not be affected by the project. Therefore, an exhaustive list
of all fertilizers or chemicals used within the watershed is not included in the
Draft EIR. For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management
Project to the Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to
Master Response 2. 1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in
Chapter 2, Master Responses.

3 Water Quality parameters are defined in the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan and
would be further defined in consultation with NMFS and RWQCB.
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3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments
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Comment Letter NA_Vail

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

JAN 20 201 (rnsys M. Val L

(Name: Please Print)

2486 £ REDLAXDS HAVE . |

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

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

Correspondence (Street Address)
FReESWo g4, 93726
(Town) (Zip Code)

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

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

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

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA Vail-3
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be _val o

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

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

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

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

. SCWA can't control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through NA Vail-6
~ - September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality —vail-
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements. L

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

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

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

Sincerely, M%. M ///?{_ ///

(Signature) J (Date)
%M, Nonoma Co. F5H-E(
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Gladys Vail, January 14, 2011

NA_Vail-1
NA_Vail-2

NA_Vail-3

NA_Vail-4

NA_Vail-5

NA_Vail-6

NA_Vail-7

NA_Vail-8

NA_Vail-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

For a discussion of potential impacts to water quality, please refer to Master
Response 2.4, Water Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.
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- g Comment Letter NA_WagneC
~ ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

FEB - 2 201 |
| (Cadtees WAGRNEL
To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb (Name: Please Print)
g:ﬁg;éze.;iusslan River Estuary Management Project - { -y % '57 U A Lot D £_
(Street Address)
(ourredics, CALESHYC
(Town) o (Zip Code)

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

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

1 wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Managmenf Project: Draft |
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Bremsepurmy-ramezt | NA_WagneC-1

Tt g st wiiE{wEinY, UL dll - ll.

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

i am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA W

requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be WagneC-3
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish.

Please address the issues below: \

+ CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document. “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the NA_WagneC-4
BO. It is wrong to bifurcate the process. ' _ L :
+  Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from NA WaaneC-5

closed mouth & flow alteration, affects river as far upstream as Vacation Beach. 1 - gnet-
"« SCWA can’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through NA WaaneC-6
September. This projectis only viable during drought years when water quality _VVagneL-

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

«  When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open I NA WaaneC-7
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. —Vvagnet.-

«~ The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8’. No buildings would be I NA WaaneC-8
flooded at this level, making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. —/vagnet

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

T L stoae

(Signature) (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Charles Wagner, January 31, 2011

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

NA_ WagneC-3 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master Response
2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

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

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

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

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

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

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

RICHARD WACNER.
(Name: Please Print)

GO ANDERSON RD

(Street Address)

FolESTVILLE ,CA 45H 36

(Town) (Zip Code)
January, 2011
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

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

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

recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expressign, for spiritual %I being, for exercise
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and 624 JA If NG y RELAXATID

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

Please address the issues below:

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

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

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

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

(Si gnaturé (Date)

= Cicfrond wé WY /- 261/

NA_WagneR-1

NA_WagneR-1
NA_WagneR-2

NA_WagneR-3

NA_WagneR-4

NA_WagneR-5

NA_WagneR-6

NA_WagneR-7
I NA_WagneR-8

NA_WagneR-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Richard Wagner, January 26, 2011

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

NA_WagneR-3 For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master Response
2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-396 ESA/207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_Watki

(Name: Please Print)

| Mr. and Mrs, Warren Watkins
418 Matheson St.
Healdsburg, CA 95448 —

(Town) (Zip Code)

January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

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

and personal health, fishing, swimming, and

recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for s&' ritual well being, for exercise

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

Please address the issues below:

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

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

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

(Signature)

NA_Watki-1
NA_Watki-2
NA_Watki-3

NA_Watki-4

NA_Watki-5

NA_Watki-6

:[ NA_Watki-7
1 NA_Watki-8

NA_Watki-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Mr. & Mrs. Warren Watkins, January 30, 2011

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

NA_ Watki-3  For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master Response
2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-398 ESA/207734.01
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ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

JAN 18 20%

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

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

Correspondence

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403
Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb: |
I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft T

Comment Letter NA_Watso

ED wWprs T ) AT dA

(Name: Please Print)

[td PALBor  Fot

(Street Address)
BoeLiwesme TN

(Town) (Zip Code)

January, 2011

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

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

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

Please address the issues below:

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

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

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

(Signature)

Y U

,/‘//"z ///

(Date)

NA_Watso-1

NA_Wa_tso-1

NA_Watso-2

NA_Watso-3

NA_Watso-4

NA_Watso-5

| NA_Watso-6

NA_Watso-7
I NA_Watso-8

NA_Watso-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Edward Watson, January 11, 2011

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

NA_ Watso-3  For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master Response
2.1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2,
Master Responses.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-400 ESA/207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_Weins

LENRY LO09rE7 T

(Name: Please Print)

PO BeX 524 ( 21551 By (16 D

(Street Address)
ModrE RO Itz
(Town) (Zip Code)
January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA. CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

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

I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s):

recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression for spiritual well bgin
and personal health, fishing, swibsifling, and __ 22 A NI 1 T7 {ﬁ /
N e

ropert

ner, business owner,
or exercise
N

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

Please address the issues below:

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

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

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

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

I am concerned that water quality- monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has nogbeen made available to the Water Quality Control
osife of water quality studies will not be available
fHject” is released in 1.5 years. This is unacceptable.

— TASY 7, Zcn
(Date)
NA_Weins-1

NA_Weins-1

NA_Weins-2

NA_Weins-3

NA_Weins-4

NA_Weins-5
NA_Weins-6

:[ NA_Weins-7
NA_Weins-8

NA_Weins-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Lenny Weinstein, January 14, 2011

NA_ Weins-1
NA_ Weins-2

NA_ Weins-3

NA_ Weins-4

NA_ Weins-5

NA_Weins-6

NA_Weins-7

NA_Weins-8

NA_Weins-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-402 ESA/207734.01
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Comment Letter NA Whita

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT ' C @ ll ii .

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

MAR 1 1 201 Mogereh Whidutic- Geene

(Name? Please Print)

19390 P e Hade

To: Jeane, Martini-Lamb

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

Correspondence (Street Address) _
Cme,me U (/ﬁ, A 9S8 94 &
(Town) ' (Zip Code)

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

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

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

NA_Whita-1

address on your notification-list for-all-meetin gs-and-documents related to this project.

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

recreationist and/or tourist, f_gl; artistic expression, for spiritu well being, for exercise
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and .
[ am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish

Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill
requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be

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

Please address the issues below: : : :
»  CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one environmental
document, “Low flow” is inexorably linked to the Bstuary Project through the

BO. Itis wrong to bifurcate the process.

NA_Whita-2

NA_Whita-3

NA Whita-d

»  Estuary Project only analyzes impacts to Duncans Mills, whereas impacts from ]: NA_Whita-5

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

when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through | NA Whita-6
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality | - ' -
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.|

« When flows are lowered in dry years, the river mouth usually stays open I NA Whita-7
anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs allmonth. - 1"~ )

+  The preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8. No buildings would be :[ NA Whita-8

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

"+ 1am concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate,
and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control
Board or the public. The outcome of water quality studies will not be available
until the EIR on “low flow project” isreleased in 1.5 years. Thisis unacceptable.

E{]._I;CGTE]Y, / - '
D 15t éﬁ& L 7 / [3/20//
(Signatyfe) _ - 7 (Dhate) -
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Margaret Whitaker-Greene, March 11, 2011

NA_Whita-1
NA_Whita-2

NA_Whita-3

NA_Whita-4

NA_Whita-5

NA_Whita-6

NA_Whita-7

NA_Whita-8

NA_Whita-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-404 ESA/207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_Wikle

Katie Blank

From: victoria wikle [victoriawikle@usa.net]

Sent: Sunday, January 09, 2011 3:04 PM

To: estuaryproject

Subject: Russian River Estuary Management Project
Categories: Orange Category

Sonoma County Water Agency
Attn: Jessica Martini Lamb

I include my comments on the project.
With the estuary closed, the reach of the river upstream from Austin Creek to Vacation Beach is impacted by
higher water levels, lack of flow and degraded water quality. The project needs to address improving the poor | NA_Wilke-1
water quality that has resulted from prior closings of the estuary and for the project as planned. 1
River flow directly impacts the conditions at the estuary. A closed estuary implies lower flow in the lower “N A Wilke-2
river. The estuary management project must be studied in conjunction with flow rates. -

Sincerely,

Victoria Wikle

PO Box 151

Villa Grande, CA 95486

NA_Wikle-1 Final EIR page 3.3-405
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Victoria Wikle, January 9, 2011

NA_Wikle-1

NA_Wikle-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
Description, Impact Areas and Scope of Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master
Responses regarding impacts from Austin Creek to Vacation Beach during the
Lagoon Management Period. The response assumes that the comment regarding
“lack of flow” relates to residence time of water in the Estuary and not reduced
flows. The comment asserts the Draft EIR should address water quality issues
that occurred during prior closings. Prior natural closure conditions are not a
subject of the Draft EIR and are not retroactively analyzed. Refer to Draft EIR
Section 4.3, Water Quality, page 4.3-22 for information regarding the residence
time of flow in the lagoon system.

Water quality issues, including short-term impacts during outlet channel creation
(Impact 4.3.1), impacts to salinity, dissolved oxygen, and temperature during the
Lagoon Management Period (Impact 4.3.2), and effect of nutrient and bacteria
levels during the Lagoon Management Period (Impact 4.3.3), are disclosed in
Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality. For additional discussion regarding
potential impacts to water quality, refer to Master Response 2.4, Water
Quality, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-406 ESA/207734.01
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_ﬁ%w&m Comment Letter NA_Winte
o GOUNTVARAT

ER ABENGY
JAN 18 201 /)
T Wity L7255

?l‘o. Jeane; Martini-Lamb | ; | (Name: Please Print)

gz::gg;ﬁ-di; Ciussian S?ver E;tu&fy _Management Project - / 7‘? ?( y & /( (,A g{ Y4 J /4 {/‘é,
EStreet Address)
CumImE  T5 Y
(Town) ? (Zip Code)

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

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

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

recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise | NA_Winte-2
and personal health, fishing, swimming, and ___ .

I am concerned about the bifurcation (separation) of the Estuary Project from the “Fish
Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill NA Wi

requirements of the Biological Opinion (BO), which assumes that river flows must be ~Winte-3
managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to provide habitat for threatened fish. 1

Please address the issues below:

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

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

«  SCWA cafi’t control flows at Hacienda during wet years as evidenced in 2010 '
when dam releases were reduced and flows averaged 260 cfs from June through NA Winte-6
September. This project is only viable during drought years when water quality —Vvinte-
impacts would be greatest. This should be analyzed in light of BO requirements.

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, | ﬂ // , :
(Signature) O i - (Date)
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

William Winters, January 18, 2011

NA_ Winte-1
NA_ Winte-2

NA_ Winte-3

NA_ Winte-4

NA_Winte-5

NA_Winte-6

NA_Winte-7

NA_Winte-8

NA_Winte-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-408 ESA/207734.01
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To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

.GFJ’45-5.1 _2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -

Correspondence

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

JAN 18 201t

A T Wies

(Name: Please Print)

fd;?é) ?@bé’éﬂl /—fu/\/

(Street Address)
, 'cS;’f?A sTorat. G722,
(Town) (Zip Code)

January, 2011

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB

404 AVIATION BLVD.

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

I wish to express my concerns about the “Russian River Estuary Management Project: Draft [
Environmental Impact Report” released on December 15, 2010. Please put my name and
address eryvewnofification-list s reeEResane-ClOCHRE s-relaterttethis projeet. 1
I utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): property owner, business owner,
recreationist and/or tourist, for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise
and personal health, fishing, swimming,-and L oLOG {v PprseR VAt . |

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

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

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

Please address the issues below:

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

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

Comment Letter NA_Wood

NA_Wood-1

NA_Wood-2

NA_Wood-3

NA_Wood-4

NA_Wood-5

NA_Wood-6

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

anyway as evidenced in August, 2009 when flows averaged 63 cfs all month. 1

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

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

and that data for 2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality Control

NA_Wood-8

NA_Wood-9

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

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

Sincerely, : (
Q@;’Mj_& Y/

(Signature)

I (Date_s
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

AJ Wood, January 17, 2011

NA_ Wood-1
NA_ Wood-2

NA_ Wood-3

NA_ Wood-4

NA_ Wood-5

NA_Wood-6

NA_Wood-7

NA_Wood-8

NA_Wood-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-410 ESA/207734.01
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Wurr

I

 Comment Letter NA_

Petaluma, CA 949522 537

CF/45-5.1-2.7 Russian River Estuary Management Project -
Carrespondzence

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT T el e ST
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY {:{--"" he—" -1k
Wuve =7k

JAN 13 201 o S SIS

Ame E. Warr "7 -

To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb 603 Keller-St. - A
1_

L N By M e

T
| 9: January, 2011
SONCMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY
ATTN: JESSICA MARTINI-LAMB
404 AVIATION BLVD.
SANTA ROSA, CA 65403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

] utilize the Russian River in the following way(s): prepertymwner, husiness=owrrer,
recreationist and/or tour{ig_t’,a,for artistic expression, for spiritual well being, for exercise | NA_Wurr-2
and personal health, fishing swimming-and- ]

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, — .
({e’/‘,JMLjLJM l'/iz— 2] O
: /(Daté
{Signature) Anne E. Wurr (Date)
603 Keller St.
Petaluma, CA 94952 *2.6’@7
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Anne Wurr, January 14, 2011

NA_ Wurr-1
NA_Wurr-2

NA_Wurr-3

NA_Wurr-4

NA_Wurr-5

NA_Wurr-6

NA_Wurr-7

NA_Wurr-8

NA_Wurr-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-412 ESA/207734.01
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Comment Letter NA_ZimmeD

ORIGINAL DUOTUM
SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

FEB -7 201

Dana Zimmerman
1900 Neeley Rd.
Guerneville, CA 95446

February 4, 2011 To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

Cn—MS-S 1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -
Correspondence

Sonoma County Water Agency
Attn: Jessica Martini-Lamb
404 Aviation Blvd

Santa Rosa, Ca 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb

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

I am concerned about the separation of the Estuary Project from the “Fish Habitat flows and Water
Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill requirements of the Biological Opinion
(BO), which assumes that river flows must be managed to aliow formation of an estuary lagoon to
provide habitat for threatened fish, CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one
environmental document. “Low Flow” IS inexorably linked to the Estuary Pro;ect through the BO. Itis
wrong to segregate the process.

My preferrad project maintains estuary levels at 8. No buildings would be flooded at this level, making T
low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

My area provides several river side parks and installs two summer recreation dams in the lower river for
residents and visitors to enjoy swimming, fishing, kayaking, canoeing, and other forms of recreation. The
Russian River Recreation District was established in 1941 to instali summer dams for summer enjoyment
of the Russian River by locals and tourists.

| am concerned about the impact to water quality from decreased water flow; including possible added T
poliution from nutrients, regulated and emerging toxins, bacteria, temperature, and invasive species.
Reducing the flow will seriously |mpede the enjoyment of the river by residents and visitors to our
riverside parks.

lam also concerned that water quality monitoring studies in 2009 were inadequate, and that data for
2010 has not been made available to the Water Quality.Control Board or the public. The outcome of
water quality studies will not be available until the EIR on “low flow project” is released in 1.5 years. This
is unacceptable. .
Another concern results from the fact that in 2009 several locations along the lower river tested positive
for enterococcus. During the last 10 years of bacteriological testing of the river there was only one
positive test at Johnson’s Beach in Guerneville. The test was in July 2002, the water tested positive for
ecoli, but there was a documented sewage spill from Santa Rosa at the time.

_ NA_ZimmeD-1 Final EIR page 3.3-413
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NA_ZimmeD-1

NA_ZimmeD-2

NA_ZimmeD-3

NA_ZimmeD-4

NA_ZimmeD-5

NA_ZimmeD-6

NA_ZimmeD-7
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Comment Letter NA_ZimmeD
:\-\ & ;,m-ﬂg JP
gl
Y409

Again, my preferred project maintains estuary level at 8. No buildings would be flooded at this level, :[ NA_ZimmeD-8
making low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

Sincerely,

Dana Zimmerman
russianriverrat@hotmail.com
(707)869-9184

Cc: 5% District Superyvisor, Efren Carrillo
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Dana Zimmerman, February 4, 2011

NA_ZimmeD-1

NA_ZimmeD-2

NA_ZimmeD-3

NA_ZimmeD-4

NA_ZimmeD-5

NA_ZimmeD-6

NA_ZimmeD-7

Commenter’s name and address added to distribution list.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, please refer to Master Responses
2. 1, Relationship to Other Biological Opinion Elements, and 2.7, CEQA
Statutes: Adequacy of EIR Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses.

For a discussion of the relationship of the Estuary Management Project to the
Fish Habitat Flows and Water Rights Project, and a discussion relevant to the
comment’s assertion that the change in minimum flows is intended to prevent
flooding, please refer to Master Responses 2.1, Relationship to Other
Biological Opinion Elements, in Chapter 2, Master Responses. Commenter
is expressing preference for Reduced Project Alternative. Refer to Master
Response 2.5, Alternatives Analysis, in Chapter 2, Master Responses, for a
discussion of alternatives, including the Reduced Project Alternative, considered
in the Draft EIR.

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

Please refer to Master Response 2.1, Relationship to Other Biological
Opinion Elements, for a discussion related flows and Master Response 2.4,
Water Quality in Chapter 2, Master Responses. Reducing minimum instream
flows under Decision 1610 is addressed in the Draft EIR Chapter 5.0,
Cumulative Analysis which concludes that recreational and water quality
impacts associated with the Estuary Management Project, considered in
conjunction with foreseeable effects associated with lowering flows, could
result in cumulatively considerable impacts. The Draft EIR reviews and
discloses potential impacts to water quality associated with implementation of
the Estuary Management Project (Section 4.3, Water Quality).

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.

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-415 ESA/207734.01
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

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

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

Marilyn Zimmerman SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENC
- 16900 Neeley Rd. -

Guerneville, CA 95446 FEB 7 2011

February 4, 2011 To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb

CFF45 5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project -

Correspondence

Sonoma County Water Agency
Attn: Jessica Martini-Lamb
404 Aviation Bivd

Santa Rosa, Ca 95403

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb,

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

I am concerned about the separation of the Estuary Project from the “Fish Habitat flows and Water .
Rights Project”. The stated purposes of both projects is to fulfill requirements-of the Biological Opinion .

-(BO), which assumes that river flows must be managed to allow formation of an estuary lagoon to
provide habitat for threatened fish. CEQA requires that the entire project be considered in one
environmental document. “Low Flow” is inexorably linked to the Estuary Project through the BC} Itis
wrong to segregate the process.

My preferred project maintains estuary levels at 8'. No buildings would be flooded at this fevel, making T

low flow unnecessary for this purpose.

The Guerneville area provides several river side parks and installs two summer recreation dams in the
lower river for residents and visitors to enjoy swimming, fishing, kayaking, canoeing, and other forms of
‘recreation. The Russian River Recreation District was established in 1941 to instali summer dams for
summer enjoyment of the Russian River by locals and tourists.

I'am concerned about the impact to water quality from decreased water flow; including possible added
pollution from nutrients, regulated and emerging toxins, bacteria, temperature, and invasive species.

" Reducing the flow will seriously impede the enjoyment of the river by residents and visitors to our
riverside parks.

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

Another concern results from the fact that in 2009 several locations along the lower river tested positive
for enterococcus. During the last 10 years of bacteriological testing of the river there was only one
positive test at Johnson’s Beach in Guerneville. The test was in July 2002, the water tested positive for
ecoli, but there was a documented sewage spill from Santa Rosa at the time.

1

NA_ZimmeM-1

NA. ZimmeM-2

NA_ZimmeM-3
NA_ZimmeM-4
NA_ZimmeM-5
NA ZimmeM-6

NA_ZimmeM-7
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Comment Letter NA_ZimmeM

Again, my preferred project maintains estuary level at 8’. No buildings would be flooded at this level, | NA ZimmeM-8
making low flow unnecessary for this purpose. &

Sincerely,

Nkekpo W

Marilyn Zimmerman
russianriverrat@gmail.com
{707)529-5669
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Marilyn Zimmerman, February 4, 2011

NA_ ZimmeM-1 Refer to response to comment NA_ ZimmeD-1.
NA_ ZimmeM-2 Refer to response to comment NA_ ZimmeD-2.
NA_ ZimmeM-3 Refer to response to comment NA_ ZimmeD-3.
NA_ZimmeM-4 Refer to response to comment NA_ZimmeD-4.
NA_ZimmeM-5 Refer to response to comment NA_ZimmeD-5.
NA _ZimmeM-6 Refer to response to comment NA_ZimmeD-6.
NA_ZimmeM-7 Refer to response to comment NA_ZimmeD-7.

NA_ZimmeM-8 Refer to response to comment NA_ZimmeD-8.

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-419 ESA/207734.01
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments
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Comment Letter NA_Zucke

ORIGINAL DOCUMENT

SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENLY — —_
:__-)/4%(;;._ chk{,ﬁm‘an
A n r
JAN 13 201 (Name: Please Print)
To: Jeane; Martini-Lamb [ ((((0 Z / 0 (’U( QZ&VE‘&)”
CF145-5.1-2.1 Russian River Estuary Management Project - (Street Address)
Correspandence ﬁ e i/ T
Cw\/ﬁf‘meuc/é{f GS¥%6
(Town) (Zip Code)

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

Dear Ms. Martini-Lamb:

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

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

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

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

Please address the issues below:

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

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

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

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

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

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

(Signature) (Date)

rd

NA_Zucke-1

NA_Zucke-2

NA_Zucke-3

NA_Zucke-4

NA_Zucke-5

NA_Zucke-6

I NA_Zucke-7
NA_Zucke-8

NA_Zucke-9
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3. Responses to Comments

3.3 Responses to Individuals (No Affiliation) Comments

Shula Zuckerman, January 13, 2011

NA_Zucke-1
NA_Zucke-2

NA_Zucke-3

NA_Zucke-4

NA_Zucke-5

NA_Zucke-6

NA_Zucke-7

NA_Zucke-8

NA_Zucke-9

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Russian River Estuary Management Project 3.3-422 ESA/207734.01
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