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3.9 Merced Irrigation District  
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Response to Comments from Merced Irrigation District 

MID-1: Unsupported statements indicating a benefit to fish of increased flows in the San 
Joaquin River below the mouth of the Merced River and in the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta (Delta) have been eliminated from the text.  In other cases, citations of studies have 
been added to support the claims.  Although it is true that in most of the Delta, added 
flows resulting from the Proposed Action would be small as compared to tidal flows, the 
residual net flows have important effects on fish movements and distributions.  A 
sentence indicating such has been added to Section 4.0 of the Final Environmental 
Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS) (page 4-38 of the Draft EA/IS).  Many management 
actions for listed fish species in the Delta include an implicit recognition of the 
importance of net flows. 

MID-2: The statement attributed to Baker and Morhardt (2001) has been deleted. 

Although the lead agencies do not agree with the interpretation presented in the comment 
related to Baker and Morhrart, the text referenced in the comment was deleted. 

MID-3: All statements indicating that the Proposed Action would have a less-than-
significant but beneficial effect on steelhead have been modified to indicate only that the 
effect of the Proposed Project on steelhead would be less than significant.  The initial 
assessment was based upon potential changes in habitat conditions as affected by 
hydrology and used the best available science on steelhead distribution, movement, and 
behavior. In addition, text has been added to emphasize that little is known about the 
effects of flow on steelhead in the Delta. 

MID-4: Reclamation will implement the proposed program described in Section 2..0 of 
the Draft EA/IS to be consistent with the San Joaquin River Restoration Settlement Act 
(the Act). The Act states that the Secretary, in consultation with California Department of 
Fish and Game (DFG), shall evaluate the effectiveness of the Hills Ferry Barrier in 
preventing the unintended upstream migration of anadromous fish in the San Joaquin 
River and any false migratory pathways. This section further authorizes the Secretary to 
assist DFG in making any improvements to the Hills Ferry Barrier, if necessary to avoid 
the imposition of additional regulatory actions against third parties. In addition, if third 
parties are required to install fish screens of bypass facilities to comply with the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S. Code (U.S.C.)1531 et seq.), the Act states that 
the Federal Government shall bear the costs of installing such screens or facilities. 

Reclamation has consulted with DFG and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) on 
the potential effectiveness of the Hills Ferry Barrier and the potential need for other 
temporary barriers. Fall WY 2010 Interim Flows would not affect the operation of the 
Hills Ferry Barrier for fall-run Chinook salmon. Reclamation and DWR are developing a 
plan to evaluate the effectiveness of the Hills Ferry Barrier before February 1, 2010, 
when the barrier will be deployed. No additional screens or facilities were found 
necessary for the implementation of the Proposed Action. The 4(d) rule for Central 
Valley steelhead provides authorization to DFG to conduct such activities in addition to 
other research related activities permitted through NMFS. 
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Consistent with the Act (section 1004(h)(4)), if it is determined that any unintended 
upstream, migration of anadromous fish upstream from the Merced River confluence 
occurs and is caused by the WY 2010 Interim Flows, and such migration would result in 
regulatory action against third parties, the Secretary would comply with the conditions of 
the Act including assisting DFG in making any necessary improvements to the Hills 
Ferry Barrier, and bearing the costs of installing and fish screens or fish  facilities 
necessary to comply with the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 

MID-5: Based on the water temperature table (Table 4-8 of the Draft EA/IS, water 
temperatures in the San Joaquin River downstream from the Merced River would be 
suitable for steelhead and fall-run Chinook salmon migration and/or smoltification, both 
with and without Interim Flows, during January of all simulated years, and most years in 
February. In March, both with and without WY 2010 Interim Flows, average monthly 
water temperatures would always exceed 56 degrees Fahrenheit (and therefore would not 
be suitable for smoltification), but would not exceed 65ºF (and therefore would be 
suitable for emigration before or after smoltification). Water temperatures in April are 
frequently greater than 65ºF without WY 2010 Interim Flows, and the WY 2010 Interim 
Flows would increase the temperatures by no more than 2ºF.  Because water temperature 
through March in most years will continue to be within the suitable range during Interim 
Flows (less than 65ºF), and because April temperatures that typically already exceed 
healthy steelhead and Chinook salmon criteria would change slightly, the effects would 
be insignificant, and not adversely affect steelhead and Chinook salmon beyond their 
current level of effect. 

To support the conclusion that WY 2010 Interim Flows are not likely to adversely affect 
Central Valley steelhead or its designated critical habitat, as presented in the WY 2010 
Interim Flows Project Biological Assessment, linear regressions of recorded water 
temperature and mean daily flow were performed to estimate the correlation between 
temperature and flow in the Merced, Tuolumne, and Stanislaus rivers in March and April 
(see Table 4-8 in the Draft EA/IS).  Based on this analysis, flows in these three tributaries 
of the San Joaquin River have a negligible correlation with water temperature. Results 
suggest that as water flows farther from Friant Dam, ambient air temperature conditions 
dominate over the flow rate in controlling the temperature.  Therefore, the Proposed 
Action is not likely to affect temperatures on the tributaries. 

Temperature monitoring upstream and downstream of the Merced River Confluence 
during the WY 2010 Interim Flows has been added to the Proposed Action. Reclamation 
will coordinate with NMFS to evaluate conditions and implement actions to minimize 
adverse effects on Central Valley steelhead. 
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3.10 San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water 
Authority 
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Response to Comments from San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors 
Water Authority 

Specific Comments 
SJRECWA-1A: The Draft Environmental Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS) 
acknowledges a potential need for an agreement with Central California Irrigation 
District (CCID) for operation of Mendota Dam with respect to routing Water Year (WY) 
2010 Interim Flows. As described in Sections 2.0 and 4.0 of the Draft EA/IS, CCID 
would continue to be responsible for the maintenance and operation of Mendota Dam, 
consistent with any agreement. Mendota Pool is held a fairly constant elevation, between 
elevation 14.2 feet and 14.5, to maintain water deliveries to water users in the upper end 
of the Mendota Pool/Fresno Slough areas.  To maintain this constant elevation, releases 
from Mendota Dam are made through the dam gates with the boards at the dam in place.  
Under the Proposed Action, flows would increase through Mendota Pool and Mendota 
Dam; however, water levels within Mendota Pool would remain within existing 
operational ranges consistent with the San Joaquin River Exchange Contract.  

SJRECWA-1B: See response to SJRECWA-1A. Consistent with the communication 
strategy added to Section 2.0 of the Final EA/IS, Reclamation would communicate 
regularly with CCID to facilitate operations of Mendota Dam and avoid impacts to the 
structure. 

SJRECWA-1C: The U. S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), has not petitioned the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) for 
a permit to improve Mendota Dam. Reclamation recognizes the use of these works by the 
Exchange Contractors, and the Interim Flows would receive a lower priority to the 
capacity of the channel (and works) than contract water deliveries of the Exchange 
Contractors. Deliveries of WY 2010 Interim Flows from Millerton Reservoir would be 
made to satisfy obligations under existing contracts and agreements; there would be no 
expansion of existing obligations, or increases in demands, to provide Central Valley 
Project (CVP) water. The text was revised for clarification. 

SJRECWA-1D: The EA/IS is not an application or petition to transfer under the 
California Code of Regulations. The document describes the operation of facilities to 
route Interim Flows, and potential impacts associated with those operations, while 
acknowledging that coordination with the parties responsible for operation of such 
facilities may be needed. No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response 
to this comment; therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

SJRECWA-2: See response to comment SLCC-5 and -6 in this chapter. The place of use 
of flows, and operations of facilities, including San Luis Reservoir, would be subject to 
all existing operating criteria, prevailing and relevant laws, regulations, biological 
opinions, and court orders in place, and could require additional agreements (see above). 
No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to this comment; 
therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 
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SJRECWA-3: The Proposed Action does not include the construction or operation of 
fish screens, fish bypass facilities, or fish salvage facilities on the San Joaquin River.  No 
Federal costs expenditures for these purposes are proposed under the Proposed Action. 
No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to this comment; 
therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

SJRECWA-4: As described in the Final EA/IS, the release of WY 2010 Interim Flows is 
assigned a lower priority than the contract water deliveries to the Exchange Contractors.  
Water for WY 2010 Interim Flows would have been stored in Millerton Lake and 
released under three water right permits from the SWRCB (11885, 11886, and 11887). 
Refer to the Millerton Lake Daily Operation Report and the monthly Millerton Lake 
Daily Operations sheets posted on Reclamation’s Web Site at 
http://www.usbr.gov/mp/cvo for more information regarding how Reclamation accounts 
for storage to and release from Millerton. The text was revised for clarification.  

SJRECWA-5: The Proposed Action could result in a temporary increase in groundwater 
pumping to offset the reduction in surface water deliveries and a corresponding small 
decrease in groundwater levels. However, the potential drawdown of groundwater levels 
in the CVP Friant Division regions resulting from a decrease in deliveries to CVP 
contractors due to the Proposed Action would be within the range of groundwater level 
fluctuations historically exhibited within the groundwater basin (see Appendix G), and 
are not expected to result in, create, or contribute to, conditions of long-term overdraft in 
the affected groundwater basin. Additional information is provided in Section 4.0 of the 
Draft EA/IS to illustrate results of technical analyses supporting this conclusion. 
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3.11 San Luis Canal Company 
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Response to Comments from San Luis Canal Company 

Attachments: Map 
SLCC-1: The Draft Environmental Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS) acknowledges a 
potential need for an agreement with San Luis Canal Company (SLCC) for operation of 
Sack Dam with respect to routing Water Year (WY) 2010 Interim Flows. As described in 
Section 2.0 of the Draft EA/IS, SLCC would continue to be responsible for the 
maintenance and operation of Sack Dam, consistent with any agreement. Additional text 
was added to Section 2.0 to describe coordination activities that would occur during WY 
2010 Interim Flows. These coordination activities are intended to communicate changes 
in river flows that could affect the operations of Sack Dam.  

SLCC-2: See response to comment SLCC-1. The text was revised to reflect that SLCC 
owns Sack Dam in the Final EA/IS. The Proposed Action is not anticipated to affect other 
facilities owned by SLCC. 

SLCC-3: The diverted flows will satisfy Central Valley Project (CVP) obligations in lieu 
of deliveries of exported Delta water. Recirculation of diverted WY 2010 Interim Flows 
from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta) to CVP Friant Division long-term 
contractors could require agreements between the U. S. Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), California Department of Water Resources 
(DWR), Friant Division long-term contractors, and other south-of-Delta water users, as 
described in Section 2.0 of the Draft EA/IS. Any such agreements are not required for 
implementation of the Proposed Action and are not described in the EA/IS. No revisions 
to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to this comment; therefore, the EA/IS 
text was not modified. 

SLCC-4: The areas identified on the attached map are within the study area evaluated for 
impacts in the Draft EA/IS. The Proposed Action does not include conveyance of WY 
2010 Interim Flows through Reach 4B1; therefore, no impacts are identified and no 
mitigation measures are required in Reach 4B1. The Proposed Action includes routing of 
WY 2010 Interim Flows through Reach 4B2.  The map provided does not identify any 
areas of concern or facility locations in Reach 4B2. The analysis presented in the Draft 
Environmental Assessment/Initial Study did not identify potential impacts to facilities in 
Reach 4B2 (which has an estimated existing channel capacity of 4,500 cubic feet per 
second (cfs)). No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to this 
comment; therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

Specific Comments 
SLCC-5: Purpose and place of use of any diverted flows would be consistent with 
existing CVP water rights. Reclamation would deliver WY 2010 Interim Flows in place 
of contractually obligated water supplies consistent with water supply demands at those 
locations. This process is described throughout the Draft EA/IS. The text was revised to 
clarify this. 

SLCC-6: Diversions at Exchange Contractor facilities would be made consistent with 
existing contracts and water demands, as under current contractual obligations. 



San Joaquin River Restoration Project 

Final Appendix I  
3-108 September 2009 Responses to Comments 

Reclamation delivers water to the Exchange Contractors under the San Joaquin River 
Exchange Contract. The diversion of WY 2010 Interim Flows at Exchange Contractor 
facilities would satisfy the San Joaquin River Exchange Contract, as described in Section 
2.0 of the Draft EA/IS. Under this contract, Reclamation can deliver water to Mendota 
Pool or the Arroyo Canal to fulfill contract obligations through the Delta-Mendota Canal 
(DMC) or through the San Joaquin River at its discretion. The text was revised to clarify 
this. 

SLCC-7: Please see response to comment RMC-69. 

SLCC-8: The fifth species is sponge plant. The text was revised to clarify this. 

SLCC-9: The sentence was revised to reflect potential for invasive species to affect 
water delivery systems. The Invasive Species Monitoring and Management Plan 
(mitigation measure Bio-1; Appendix F) includes measures to monitor and document the 
response of invasive species to the release of WY 2010 Interim Flows. The plan also 
includes measures to control and manage the dispersion of invasive species as a result of 
the release of WY 2010 Interim Flows.  

SLCC-10: The finding refers to the potential decrease in deliveries to the CVP Friant 
Division long-term contractors as a result of the release of Interim Flows. 

SLCC-11: Concur. The text was revised to clarify this. 

SLCC-12: As described in the Proposed Action, Exchange Contract deliveries will have 
priority over Interim Flows. Section 2 of the Environmental Assessment/Initial Study 
describes all agreements that may be necessary to route Interim Flows through Exchange 
Contractor facilities. No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to 
this comment; therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

SLCC-13: In consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service, and as described 
in Section 2.0 of the Draft EA/IS, it was agreed that because of the low likelihood of 
presence of steelhead, the barrier would not be put in place in the spring, but that 
monitoring and salvage, if needed, would take place during the Interim Flow period. No 
revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to this comment; 
therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

SLCC-14: The text was revised to reflect comment in the Final EA/IS. 

SLCC-15: Reclamation delivers water to the Exchange Contractors under the San 
Joaquin River Exchange Contract. The diversion of WY 2010 Interim Flows at Exchange 
Contractor facilities would satisfy the San Joaquin River Exchange Contract, as described 
in Section 2.0 of the Draft EA/IS. Under this contract, Reclamation can deliver water to 
Mendota Pool or the Arroyo Canal to fulfill contract obligations through the Delta-
Mendota Canal or through the San Joaquin River at its discretion. With regard to seepage 
as a result of the Proposed Action, see responses to comment CVFPB-2 and RMC-3.  

SLCC-16: See response to SLCC-15. 
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SLCC-17: As described in Section 2.0 of the Draft EA/IS, recirculation of recaptured 
Interim Flows would be subject to available capacity within CVP/State Water Project 
(SWP) storage and conveyance facilities, and would be consistent with existing operating 
criteria, prevailing and relevant laws, regulations, biological opinions, and court orders in 
place at the time the water is pumped. Additional mutual agreements between 
Reclamation, DWR, Friant Division long-term contractors, and other south-of-Delta 
CVP/SWP contractors may be required for conveyance of recaptured Interim Flows. No 
revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to this comment; 
therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

SLCC-18: See responses to SLCC-1 and -2. The text was revised as suggested. 

SLCC-19: Concur. The text was revised to reflect comment. 

SLCC-20: Seepage monitoring cannot be completed without flows in the San Joaquin 
River and bypass system; however, geotechnical surveys are being conducted for lands 
for which access has been granted. The lead agencies continue to seek access from 
landowners to assess baseline conditions. The Seepage Monitoring and Management Plan 
will inform future decisions on the release of flows. Text in the Seepage Monitoring and 
Management Plan revised for clarity. 

SLCC-21: The potential impacts of the Proposed Action on San Joaquin River salinity 
levels are described in Section 4.9 of the Draft EA/IS. The potential effects of increased 
groundwater levels are discussed in Sections 2.2.5 and 4.9.  Text in the Seepage 
Monitoring and Management Plan revised for clarity on the assessment as it relates 
cropping patterns. 

SLCC-22: The capacity of Reach 4 is variable, as described in Section 3.11 of the Draft 
EA/IS. No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to this comment; 
therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

SLCC-23: This capacity is the design capacity (with 3 feet of freeboard), and is 
supported by scoping comments received from the San Joaquin River Resource 
Management Coalition (2007) and by the Draft San Joaquin River Restoration Study 
Background Report (McBain & Trush, 2002). No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were 
necessary in response to this comment; therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

SLCC-24: The design capacity is the capacity that the channel was estimated to have 
when the San Joaquin Flood Control Project was constructed. The design capacity was 
used, in part, to establish the required capacity for the Sand Slough and Eastside Bypass. 
The current capacity is limited in part because of dense vegetation in the channel and 
road crossings designed for lower flows. The Environmental Assessment/Initial Study 
does not assess the potential for seepage within this reach because the Proposed Action 
does not include conveyance of WY 2010 Interim Flows through this reach. No revisions 
to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to this comment; therefore, the EA/IS 
text was not modified. 
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SLCC-25: Concur. The best evidence available at the time the Draft Environmental 
Assessment/Initial Study was released suggested that the nondamaging flow capacity in 
Reach 4A is greater than 600 cfs. The Seepage Monitoring and Management Plan 
describes the actions to be taken if unanticipated seepage were to occur as a result of the 
Proposed Action at flows below the capacity estimated using the best available 
information. Text in the Seepage Monitoring and Management Plan revised for clarity. 

SLCC-26: The source of the data is results of modeling performed by Mussetter 
Engineering, Inc., as presented in the Draft San Joaquin River Restoration Study 
Background Report (McBain & Trush, 2002). This source is referenced beneath the table. 
Text in the Seepage Monitoring and Management Plan revised for clarity. 

SLCC-27: The text was revised for clarity. 

SLCC-28: Please see response to comment RMC-69 in Chapter 4. 

SLCC-29: The text was revised as suggested. 

SLCC-30: See responses to comments SLCC-1 and -6. In the event that additional 
diversions in excess of SLCC demands are needed into the Arroyo Canal to avoid 
seepage impacts, Reclamation will work with SLCC to find a mutually agreeable 
resolution on accounting for these deliveries. 

SLCC-31: Lower San Joaquin Levee District staff would perform the patrols, consistent 
with standards currently applied for patrols during flood conditions. See response to 
comment RMC-45 in Chapter 4.  No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in 
response to this comment; therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 
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3.12 San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority and  
State Water Contractors 
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Response to Comments from San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority 
and State Water Contracts (SLDMWA & SWC) 

SLDMWA&SWC-1: Recirculation of Interim Flows would be subject to available 
capacity, where available capacity is defined as capacity available after satisfying all 
statutory and contractual obligations to existing or future water service or supply 
contracts, exchange contracts, settlement contracts, transfers, or other agreements 
involving or intended to benefit Central Valley Project/State Water Project (CVP/SWP) 
contractors served water through CVP/SWP facilities. The text was revised to clarify this.  

SLDMWA&SWC-1a: As described in Section 2.0 of the Draft Environmental 
Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS), the Proposed Action is constrained by channel 
capacity, the potential for adverse material seepage impacts, Federal, State, and local 
laws, and future agreements with downstream agencies, entities, and landowners. Table 
2-3 in the Draft EA/IS identifies Reach 1 Holding Contracts in cubic feet per second and 
Table 2-4 in the Draft EA/IS identifies infiltration losses identified in Exhibit B of the 
Settlement that are anticipated reductions from the Friant Release schedule.  As stated 
above, recirculation would be subject to available capacity within CVP/SWP storage and 
conveyance facilities. No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to 
this comment; therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

SLDMWA&SWC-1b: See response to comment RMC-74 in Chapter 4. 

SLDMWA&SWC-1c: See response to comment RMC-9 in Chapter 4. 

SLDMWA&SWC-2: As described in Section 4.0, the Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin river basins, adopted by the Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board in 1998, is the regulatory reference for meeting Federal and State 
water quality requirements, and lists existing and potential beneficial uses of the San 
Joaquin River. The current Basin Plan review is anticipated to provide regulatory 
guidance for total maximum daily load standards at locations along the San Joaquin 
River. No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to this comment; 
therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

SLDMWA&SWC-3a: As stated in the project description, the pumping of Water Year 
(WY) 2010 Interim Flows would be consistent with any biological opinions (BO) in 
place at the time of pumping. The effects of pumping on Federally listed species and their 
habitat are permitted consistent with BOs, as applicable. Other impacts of the June 2009 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) BO, such as the potential for reduced 
recapture of WY 2010 Interim Flows, are assessed in the Draft EA/IS, which analyzes the 
potential for no recapture of WY 2010 Interim Flows. 

SLDMWA&SWC-3b: The main document does not have the referenced Table 4-40. 
Appendix A does not have the referenced Tables 70 – 75. No revisions to the Draft EA/IS 
text were necessary in response to this comment; therefore, the EA/IS text was not 
modified. 

SLDMWA&SWC-4: Comment noted. 
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SLDMWA&SWC-5: The text was revised to define “available capacity” as suggested in 
the comment with a few editorial changes.  Other sections of the Draft EA/IS that discuss 
recirculation and available capacity refer back to Section 2. 

SLDMWA&SWC-6: See response to SLDMWA&SWC-1. 
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3.13 San Luis Delta-Mendota Water Authority and 
Westlands Water District 
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Response to Comments from San Luis Delta-Mendota Water Authority and 
Westlands Water District 

SLDMWA&WWD-1: A 14-day extension of the public review period was provided. 
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