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3.7 Comments from State Agencies and Responses 

This section contains a copy of comment letters (and any attachments) from the State 
government agencies listed in Table 3.7-1.  As noted previously, each comment in the 
comment letters was assigned a number, in sequential order (note that some letters may 
have more than one comment). The numbers were then combined with an abbreviation 
for the State agency (example: CONS-1). For some comments, letters were added 
alphabetically to further identify related comments (example: DFGA-19a). 

Responses to the comments follow the comment letters, and are also numbered, 
corresponding to the numbers assigned in the letters.  The letters and associated responses 
are sorted alphabetically by abbreviation and appear in the section in that order. 

Table 3.7-1. 
State Agencies Providing Comments on 

Draft Program Environmental Impact Statement/Report 
Abbreviation Agency 

CONS California Department of Conservation 

CRWQCB California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

CSLC California State Lands Commission 

CVFPB Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

DFG Department of Fish and Game 

DFGA Department of Fish and Game Attachment A 

DFGB Department of Fish and Game Attachment B 

SJRC San Joaquin River Conservancy 

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 



San Joaquin River Restoration Program 

Final Program Environmental 
3.7-2 – July 2012 Impact Statement/Report 

 

This page left blank intentionally.   



Chapter 3.0 
Individual Comments and Responses 

Program Environmental Final 
Impact Statement/Report 3.7-3 – July 2012 

3.7.1 California Department of Conservation 
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Responses to Comments from the California Department of Conservation 
CONS-1: Comment noted. This comment describes the program-level impacts and 
cumulative impacts to Important Farmland, as described in the Draft PEIS/R, and 
introduces comment CONS-2.  See response to comment CONS-2. 

CONS-2: Comment noted. As requested, subsequent CEQA documents for actions 
described at the program-level in the Draft PEIS/R will provide or discuss the 
recommended items, as appropriate.  Text has not been revised. 

CONS-3: Comment noted. As described in Chapter 16.0, “Land Use and Agricultural 
Resources,” of the Draft PEIS/R,  mitigation measures LUP-1a and LUP-5 incorporate 
agricultural conservation easements in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15370.  
Agricultural conservation easements are described in mitigation measure LUP-1a for 
program-level impact LUP-1 on page 16-34, lines 19 through 25, and discuss that the 
future site-specific project proponent will either (1) acquire agricultural conservation 
easements at a 1:1 ratio (1 acre of acquired easement for each 1 acre of Important 
Farmland removed from agricultural use), or (2) provide funds to a program that 
conserves agricultural land to obtain easements on comparable land at a 1:1 ratio.  
Mitigation measure LUP-5 is identical for LUP-1a, applied to project-level impact LUP-
5.  Text has not been revised.  
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3.7.2 California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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Responses to Comments from the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 
CRWQCB-1: Reintroduced salmon and other native fishes could use Reach 4B1, the 
Eastside and Mariposa bypasses, or a combination of Reach 4B1and bypasses for passage 
under Alternatives A1, B1, and C1. The determination to make improvements for passage 
or to modify or install new structures to encourage fish passage through one route over 
any other would be made during subsequent site-specific studies, including the Reach 4B, 
Eastside Bypass, and Mariposa Bypass Channel and Structural Improvements Project. 
The PEIS/R identifies and discloses the potential impacts of this project (in combination 
with all other actions that are included in the action alternatives) at a program level of 
detail. Alternatives A2, B2, and C2 include all of the modifications to Reach 4B1 
described in Alternatives A1, B1, and C1 plus additional modifications needed to 
increase the capacity of Reach 4B1 to at least 4,500 cfs, with integrated floodplain 
habitat, as specified in Paragraph 11(b)(1) of the Settlement. The additional modifications 
to increase the capacity of Reach 4B1 to at least 4,500 cfs would be implemented during 
Phase 2, unless the Secretary, in consultation with the RA and with concurrence by 
NMFS and USFWS, determines that such modifications would not substantially enhance 
achievement of the Restoration Goal. In this manner, the PEIS/R supports development 
of the site-specific studies of actions related to Reach 4B, including decisions related to 
flow and fish routing. Text has not been revised. 

CRWQCB-2: The PEIS/R evaluates the potential impacts of implementing the 
Settlement on existing populations of Chinook salmon in the study area, including fall-
run Chinook salmon in the San Joaquin River below the Merced River confluence, and 
all runs of Chinook salmon within the Delta. However, the PEIS/R does not evaluate the 
potential impacts of implementing the Settlement (or other projects such as the Grassland 
Bypass Project) on reintroduced spring- and fall-run Chinook salmon, as this is outside 
the purpose of the PEIS/R and the scope of NEPA and CEQA. The Implementing 
Agencies would coordinate with other programs and projects within the study area, 
including the Grassland Bypass Project, to the extent feasible and where those programs 
and projects support the purpose, need, and objectives of the SJRRP. 

The impacts of the Grassland Bypass Extension Project were analyzed in compliance 
with NEPA and CEQA in the Grassland Bypass Project, 2010-2019: Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and Environmental Impact Report (Reclamation and 
SLDMWA 2009; State Clearinghouse Number 2007121110) before implementation of 
that project. The impacts analyzed in that document are not reassessed or described in 
detail in the Draft PEIS/R. As stated in Table 2-3 on page 2-12 of the Draft PEIS/R, the 
Grassland Bypass Extension Project is assumed to be in place as part of the No-Action 
Alternative. Analysis of the potential impacts of the No-Action and action alternatives on 
water quality is provided in Chapter 14.0, “Hydrology – Surface Water Quality,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R.  The potential cumulative impacts of the action alternatives taken together 
with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects (including 
the Grassland Bypass Project as a component of the San Joaquin River Salinity 
Management Plan) are evaluated in Chapter 26.0, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R. 
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See MCR-1, “Analysis of Program Feasibility, Potential to Achieve Restoration and 
Water Management Goals,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final 
PEIS/R for additional information relevant to assessment of potential impacts of 
implementing the Settlement on reintroduced spring- and fall-run Chinook salmon. 

CRWQCB-3: The ability to meet water quality criteria, including temperature criteria, in 
the San Joaquin River downstream from the Merced River confluence is described in 
Chapter 14.0, “Hydrology – Water Quality,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  Impacts of these 
changes in water temperatures on fisheries are in turn assessed in Chapter 5.0, 
“Biological Resources – Fisheries,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  Recapture of flows upstream 
from the Delta is evaluated at a program level in the PEIS/R, and is not anticipated to 
result in violations of existing water quality standards, or substantial water quality 
changes that adversely affect beneficial uses, or have substantive impacts on public 
health (see Impact SWQ-2 on pages 14-21 and 14-22 of the Draft PEIS/R). As further 
discussed in Chapter 5.0, water temperature in the San Joaquin River between the Merced 
River and the Delta is typically in equilibrium with air temperature during the hottest 
summer months, but not at other times of the year, such as spring and fall. It is possible 
that the water temperature would be affected by the withdrawal of water that would occur 
under Alternatives B1, B2, C1, and C2, potentially resulting in downstream changes in 
water temperature, compared with the current condition. However, the potential impact of 
water temperature increases would be minimized by cool water from the tributary rivers 
mixing with flows in the mainstem San Joaquin River, including Interim and Restoration 
flows from the Restoration Area, and would therefore be less than significant. Text has 
not been revised. 

CRWQCB-4: Text on page 6-1, lines 19 through 24 has been removed in response to 
this and other comments. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

CRWQCB-5: As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, Alternatives B1, B2, C1, and C2 include recapturing Interim and Restoration 
flows from the San Joaquin River below the Merced River confluence at existing 
pumping facilities owned and operated by CVP contractors who possess San Joaquin 
River water rights. These actions are analyzed at a program level in the Draft PEIS/R. 
Subsequent site-specific studies, including additional NEPA and/or CEQA environmental 
compliance documentation, would be completed to determine which existing pumping 
facilities would be used for recapture in this portion of the San Joaquin River. Text has 
not been revised. 
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3.7.3 California State Lands Commission 
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Responses to Comments from the California State Lands Commission 
CSLC-1: Comment noted. Text has not been revised. 

CSLC-2: Comment noted. As stated in Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, “Coordination and 
Compliance,” of the Draft PEIS/R, program-level actions involving work on the San 
Joaquin River would require a lease from the California State Lands Commission.  
Implementing the project-level actions would not cause substantial adverse effects to 
natural and cultural resources on lands subject to the jurisdiction of the California State 
Lands Commission, and would not restrict or impede the easement right of the public.  
The inclusion of this discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft 
PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

CSLC-3: All channel and structural improvements that may be necessary in 
implementing the Settlement consistent with the Act are listed in Table 2-2 of the Draft 
PEIS/R, shown on pages 2-9 and 2-10. These actions are evaluated in the Draft PEIS/R at 
a program level only. The need for individual actions would be evaluated at a project 
level during subsequent site-specific studies. As stated in Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, 
Coordination, and Compliance,” of the Draft PEIS/R, program-level actions that require 
work on the San Joaquin River would require a lease from the California State Lands 
Commission. DWR is coordinating with the California State Lands Commission as a 
Responsible Agency under CEQA in preparing this PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

CSLC-4: Project-specific information related to the reintroduction of fall- and spring-run 
Chinook salmon pursuant to Paragraph 14 of the Settlement would be developed during 
subsequent site-specific studies. As stated in Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, Coordination, 
and Compliance,” of the Draft PEIS/R, program-level actions that require work on the 
San Joaquin River would require a lease from the California State Lands Commission. 
DWR is coordinating with the California State Lands Commission as a Responsible 
Agency under CEQA in preparing this PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

CSLC-5: Comment noted. The lead agencies continue to work with the California State 
Lands Commission to disseminate results of recent mapping to determine the proximity 
of Settlement actions to California State Lands Commission lands and other private 
ownership interests. The potential for development of a master lease may be explored 
with the California State Lands Commission once site-specific details of subsequent 
projects are determined. Text has not been revised. 

CSLC-6a: Comment noted. Text has not been revised. 

CSLC-6b: Comment noted. Text has not been revised. 

CSLC-7: Comment noted. The lead agencies will include the California State Lands 
Commission as a reviewing agency on all future SJRRP documents submitted through the 
State Clearinghouse.  Text has not been revised. 

CSLC-8: Text on page 8-12 between lines 20 and 21 of the Draft PEIS/R has been 
revised consistent with comment to add description of the jurisdiction of the California 
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State Lands Commission over all archaeological sites and historic or cultural resources on 
or in submerged lands of California. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R 

CSLC-9: The lead agencies will notify and consult with California State Lands 
Commission staff in the event that any cultural resources are discovered on State 
sovereign lands during implementation of SJRRP activities. Text has not been revised. 

CSLC-10: Comment noted. Text has not been revised. 

CSLC-11: This comment is an enclosure to the CLSC comment letter and comprises a 
comment letter submitted by the California State Lands Commission to the lead agencies 
on September 19, 2007, during the public scoping process for the SJRRP.  Public 
scoping, including consideration of public comments, was used as part of alternatives 
development, as described in Appendix G, “Plan Formulation,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 
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3.7.4 Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
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Responses to Comments from the Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
CVFPB-1: Comment noted. As a program document, the PEIS/R analyzes the effects of 
implementing the Settlement consistent with the Act in compliance with both NEPA and 
CEQA.  Text has not been revised. 

CVFPB-2: It is assumed that the comment to “include project-level studies of seepage 
mitigation project sites” refers to levee slope stability and underseepage or through-
seepage due to levee saturation during floods.  As described in Chapter 11.0 “Hydrology 
– Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, all impacts of implementing the Settlement 
on flood management would be less than significant. Under Alternatives A1 through C2, 
Reclamation would implement three integrated measures that would collectively avoid a 
potentially significant increase in the risk of flood damage or levee failure due to 
underseepage, through-seepage, erosion, or landside slope stability issues (as described in 
Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, in the section describing 
actions to minimize flood risk). These three measures include (1) establishing a Channel 
Capacity Advisory Group and determining and updating estimates of then-existing 
channel capacities (using, among other tools, USACE levee performance criteria 
pertaining to underseepage, through-seepage, and landside slope stability) as needed, (2) 
maintaining Interim and Restoration flows below estimates of then-existing channel 
capacities, and (3) closely monitoring erosion and performing maintenance and/or 
reducing Interim and Restoration flows as necessary to avoid erosion-related impacts.  
Sediment mobilization, bar formation, and bank erosion would be monitored through 
aerial and topographic surveys of areas with elevated erosion potential. These actions are 
analyzed at the project level in the PEIS/R. 

Text in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives” (page 2-23, lines 33 through 41; page 
2-24, lines 3 through 11; page 2-25, lines 36 through 39; page 2-26, lines 15 through 30), 
and Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management” (page 11-43, lines 20 through 36), 
of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised to clarify that Reclamation would limit the release 
of Interim and Restoration flows to those flows that would maintain standard USACE 
levee performance criteria (i.e., a levee slope stability Factor of Safety of at least 1.4 and 
an underseepage Factor of Safety corresponding to an exit gradient at the toe of the levee 
of 0.5 or less). See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R.  Further, all project- and 
program-level actions would be performed in compliance with USACE requirements, 
including requirements set forth by USACE as conditions of permits issued for 
implementing such actions (see Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, Coordination, and 
Compliance,” of this Draft PEIS/R for a description of permits, petitions, compliance 
documents, etc. needed for the project- and program-level actions). 

The action alternatives also include immediate management actions, as part of the 
Physical Monitoring and Management Plan (Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R), to reduce, 
redirect, or redivert Interim or Restoration flows to reduce undesirable seepage impacts, 
as well as actions to minimize or avoid impacts to channel capacity related to vegetation 
growth. As described on page 2-51 of the Draft PEIS/R, project-level actions to address 
impacts to channel capacity related to vegetation growth include removal of vegetation 
and debris that would cause Interim or Restoration flows to exceed channel capacity. 
Vegetation would be removed by mechanical or chemical means. Nonnative plant 
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removal would receive priority over removal of native species. These actions are 
described and evaluated in the Draft PEIS/R at a project level of detail. These actions are 
also analyzed at the project level in the PEIS/R.   

The Physical Monitoring and Management Plan also includes long-term management 
actions to minimize or avoid impacts to channel capacity related to vegetation growth and 
sediment accumulation, as described on page 2-52 of the Draft PEIS/R. These actions 
may include, but would not be limited to, providing a larger floodplain between levees 
through the acquisition of land and construction of setback levees, regrading of land 
between levees, construction of sediment traps, construction of grade control structures, 
or channel grading. Because site-specific locations and conditions for application of these 
actions are not yet known, these actions are evaluated at a program level in the Draft 
PEIS/R. 

The commenter states that, “The Program EIR should include project-level studies of 
seepage mitigation project sites which can be used to simplify the task of preparing 
environmental documents on later parts of the program.” Project-level evaluations are not 
included for program-level actions because site-specific information (such as locations 
and designs of specific actions) is not available at this time. As described on page 1-9 of 
the Draft PEIS/R, for actions evaluated at a program level of detail, a potential range of 
future construction and management actions is included in the alternatives to bracket the 
probable range of effects. This bracketed range of potential effects allowed for an 
informed analysis of systemwide and cumulative impacts resulting from implementing 
the entirety of the Settlement. Based on the program-level analysis presented in the Draft 
PEIS/R, program-level mitigation measures and performance standards are identified that 
would apply to subsequent, future project components implemented as part of the 
Settlement (as conditions of approval). These performance standards will be incorporated 
into subsequent site-specific actions, including implementation of actions to reduce or 
avoid impacts related to agricultural seepage-related impacts, and actions to maintain 
channel capacity. Because such actions would be developed during subsequent site-
specific studies, “project-level studies of seepage mitigation project sites” are not 
evaluated at a project level in the PEIS/R, as suggested by the commenter. Reclamation 
continues to seek input from landowners concerned with potential seepage impacts 
through the regularly held Seepage and Conveyance Technical Feedback Meetings. 

Impact FLD-1, beginning on page 11-31 of the Draft PEIS/R, describes the potential for 
program-level actions, such as the construction of new levees, to transfer flood risk to 
downstream areas and expose people or structures to increased risk. Proposed physical 
modifications to existing facilities or new facilities would incorporate features to 
maintain current levels of flood protection, and minimize redirected flood risk. Hydraulic 
modeling of channel and structural improvements in Reaches 2B and 4B1, as described 
under Impact FLD-1, demonstrates little to no change in water level frequencies 
throughout the system. These changes are considered less than significant; however, due 
to lack of recent and consistent information regarding channel and levee conditions 
within the Restoration Area, this impact is considered potentially significant. Therefore 
Mitigation Measure FLD-1, “Implement Design Standards to Minimize Risk of Loss, 
Injury, or Death Involving Flooding,” is proposed. Under Mitigation Measure FLD-1, 
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future site-specific studies will provide project-level analysis and implement design 
standards to minimize flood risk for each site-specific project.  Site-specific projects that 
cannot or do not reduce redirected flood impacts to less than significant levels will not be 
implemented as part of the SJRRP. 

CVFPB-3: The commenter states that, “The Program EIR should include project-level 
determinations for the necessary mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts 
resulting from seepage through and/or under levees, hydraulic impacts resulting from 
additional flows, increases in vegetation growth, and sediment accumulation in the 
channels and bypasses.” As described in response to comment CVFPB-2, under all action 
alternatives, Reclamation would implement three integrated measures that would 
collectively avoid a potentially significant increase in the risk of flood damage or levee 
failure due to underseepage, through-seepage, erosion, or landside slope stability issues. 
The action alternatives also include immediate management actions, as part of the 
Physical Monitoring and Management Plan (Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R), to 
minimize or avoid impacts to channel capacity related to vegetation growth. These 
actions are analyzed in the Draft PEIS/R at a project level of detail. Program-level actions 
are also included in the Physical Monitoring and Management Plan under all action 
alternatives to minimize or avoid impacts to channel capacity related to vegetation 
growth, as described in response to comment CVFPB-2.  

As described in Chapter 3.0, “Considerations for Describing the Affected Environment 
and Environmental Consequences,” of the Draft PEIS/R, mitigation measures are 
identified for both project- and program-level actions, when appropriate. Mitigation 
measures are presented in their entirety for significant and potentially significant project-
level impacts, in accordance with Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines, and are fully 
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments. 
For significant and potentially significant program-level actions, types of potential 
mitigation measures are identified. No mitigation measures are proposed when an impact 
conclusion is “less than significant,” “no impact,” or “beneficial.” As described in 
Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R, with 
implementation of the actions described above, most potential impacts would be less than 
significant or result in no impact. These potential impacts do not require mitigation, for 
the reasons set forth above. As described in response to comment CVFPB-2, mitigation is 
identified for Impact FLD-1. See response to comment CVFPB-2 for a discussion of 
Impact FLD-1 and the associated Mitigation Measure FLD-1.  

Text has not been revised. 

CVFPB-4: The commenter cites text on page 3-12 of Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring 
and Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R, describing program-level actions. Project-
level evaluations are not included for program-level actions because site-specific 
information (such as locations and designs of specific actions) is not available at this 
time. As described on page 1-9 of the Draft PEIS/R, for actions evaluated at a program 
level of detail, a potential range of future construction and management actions is 
included in the alternatives to bracket the probable range of effects. This bracketed range 
of potential effects allowed for an informed analysis of systemwide and cumulative 



San Joaquin River Restoration Program 

Final Program Environmental 
3.7-30 – July 2012 Impact Statement/Report 

impacts resulting from implementing the entirety of the Settlement. Based on the 
program-level analysis presented in the Draft PEIS/R, program-level mitigation measures 
and performance standards are identified that would apply to subsequent, future project 
components implemented as part of the Settlement (as conditions of approval). These 
performance standards will be incorporated into subsequent site-specific actions, 
including implementation of those actions listed by the commenter. Text has not been 
revised. 

CVFPB-5: All project- and program-level actions would be performed in compliance 
with USACE requirements, including requirements set forth by USACE as conditions of 
permits issued for implementation of such actions. See Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, 
Coordination, and Compliance,” of the Draft PEIS/R for a description of permits, 
petitions, compliance documents, etc. needed for the project- and program-level actions. 
Text of Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives” (page 2-23, lines 33 through 41; page 
2-24, lines 3 through 11; page 2-25, lines 36 through 39; page 2-26, lines 15 through 30), 
and Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management” (page 11-43, lines 20 through 36), 
of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised to clarify that Reclamation would limit the release 
of Interim and Restoration flows to flows that would maintain standard USACE levee 
performance criteria (i.e., a levee slope stability Factor of Safety of at least 1.4 and an 
underseepage Factor of Safety corresponding to an exit gradient at the toe of the levee of 
0.5 or less, which in general would provide a Factor of Safety of about 1.6 as referred to 
in the comment) at all times.  Levee performance criteria are cited in accordance with 
USACE EM 1110-2-1913 (USACE 2000) and ETL 1110-2-569 (USACE 2005). See 
Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R.  As described on page 2-25, a staff member 
from USACE would participate in the Channel Capacity Advisory Group, which would 
provide timely independent review of data, analytical methodology, and results used to 
estimate then-existing channel capacities, including application of the USACE levee 
performance criteria.  In the event the levee performance criteria are revised by USACE, 
such revisions would be considered.  The inclusion of this discussion does not change the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R. 

CVFPB-6: Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and Management Plan,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R describes actions included in all action alternatives to manage vegetation growth 
and sediment transport as they relate to maintaining channel capacity, as described in 
response to comment CVFPB-2 and in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R. 

The Implementing Agencies are examining potential environmental protections for 
agencies that would continue to conduct routine operations and maintenance activities in 
the Restoration Area after spring-run Chinook salmon are reintroduced to the San Joaquin 
River. Regardless of Settlement implementation or agreements of financial assistance, 
LSJLD will retain a continued obligation to operate and maintain the Lower San Joaquin 
River Flood Control Project consistent with ESA and CESA requirements, not excepting 
any protections that may be established by the Implementing Agencies as part of the 
SJRRP. 
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Reclamation will consult with the regulatory agencies who oversee the conservation of 
sensitive species and habitats on actions related to both the program- and project-level 
actions identified in the Draft PEIS/R, as appropriate.  Both ESA and CESA regulations 
currently apply to both public and private lands within the Restoration Area.  These 
species protections are not expected to change either with or without implementation of 
the SJRRP. The Implementing Agencies are examining several potential protections for 
landowners and agencies who will continue to conduct routine agricultural operations and 
maintenance activities in the Restoration Area after protected spring-run Chinook salmon 
are reintroduced to the San Joaquin River. These protections are found in specific Federal 
and State laws pertaining to reintroducing populations of protected species, as described 
in detail in MCR-6, “Third-Party Concerns and Outreach,” in Chapter 2.0 of this Final 
PEIS/R. See response to comment CVFPB-2 and MCR-6 for additional information 
relevant to this comment. Text has not been revised. 

CVFPB-7: Restoration flows would not contribute to flood flows. With implementation 
of channel capacity increases in Reach 2B and Reach 4B1 specified in the Settlement, 
Restoration flow targets identified in Exhibit B for these reaches would be below channel 
capacity. As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, 
Interim and Restoration flows at all locations would have a lower priority for downstream 
channel capacity than flood flows (from Friant Dam or other sources, such as the Kings 
River, the Fresno River, or the Chowchilla River) or irrigation deliveries to the San 
Joaquin River Exchange Contractors. If release of water from Friant Dam is required for 
flood control purposes, concurrent Interim and Restoration flows would be reduced by an 
amount equivalent to the required flood control release. If flood control releases from 
Friant Dam exceed the concurrent scheduled Interim and Restoration flows, no additional 
releases above those required for flood control would be made for SJRRP purposes. 
Interim and Restoration flows would be limited to then-existing channel capacities. With 
these operating principles and constraints in place, Interim and Restoration flows would 
not contribute to flood flows above project design capacities as defined by the Operation 
and Maintenance Manual for Levees, Irrigation and Drainage Structures, Channels and 
Miscellaneous Facilities (Reclamation Board 1978) or otherwise adversely affect future 
flood control operations. Priorities and operations are set in this manual, and would not 
change with the implementation of the SJRRP. The text has not been revised. 

CVFPB-8: The analysis presented in Appendix N, “Geomorphology,  Sediment 
Transport, and Vegetation Assessment,” of the Draft PEIS/R, provides a limited 
assessment of specific flow conditions, and does not attempt to evaluate all potential 
temporary flow conditions possible under implementation of the Settlement. Regardless 
of temporary flow conditions, such as diversion of Interim or Restoration flows to the 
bypass system due to downstream channel capacity constraints, all action alternatives 
include vegetation management actions to prevent impacts related to vegetation growth.  
The Physical Monitoring and Management Plan (Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R) 
specifies guidelines for observing and adjusting to changes in physical conditions related 
to flow, seepage, channel capacity, native vegetation, and spawning gravel. Specific 
portions of the Physical Monitoring and Management Plan relevant to vegetation growth 
and sediment erosion and deposition include the Channel Capacity Monitoring and 
Management Component Plan and the monitoring programs identified therein. Potential 
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immediate responses to a reduction in channel capacity include removal of vegetation and 
debris. The results of monitoring and management activities performed as part of the 
SJRRP would be used to inform estimates of then-existing channel capacities, and would 
be included for review in reports to the Channel Capacity Advisory Group, as described 
in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

See also MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 
2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

CVFPB-9: Reclamation and DWR recognize the need for additional monitoring and 
maintenance, and have included measures to address these needs in the project 
descriptions of all action alternatives.  The Physical Monitoring and Management Plan, 
outlined on pages 2-49 through 2-52 of the Draft PEIS/R, and described in detail in 
Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R, 
specifies guidelines for observing and adjusting to changes in physical conditions related 
to flow, seepage, channel capacity, native vegetation, and spawning gravel. The Physical 
Monitoring and Management Plan includes monitoring activities and both immediate and 
long-term management actions to achieve objectives for flow, seepage, channel capacity, 
native vegetation, and spawning gravel.  Additional actions included in all action 
alternatives would address erosion, specifically those described on page 2-26 of the Draft 
PEIS/R, beginning at line 31, to closely monitor erosion and perform maintenance and/or 
reduce Interim or Restoration flows, as necessary, to avoid erosion-related impacts.  
Measures included in the project description to avoid, minimize, or reduce impacts, 
including the Physical Monitoring and Management Plan, are therefore not included or 
necessary to include as mitigation measures.  Furthermore, with implementation of 
measures included under all action alternatives to avoid, minimize, and reduce specific 
environmental impacts, those impacts would not occur or would be less than significant, 
and thus do not require mitigation. 

The Implementing Agencies recognize that Interim and Restoration flows would change 
the nature of operations and maintenance activities; activities currently performed in a 
dry channel would be performed in wet channel conditions. Currently, Reclamation is 
working with LSJLD to develop and implement an agreement to provide financial 
assistance for Settlement-related costs incurred by LSJLD. The agreement is intended to 
assist LSJLD in adapting to Settlement implementation, as needed, to potentially 
undertake additional flood management activities related to the release of Interim and 
Restoration flows. Such an agreement would likely be similar to the agreement recently 
completed by Reclamation and LSJLD for Water Year 2011 Interim Flows. These 
commitments are further described in MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement 
Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0 of this Final PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

CVFPB-10: Page 11-13, lines 11 through 16 of the Draft PEIS/R have been revised in 
response to comment to expand the description of LSJLD responsibilities and operations. 
See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

The Lower San Joaquin Flood Control Project, authorized by Congress in 1944 to protect 
irrigated agricultural lands and associated developments, was designed and constructed 
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by DWR between 1959 and 1966.  LSJLD was created in 1955 by a special act of the 
State Legislature to operate, maintain, and repair levees, bypasses, and other facilities 
built in connection with the Flood Project.  LSJLD operates these facilities consistent 
with the Operation and Maintenance Manual for Levees, Irrigation and Drainage 
Structures, Channels and Miscellaneous Facilities (Reclamation Board 1967), which 
states that “the purpose of channel maintenance is to insure that the channel is kept in as 
good a condition as when the channel was constructed” (Reclamation Board 1967).  The 
district encompasses approximately 468 square miles (300,000 acres) in Fresno, Madera, 
and Merced counties, of which 94 square miles are in Fresno County. 

As discussed in MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in 
Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, the change in 
operations at Friant Dam and routing of Interim and Restoration flows could increase 
operations and maintenance activities regardless of the alternative selected for 
implementation. Increased operations and maintenance activities could include increased 
flap gate inspection and debris removal, operation of flow control structures, levee 
patrols, vegetation control, and sand excavation (these actions are described in Appendix 
D, “Physical Monitoring and Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R). 

The Implementing Agencies recognize that Interim and Restoration flows would change 
the nature of operations and maintenance activities; those activities currently performed 
in a dry channel would be performed in wet channel conditions. Currently, Reclamation 
is working with LSJLD to develop and implement an agreement to provide financial 
assistance for Settlement-related costs incurred by LSJLD. The agreement is intended to 
assist LSJLD in adapting to Settlement implementation, as needed, to potentially 
undertake additional flood management activities related to the release of Interim and 
Restoration flows. Such an agreement would likely be similar to the agreement recently 
completed by Reclamation and LSJLD for Water Year 2011 Interim Flows. These 
agreements are further described in MCR-8, “Operations and Maintenance Agreement 
Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0 of this Final PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

CVFPB-11: Text of page 2-28, line 15, and page 11-13, line 17, of the Draft PEIS/R, has 
been revised as recommended to reflect the Federal and State jurisdiction and roles in 
maintaining the Lower San Joaquin River Flood Control Project. See Chapter 4.0, 
“Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R.  As described in response to comment CVFPB-7, priorities 
and operations for the Lower San Joaquin River Flood Control Project are set in the 
Operation and Maintenance Manual for Levees, Irrigation and Drainage Structures, 
Channels and Miscellaneous Facilities (Reclamation Board 1978) for the project, and 
would not change with the implementation of the SJRRP. See response to comment 
CVFPB-7 for further information relevant to this comment.  Text has not been revised. 

CVFPB-12: All six action alternatives evaluated in the Draft PEIS/R include the use of 
the Eastside Bypass, and, potentially, the Mariposa Bypass, to convey Interim and/or 
Restoration flows, as described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R.  Under Alternatives A1, B1, and C1, Reach 4B1 would convey at least 475 cfs, 
and the Eastside and Mariposa bypasses would convey any remaining Interim and 
Restoration flows. Under Alternatives A2, B2, and C2, Reach 4B1 would convey at least 
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4,500 cfs, and the Eastside and Mariposa bypasses would not convey Interim or 
Restoration flows after completion of Reach 4B1 channel modifications.  The permanent 
use of these bypasses for implementing the Settlement would be determined as part of the 
Reach 4B, Eastside Bypass, and Mariposa Bypass Channel and Structural Improvements 
Project. 

Reclamation and DWR have been coordinating and will continue to coordinate with 
CVFPB to determine if easements are required and the appropriate measures to address 
potential changes to the existing systems.  Reclamation continues to investigate the 
potential need for agreements with landowners in the bypasses to route Interim and 
Restoration flows through the bypasses.  While this analysis of the need for agreements is 
still underway, the PEIS/R addresses the environmental impacts and identifies mitigation 
measures, when necessary, for use of the bypass to convey Interim and Restoration flows.  
The PEIS/R provides project-level analyses of the release and conveyance of Interim and 
Restoration flows and of conducting increased operations and maintenance activities 
associated with implementing the Settlement. The PEIS/R also provides project-level 
analyses of immediate management actions, as part of the Physical Monitoring and 
Management Plan (Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R), to minimize or avoid impacts to 
channel capacity related to vegetation growth. Project-level impacts and mitigation 
measures associated with these actions are described in Chapters 4.0 through 26.0 of the 
Draft PEIS/R. 

The PEIS/R provides program-level analyses of increased habitat within the Restoration 
Area (as part of program-level actions described beginning on page 2-45 of the Draft 
PEIS/R). Program-level impacts and mitigation measures associated with these actions 
are described in Chapters 4.0 through 26.0 of the Draft PEIS/R. The potential to create 
and/or enhance habitat within the bypasses is being evaluated as part of the Reach 4B, 
Eastside Bypass, and Mariposa Bypass Channel and Structural Improvements Project.  
Site-specific project-level analyses for this project would include the specific impacts and 
mitigation measures necessary to address creation or enhancement of habitat for 
threatened or endangered species in the Eastside and Mariposa bypasses along with the 
need to compensate underlying fee owners for this permanent use.    
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3.7.5 Department of Fish and Game 
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Responses to Comments from the Department of Fish and Game 
DFG-1: Text of pages 28-23 through 28-25 of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to the text provided in an attachment to this comment. See Chapter 4.0, 
“Errata,” of this Draft PEIS/R.  DFG is a responsible agency under CEQA, and may take 
discretionary action pursuant to subsequent site-specific actions, including actions under 
Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code. Project proponents for subsequent 
site-specific projects (described at a program level in this PEIS/R) that could result in 
alteration of stream features subject to Section1602 will apply for a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement from DFG. Project-level actions detailed in this PEIS/R are not anticipated to 
result in the alteration of stream features and are therefore not anticipated to require a 
Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement. The text revisions referenced in this 
comment are shown in Section 3.7.7, Department of Fish and Game Attachment B, as 
provided by DFG. 

DFG-2: Comment noted. The document attached to this comment letter and referenced in 
this comment is available upon request from the lead agencies. Text has not been revised. 

DFG-3: Comment noted. Text has not been revised. 

DFG-4:  The table of specific comments referenced in this comment is shown in Section 
3.7.6, Department of Fish and Game Attachment A, as provided by DFG. See responses 
to comments DFGA-1 to DFGA-178 in Section 3.7.6. 

DFG-5: See response to comment DFG-1.  
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3.7.6 Department of Fish and Game Attachment A 
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Responses to Comments from the Department of Fish and Game Attachment A 
DFGA-1: Text in Chapter 1.0, “Introduction,” page 1-15, line 14, of the Draft PEIS/R, 
has been revised to reflect the potential for DFG to take discretionary action pursuant to 
the PEIS/R or a subsequent CEQA compliance document.  Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, 
Coordination, and Compliance,” pages 28-22 through 28-28, has been revised in response 
to the text provided in Department of Fish and Game Attachment B. See Chapter 4.0, 
“Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R.  DFG is a Responsible Agency under CEQA, and may 
take discretionary action pursuant to this document or for subsequent site-specific 
actions, including actions under Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code. 
Project proponents for subsequent site-specific projects (described at a program level in 
this PEIS/R) that could result in the alteration of stream features subject to Section1602, 
will apply for a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the DFG. Project-level actions 
detailed in this PEIS/R are not anticipated to result in the alteration of stream features and 
are therefore not anticipated to require a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement. 
The text revisions referenced in this comment are shown in an enclosure to DFG 
comments in Section 3.7.7 of this Final PEIS/R, Department of Fish and Game 
Attachment B, comments DFGB-1 through DFGB-4. 

DFGA-2: Figure 6-1 on page 6-4 of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response to 
comment to show the Mendota Wildlife Area at the correct scale. See Chapter 4.0, 
“Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-3: Figure 21-4 on page 21-7 of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response to 
comment to show the Mendota Wildlife Area at the correct scale. See Chapter 4.0, 
“Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-4: Modifications to Mendota Pool and associated potential impacts are analyzed 
at a program level in the Draft PEIS/R.  Site-specific study and compliance 
documentation is currently being completed through the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 
2B Improvements Project. Potential effects on the sensitive biological resources of the 
Mendota Wildlife Area will be analyzed at a project level in that study and other 
subsequent site-specific studies pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA, as appropriate, for all 
actions described at a program level in the PEIS/R with the potential to affect those 
resources. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-5: Comment noted. Modifying the point of diversion at the dam to provide 
additional flow to operate a new conservation facility would be addressed, as appropriate, 
in future project-level documentation. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-6: The section referenced, “Supplement Salmon Population,” on page 2-44 of the 
Draft PEIS/R, describes a potential range of implementation measures under the action to 
supplement the salmon population. All action alternatives evaluated in the Draft PEIS/R 
include the potential construction and operation of a new conservation hatchery facility to 
assist in salmon reintroduction efforts (see page 2-43, lines 21 to 30, of the Draft 
PEIS/R).  Since the preparation of the Draft PEIS/R, DFG has continued to refine its 
strategy for Chinook salmon reintroduction and has stated its intent to develop the San 
Joaquin River Salmon Conservation and Research Facility (Conservation Facility).  The 
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specific function and design of the Conservation Facility is currently under development 
by DFG, although in this comment DFG states that the Conservation Facility is intended 
to establish and maintain a new salmon population and is not to be construed as a large-
scale, ongoing production facility. The program-level description in the Draft PEIS/R of 
the action to supplement the salmon population is sufficiently broad to encompass the 
Conservation Facility and the Hatchery and Genetics Management Plan (SJRRP 2010a), 
and to allow a program-level impact assessment of this potential facility in the PEIS/R. 
Subsequent project-level analysis of the Conservation Facility pursuant to NEPA and/or 
CEQA would be required for constructing and operating the Conservation Facility, as for 
all actions described at a program level in the PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-7: Text in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, 
describes operations and maintenance of the Hills Ferry Barrier for the purpose of 
redirecting Chinook salmon and, incidentally, Central Valley steelhead, until completion 
of sufficient habitat and channel improvements to support salmonids. This text (page 2-
29, lines 19-31) has been revised to incorporate the Steelhead Monitoring Plan (SJRRP 
2011e), as adapted in coordination with NMFS (see Chapter 4.0, “Errata” of this Final 
PEIS/R). The Steelhead Monitoring Plan is included as Appendix B of this Final PEIS/R. 
Reclamation would continue to implement and adapt the Steelhead Monitoring Plan, 
which includes monitoring steelhead upstream from the Hills Ferry Barrier. If steelhead 
are detected upstream from the Hills Ferry Barrier, they would be collected and relocated 
downstream from the Merced River confluence. The Steelhead Monitoring Plan applies 
to Interim and Restoration flows and would not be implemented under high-flow 
conditions. 

Long-term use of the Hills Ferry Barrier is unknown. It will be used to block anadromous 
fish species from moving upstream until the Restoration Area is considered ready for 
salmon reintroduction. After salmon reintroduction, it may be necessary to continue to 
use the Hills Ferry Barrier for salmon and steelhead management (e.g., the barrier may 
potentially be operated as a control structure to minimize interactions between spring- 
and fall-run Chinook salmon upstream after their populations become established). The 
Hills Ferry Barrier is physically capable of blocking upstream steelhead migration, 
although it is not in place during the period when steelhead would be more likely to occur 
in the area (mid-December through mid-February). The Hills Ferry Barrier can 
incidentally block Central Valley steelhead upstream migration.  Reclamation and DWR 
will work with DFG to explore other methods of exclusion, as necessary. 

DFGA-8: The effects of disease related to conservation facility operations are described 
at a program level of detail in Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources – Fisheries,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R, and will be evaluated at a project level of detail during subsequent site-
specific studies. The potential for reintroduced Chinook salmon to serve as disease 
sources and result in a disease outbreak among wild fall-run Chinook salmon in major 
San Joaquin River tributaries is described on page 5-74 of the Draft PEIS/R under Impact 
FSH-11. This impact is anticipated to be less than significant, due primarily to 
Conservation Measure SRCS-1. Conservation Measure SRCS-1 requires that the SJRRP 
be operated so that actions in the vicinity of spring-run Chinook salmon habitat shall be 
done in accordance with existing operating criteria of the CVP and SWP, and prevailing 
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and relevant laws, regulations, BOs, and court orders in place at the time the actions are 
performed, and in coordination with NMFS and DFG, as appropriate. With regard to 
operation of the Conservation Facility and reintroduction of Chinook salmon, SRCS-1 
and Paragraph 14 of the Settlement require compliance with any conditions of an ESA 
Section 10(a)(1)(A) permit for the reintroduction of spring-run Chinook salmon. Section 
10 of the ESA allows for permits to be issued for direct take (10(a)(1)(A)) and “incidental 
take (10(a)(1)(B)).” Under Section 10(a)(1)(A), the Secretary may permit any act 
otherwise prohibited by Section 9 for scientific purposes or to enhance the propagation or 
survival of the affected species, including, but not limited to, acts necessary for 
establishing and maintaining experimental populations. 

As described in the Draft Environmental Assessment for 10(a)(1)(A), Enhancement of the 
Species Permit Application for the collection and transport of Spring-Run Chinook for 
the San Joaquin River Restoration Program (NMFS 2012), there is potential for eggs or 
juveniles translocated into the San Joaquin River to increase potential for disease 
transmission. However, project-level permit conditions will require specific 
methodologies for collecting, handling, and quarantining any eggs and fish prior to 
locating the eggs or fish to the San Joaquin River. Consequently, potential effects related 
to the introduction of disease to the existing populations would not be significant. Text 
has not been revised. 

DFGA-9: As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, all action alternatives include a range of potential actions to reduce redd 
superimposition or hybridization. The range of potential actions includes no 
modifications, the deployment of seasonal barriers, and separate runs of salmon, and also 
could include potential operation and monitoring of the Hills Ferry Barrier on a seasonal 
basis. These actions are described and analyzed at a program level of detail in the Draft 
PEIS/R. For these actions, subsequent project-level analyses pursuant to NEPA and/or 
CEQA would be conducted by the project proponent, as appropriate. Additionally, 
Appendix E, “Fisheries Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R describes the framework 
for addressing specific actions related to fisheries, including actions to address 
hybridization between fall-run and spring-run Chinook salmon in the Restoration Area, 
specifically Action I3 (page 5-38), Action L2 (page 5-43), and Action M1 (page 5-44). 
Additional guidelines and measures to protect genetic integrity of the runs will be 
provided in the Hatchery and Genetics Management Plan (SJRRP 2010a), which can be 
found on the program Web site, www.restoresjr.net. 

Reclamation, DWR, and other Implementing Agencies acknowledge that implementing 
the Settlement will involve many challenges, some of which are not specifically 
addressed through provisions of the Settlement or the Act. Several comments reflect 
concern over the ability to achieve the Restoration and Water Management goals by 
implementing the provisions of the Settlement consistent with the Act, the overall 
likelihood of success of the SJRRP, or the likelihood of success of particular actions, 
such as reintroducing Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha). The PEIS/R 
evaluates the potential impacts of implementing the Settlement consistent with the Act. 
The PEIS/R does not evaluate the feasibility of the Settlement, the likely efficacy of 
Settlement actions in achieving the Restoration or Water Management goals, or the 
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interactions of individual Settlement actions with other Settlement actions. Such 
evaluations could be undertaken in a feasibility study but, as described in further detail in 
MCR-1, “Analysis of Program Feasibility, Potential to Achieve Restoration and Water 
Management Goals,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final 
PEIS/R, a feasibility study on implementing the Settlement consistent with the Act was 
not required before, or as a condition of, Settlement implementation.  Accordingly, the 
potential for hybridization of reintroduced fall- and spring-run Chinook salmon is not 
evaluated in the PEIS/R.  The PEIS/R does, however, present analysis of the potential for 
hybridization to occur between reintroduced salmon and salmonids that currently exist in 
San Joaquin River tributaries.  See Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources – Fisheries,” of 
the Draft PEIS/R. 

Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-10: Text on page 5-96, lines 1 through 10, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised 
in response to comment and in response to additional information provided by DFG. The 
revised text clarifies that rainbow trout from the Stanislaus River have been previously 
detected with Myxobolus cerebralis (Modin 1998). Myxobolus cerebralis is a parasite 
that causes whirling disease in salmonids which is transmitted by the oligochaete host 
tubifex worm (Tubifex tubifex) (Wagner 2002).  The tubifex worm has been identified as 
the only known host of Myxobolus cerebralis; other genera of oligochaetes have been 
tested, but did not produce infectivity for whirling disease (Markiw and Wolf 1983).  
Noteworthy is an aquatic worm harvesting operation at San Joaquin Fish Hatchery.  The 
aquatic worms feed on the solid waste from the hatchery’s effluent.  DFG conducted 
preliminary investigations on the species composition at the site in 2009.  Findings 
indicated that the dominant oligochaete harvested at the site is from the Family 
Lumbriculidae, although a small percentage of tubifex worms were observed (Adelizi 
pers. comm. 2011). 

Although Myxobolus cerebralis is present in several watersheds in California, no adverse 
effects on salmon or trout populations have been observed in California (Modin 1998).  
In general, rainbow trout are more susceptible to the disease than steelhead (O’Grodnick 
1979, Hoffman 1990).  Furthermore, susceptibility to infection varies among stocks and 
individual fish (Markiw 1992).  Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. See 
revisions in Chapter 4.0, "Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-11: This comment is substantially similar to comment DFGA-10. See response to 
comment DFGA-10. 

DFGA-12: Text of page 5-12, lines 19 through 30, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised 
in response to this and other comments to clarify details regarding hybridization between 
species.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-13: Text of page 5-12, lines 19 through 30, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised 
in response to this and other comments to clarify details regarding hybridization between 
species.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 
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DFGA-14: Text of page 5-12, lines 19 through 30, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised 
in response to this and other comments to clarify details regarding hybridization between 
species.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-15: Text on page 26 of the Executive Summary, on page 2-29, and in Table 2-6 
on page 2-78 of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised to clarify that the period of operation 
of the Hills Ferry Barrier is September through mid-December, but may vary from 
historical operations under the action alternatives. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final 
PEIS/R. 

DFGA-16: The commenter refers to text listing species known to be present in Reach 1A 
at the time the Draft PEIS/R was prepared. No sources reviewed in preparation of the 
Draft PEIS/R identified a population of striped bass in Reach 1. The DFG 2007 document 
cited in the text indicates striped bass were collected downstream from the Merced River 
confluence and makes no reference to observed presence of striped bass in any portion of 
the Restoration Area, including Reach 1A.  However, based on information provided by 
DFG (Eric Guzman, pers. com), text on page 5-23, lines 23-34 and in Appendix K, 
“Species Life History Timing,” of the Draft PEIS/R has been modified to include striped 
bass in Reach 1. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. The inclusion of this 
discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R. 

DFGA-17: Unsuitable habitat in Reach 5 and annual installation of Hills Ferry Barrier 
(as described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R) typically 
precludes fall-run Chinook salmon passage into the lower reaches of the Restoration 
Area, although fish that migrate before or after the installation of the Hills Ferry Barrier 
can pass into the Restoration Area. Recently, some fall-run Chinook salmon have strayed 
into Reach 5 despite operation of Hills Ferry Barrier during the release of Interim Flows. 
The list of species documented in each reach does not include the recent strays because 
this occurrence is recent and temporary, and does not indicate that Reach 5 supports an 
assemblage of fish that includes fall-run Chinook salmon. Additionally, project-level 
actions under all action alternatives include implementation of monitoring and 
management activities to exclude and remove salmonids from the Restoration Area 
during the release of flows until sufficient habitat and channel improvements to support 
salmonids are complete, as described on page 2-29 of the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not 
been revised. 

DFGA-18: The lines cited by the commenter refer to Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean 
Water Act, described under the Federal regulatory section, Section 5.3.1 of the Draft 
PEIS/R.  Because the Clean Water Act is a Federal Act implemented by the State, it is 
only described under the Federal regulatory section.  State laws and regulations are 
described in the State regulatory section, Section 5.3.2 of the Draft PEIS/R.  Text has not 
been revised. 

DFGA-19a: Text of page 5-33, lines 31 through 37 of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised 
in response to comment to include description of the SWRCB and RWQCBs. Note was 
added on the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act following the California Water 
Code.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R.  The Porter-Cologne Water 
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Quality Control Act and responsibilities of the RWQCBs are further described in Chapter 
28.0, “Consultation, Coordination and Compliance,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

DFGA-19b: Text of page 5-33, lines 31-37, and page 28-28, between lines 1 and 2, of 
the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response to comment to add a definition of “waters 
of the State” according to the California Water Code Section 13050(e). See Chapter 4.0, 
“Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-20: Text of page 5-33, lines 31 through 37, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised 
in response to comment.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-21: Text of page 5-34, lines 1-4, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised in 
response to comment.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-22: Text of page 5-33, lines 31 through 37, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised 
to clarify that species of plants and animals need not be officially listed as Endangered, 
Rare, or Threatened on any Federal or State list to be considered Endangered, Rare, or 
Threatened under CEQA.  Section 15380 of the CEQA Guidelines sets forth distinct 
definitions for Endangered, Rare, or Threatened species that encompass and expand on 
these designations under CESA.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-23: The geographic areas comprising the study area are described in Chapter 3.0, 
“Considerations for Describing the Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  Figure 1-1 of the Draft PEIS/R shows the study 
area, including the San Joaquin River watershed.  The upper watershed boundary is the 
study area boundary upstream from Friant Dam.  Page 3-2 describes the San Joaquin 
River Upstream From Friant Dam.  Potential impacts are analyzed for that area within 
each resource-specific chapter.  Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-24: River flow was not used as an environmental condition in the assessment of 
fish species identified in Table 5-6 of the Draft PEIS/R.  River flow upstream from the 
Merced River is typically suitable in Reach 1 and downstream from Reach 1 until the 
river goes dry.  Reaches where the river goes dry would have no fish and therefore no 
fisheries impacts due to river flow. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-25: Salmon Poisoning Disease can occur when dogs ingest freshwater fish, 
including salmon, steelhead and rainbow trout, infected with a bacteria (Neorickettsia 
helminthoeca) in combination with Nanophyteus salmonicola, a fluke. Neorickettsia 
helminthoeca live inside Nanophyteus salmincola. There are two intermediate hosts of 
Nanophyteus salmincola – freshwater snails (Oxytrema plicifer) and salmonids. 
Additionally, the disease is typically transmitted when dogs eat dead or dying raw fish 
(usually adult fish).  Actions taken to prevent diseases during reintroduction using eggs or 
juveniles transferred from a hatchery in Northern California will not have any effect on 
preventing Salmon Poisoning Disease.  Because rainbow trout currently occur in the San 
Joaquin River, there is already a risk of Salmon Poisoning Disease infecting dogs. 
However, if infected wild adults or juvenile Chinook salmon are captured and released, 
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there could be an increased risk of Salmon Poisoning Disease affecting dogs near the 
Restoration Area. 

The spread of disease through reintroduction of infected fish would be addressed 
according to prevailing and relevant laws, regulations, BOs, and court orders in place at 
the time the actions are performed, including the requirements established in the Section 
10(a)(1)(A) permit, as it is developed, and when applicable. Impacts of reintroduction 
would be further addressed during subsequent site-specific studies. Text has not been 
revised. 

DFGA-26: As described in Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources – Fisheries,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, the flow criteria referenced by the commenter and shown in Table 5-11 of the 
Draft PEIS/R are flows assumed to provide maximum habitat for each life stage of 
Chinook salmon and Central Valley steelhead, and do not reflect a requirement for or 
regulation on flows. These flow criteria, including the instream flow studies, were 
identified by NMFS based on several sources, including instream flow incremental 
methodology studies conducted to calculate maximum weighted usable area of habitat for 
each life stage (USFWS 1993, 1995, 1997), modeling conducted by DFG (2005), and 
information contained in the NMFS 2009 Recovery Plan (2009b). Changes in flow under 
the action alternatives compared to the No-Action Alternative were considered to result 
in a significant impact if those changes would cause the target flows to not be met during 
periods when the targets would otherwise have been met under the No-Action 
Alternative. As the commenter implies, sufficient habitat may exist over a range of flows; 
therefore, a flow below the target flows shown in Table 5-11 may still provide sufficient 
habitat. By evaluating the changes in flow against a target flow that provides maximum 
habitat, the impacts assessment provides a conservative estimate of potential impacts to 
tributary populations of the species under evaluation.  Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-27: Page 2-43 of the Draft PEIS/R identifies potential system effects associated 
with reintroducing Chinook salmon. USFWS submitted a 10(a)(1)(A) Enhancement of 
Species Permit application to NMFS on September 30, 2010, for collecting spring-run 
Chinook salmon for reintroduction to the San Joaquin River, consistent with the schedule 
identified in the Settlement.  This application has been revised and resubmitted to NMFS 
in December 2011.  NMFS conducts project-specific analyses under NEPA on the 
environmental effects of issuing permits under the authority of ESA Section 10(a)(1)(A), 
and has circulated the Draft Environmental Assessment for 10(a)(1)(A), Enhancement of 
the Species Permit Application for the collection and transport of Spring-Run Chinook 
for the San Joaquin River Restoration Program (NMFS 2012).  As required by Section 
10011 (“California Central Valley Spring Run Chinook Salmon”) of the Act, NMFS will 
issue a final rule pursuant to ESA Section 10(j), as amended, to designate spring-run 
Chinook salmon reintroduced under the program as an experimental population, before 
the release of spring-run Chinook salmon into the San Joaquin River.  Specific 
environmental effects related to reintroducing spring-run Chinook salmon would be 
addressed in the subsequent project-specific NEPA analysis, and possibly CEQA 
analysis, to evaluate the effects of authorizing the Section 10(j) Special Rule. 
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Releases of fall-run Chinook salmon conducted to date were designed to provide 
information on survival of juvenile Chinook salmon during their spring downstream 
migration through the Restoration Area, as described in the 2011 Final Annual Technical 
Report, Appendix E “Fisheries” (SJRRP 2012c), available at www.restoresjr.net. This 
study used acoustic telemetry to identify and characterize three limiting factors for 
juvenile Chinook survival through the Restoration Area: predation, entrainment, and 
physical habitat. Understanding these limiting factors will be beneficial in identifying 
preferred methods for initial reintroduction efforts; assist in developing habitat 
enhancement projects; and help prioritize actions to reduce or eliminate mortality from 
predation, entrainment, and habitat impacts. These releases were relatively low in number 
and were not conducted with the expectation that these study fish would establish a self-
sustaining population within the Restoration Area, and therefore do not constitute a 
reintroduction. Future studies of fall-run tracking are also not intended to establish a self-
sustaining population within the Restoration Area. During the first year, only 38 percent 
of the fish released (72 juveniles) survived through the Restoration Area. Therefore, it is 
possible that a few study fish could return to the San Joaquin River, and if the Hills Ferry 
Barrier is removed, could enter and spawn in the Restoration Area. However, the return 
rate of adult fish is low; likely less than 10 fish may return to the Restoration Area 
between 3 and 5 years if the Hills Ferry Barrier is no longer in place. 

The assumption that reintroduction would occur through passive straying established, for 
the purposes of impacts assessment, that fall-run Chinook salmon entering the 
Restoration Area would not pose a risk of compromising the genetic integrity of fall-run 
Chinook salmon populations already established on San Joaquin River tributaries. Active 
reintroduction of fall-run Chinook salmon, provided reintroduced individuals are selected 
from an existing San Joaquin River tributary population, would not change the impact 
assessment (see FSH-1 through FSH-9, FSH-12 through FSH-14, FSH-22 through FSH-
29, and FSH-31 through FSH-39). Active reintroduction of fall-run Chinook salmon from 
a different river basin was not assessed in the Draft PEIS/R, and would require additional 
project-level analyses to determine potential impacts of such an action. 

Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-28: The commenter references Impact FSH-13 on pages 5-69 and 5-70 of the 
Draft PEIS/R. Impact FSH-13 assesses the program-level impacts of changes in water 
temperatures in the San Joaquin River between the Merced River and the Delta caused by 
recapture of Interim and Restoration flows. Project-level impacts related to the ability to 
meet water quality criteria, including water temperature criteria, in the San Joaquin River 
downstream from the Merced River confluence, are evaluated under Impact SWQ-5 in 
Chapter 14.0, “Hydrology – Water Quality,” of the Draft PEIS/R. As described on page 
14-27, below the Merced River confluence, monthly average San Joaquin River water 
temperatures would be similar to historical conditions, with increases of up to 1 percent 
from March through May and in November as a result of project-level actions. Overall, 
potential project-level surface water quality effects within the San Joaquin River from the 
Merced River to the Delta would not result in additional violations of existing water 
quality standards or substantial water quality changes that would adversely affect 
beneficial uses. Impact FSH-30 on pages 5-96 through 5-97 of the Draft PEIS/R 
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describes the potential for changes in Chinook salmon and steelhead habitat in the 
Merced, Tuolumne, and Stanislaus rivers as a result of project-level impacts. Because 
changes in water temperature and water quality as a result of project-level actions would 
be minor and less than significant, these changes are not further described under Impact 
FSH-30. Impact FSH-30 evaluates the potential for project-level actions to reduce flows 
on the Merced, Tuolumne, and Stanislaus rivers below those flows assumed to provide 
maximum habitat for each life stage of Chinook salmon and Central Valley steelhead, as 
described in response to comment DFGA-26. See response to comment DFGA-26 for 
additional information relevant to this comment. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-29: Table 1-2 in the Fish Species Occurring Upstream or Downstream from the 
San Joaquin River Restoration Program Area Attachment to Appendix K, “Biological 
Resources – Fisheries,” of the Draft PEIS/R revised in response to comment.  See 
Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-30: Table 1-2 in the Fish Species Occurring Upstream or Downstream from the 
San Joaquin River Restoration Program Area Attachment to Appendix K, “Biological 
Resources – Fisheries,” of the Draft PEIS/R revised in response to comment.  See 
Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-31: This comment is substantially similar to DFGA-16. See response to comment 
DFGA-16. 

DFGA-32: The formatting standard used throughout the Draft PEIS/R is to define 
abbreviations and acronyms in the key below each table.  Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-33a: Existing infestations of invasive plant species (both those identified as a 
priority and other species) may be removed to reduce the establishment of new 
infestations or to support channel and native vegetation management actions. However, a 
number of factors would affect the decision to treat existing infestations, including cost 
and access considerations, and feasibility of eradication. 

DFGA-33b: Existing infestations of invasive plant species (both those identified as a 
priority and other species) may be removed to reduce the establishment of new 
infestations or to support channel and native vegetation management actions. 

DFGA-33c: Text of page 2-2, lines 27 through 29 of the Invasive Vegetation Monitoring 
and Management Plan Attachment to Appendix L, “Biological Resources – Vegetation 
and Wildlife,” of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised in response to comment. See 
Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-34: The management measures sections cross-referenced by this text are not 
included in the Draft PEIS/R and attachments. Text of page 2-2, lines 31 through 35 of 
the Invasive Vegetation Monitoring and Management Plan Attachment to Appendix L, 
“Biological Resources – Vegetation and Wildlife,” of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised 
in response to comment, removing the cross-reference. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this 
Final PEIS/R. 
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DFGA-35: The Invasive Vegetation Monitoring and Management Plan Attachment to 
Appendix L, “Biological Resources – Vegetation and Wildlife,” of the Draft PEIS/R, 
provides general procedures and thresholds for monitoring, eradication, and management 
responses to control the spread of invasive species. As stated in the plan, appropriate 
thresholds and eradication procedures are species-specific and would depend on the 
location of any new infestation. The details of monitoring, eradicating, and managing 
responses are being established and tested during the Interim Flows program initiated in 
2009; results and updates are available at http://www.restoresjr.net. Text has not been 
revised. 

DFGA-36: Further detail of invasive vegetation monitoring, thresholds, and control 
measures is related to and will be developed in conjunction with channel and native 
vegetation management actions of the Physical Monitoring and Management Plan 
(Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R), and with the Riparian Habitat Monitoring and 
Management Plan to be developed in coordination with DFG as described in Chapter 2.0, 
“Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-37: In the interest of managing redundancy and size of the PEIS/R, cross-
references are minimized to the extent possible throughout the PEIS/R. It is anticipated 
that readers seeking information on the effects of changes in water quality on fisheries, 
vegetation and wildlife, land use planning and agricultural resources, recreation, 
socioeconomics, or other resources will refer to the chapters specific to those resource 
topics. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-38: The Executive Summary summarizes the Draft PEIS/R.  Greater detail is not 
provided in the Executive Summary in the interest of managing document size.  Enabling 
deployment of seasonal barriers at Mud and Salt sloughs pursuant to Paragraph 11(a) is a 
program-level restoration action common to all action alternatives, and is described in 
further detail on page 2-42 of the Draft PEIS/R. The type(s) of structures that would be 
deployed at Mud and Salt sloughs has not yet been determined; however, Appendix E, 
“Fisheries Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R describes the framework for 
addressing specific actions related to fisheries, including actions to deploy barriers at 
Mud and Salt sloughs (Appendix E, Action E1, pages 5-28 and 5-29). Text has not been 
revised. 

DFGA-39: Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and Management Plan” of the Draft 
PEIS/R provides guidelines for observing and adjusting to changes in physical conditions 
within the Restoration Area. Monitoring and management guidelines related to biological 
conditions for fish are described separately in Appendix E, “Fisheries Management 
Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-40: Comment noted. The comment is consistent with the text in Table ES-6 and 
Table 2-7, Conservation Measure VP-3, part “a,” which states that mitigation banks must 
be approved by the applicable regulatory agency/agencies, and lists DFG as a regulatory 
agency for this measure. 
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DFGA-41: Selection of a preferred alternative is not explicitly discussed in the 
description of State CEQA Guidelines in Chapter 1.0, “Introduction,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R.  Rather, identification of a preferred alternative (as explicitly discussed in the 
referenced CEQ Regulations) is in keeping with State CEQA Guidelines overall. Text has 
not been revised. 

DFGA-42: Comment is understood to refer to Section 1600 of the California Fish and 
Game Code, which is included in Chapter 1.0, “Introduction” of the Draft PEIS/R, Table 
1-3 in the resource row for “Wetlands, Waters of the United States, and Federal Levees.” 
Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-43: Reclamation and DWR believe the text of page 2-43, lines 31 through 39, of 
the Draft PEIS/R, addresses the commenter’s concerns. The first sentence of this 
paragraph states that the PEIS/R “identifies potential system effects associated with 
reintroducing salmon” (emphasis added.) The remaining text goes on to discuss the 
relevant permits that must be obtained and the final rule that must be issued by NMFS. 
Page 2-43 then concludes with the statement referenced by the commenter, namely, that 
“specific” environmental effects would be evaluated in subsequent environmental 
documents. In other words, this PEIS/R contains a program-level evaluation of the 
impacts of reintroducing fall- and spring-run Chinook salmon; project-level evaluations 
would be contained in future environmental documents. Therefore, the text cited by the 
commenter on pages 1-1 and 2-43 of the Draft PEIS/R does not conflict, and no changes 
to the Draft PEIS/R are necessary. 

DFGA-44: Comment refers to integrated floodplain habitat as part of actions to increase 
capacity in Reach 4B1 to at least 4,500 cfs, consistent with Settlement Paragraph 
11(b)(1). Paragraph 11(b)(1) actions are included in Alternatives A2, B2, and C2 and not 
included in Alternatives A1, B1, or C1. This is clearly shown in several places in Chapter 
2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, including the referenced list of 
bullet point summaries, Tables 2-1 and 2-2, and the full-length descriptions of each 
alternative presented in Chapter 2.0 of the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-45: Existing conditions are described generally in Chapter 3.0, “Considerations 
for Describing the Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, and in detail for each resource topic presented in Chapters 4.0 through 26.0. Text 
has not been revised. 

DFGA-46: Comment noted. As discussed in detail in MCR-4, “Segmentation under 
NEPA and CEQA,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, 
and on pages 1-9 through 1-11 of the Draft PEIS/R, the PEIS/R contains an analysis of 
the entire SJRRP at a program level. It also includes a project-level analysis of the 
release, conveyance, and recapture of Interim and Restoration flows under the SJRRP 
when additional detailed information was available sufficient to permit such an analysis. 
A major program such as the SJRRP is made up of numerous actions to be implemented 
over a long period of time. The PEIS/R represents a good faith effort to reasonably 
evaluate and disclose the environmental effects of the whole of the SJRRP. The Draft 
PEIS/R evaluates at a program level potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of 
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the whole of the SJRRP on the environment that could result from implementing the 
Settlement consistent with the Act. The Draft PEIS/R also analyzes at a project level of 
detail the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts that could result from 
implementing certain aspects of the Settlement, including release, conveyance, and 
recapture of Interim and Restoration flows. In addition, the Draft PEIS/R includes 
feasible mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, or compensate for 
significant adverse impacts. 

These multiple levels of analysis are appropriate and proper under NEPA and CEQA. In 
fact, CEQA specifically allows that an EIR should focus on the level of detail that is 
inherent in the project description. The more that is known about the project, the greater 
the level of detail called for in an EIR. More specifically, Section 15146 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines, establishes that “[t]he degree of specificity required in an EIR will 
correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is 
described in the EIR.”  This guideline goes on to direct that “[a]n EIR on a construction 
project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific effects of the project than will be 
an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or comprehensive zoning ordinance 
because the effects of the construction can be predicted with greater accuracy,” but that 
“[a]n EIR on a project such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning 
ordinance or a local general plan should focus on the secondary effects that can be 
expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed 
as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow.” As such, the 
differentiation in the level of analysis between certain parts of the proposed SJRRP is 
entirely proper under CEQA and does not represent piecemeal analysis or “segmentation” 
of the project. 

As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, 
reintroduction of Chinook salmon was included in all of the action alternatives, and the 
impacts of reintroduction of Chinook salmon were evaluated at a program level of detail.  
This assessment was based on the best available information at the time the Draft PEIS/R 
was prepared and analyzes impacts of reintroducing Chinook salmon on all resource 
areas included in the Draft PEIS/R (see Chapters 4.0 through 26.0 of the Draft PEIS/R).  
The Draft PEIS/R states that for all actions evaluated at a program level of detail, 
subsequent NEPA and/or CEQA analysis would be required (see page 1-10, lines 3 
through 20, of the Draft PEIS/R).  

Additional information on reintroducing spring- and fall-run Chinook salmon is provided 
below.  This information merely clarifies the description of salmon reintroduction 
provided on page 2-43 of the Draft PEIS/R and does not result in new significant 
environmental impacts, a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, 
or create a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that would clearly lessen 
environmental impacts.  Spring-run Chinook salmon reintroduction activities could 
include donor stock collection, transportation, and reintroduction into the San Joaquin 
River, and development of a hatchery broodstock and juvenile rearing at the proposed 
Conservation Facility (described below) that would be regulated by a NMFS 10(a)(1)(A) 
Enhancement of the Species Permit with concurrence, if appropriate, by DFG through its 
authority in Fish and Game Code Section 2080.3.  A component of the 10(a)(1)(A) 



Chapter 3.0 
Individual Comments and Responses 

Program Environmental Final 
Impact Statement/Report 3.7-77 – July 2012 

Enhancement of the Species Permit is the Hatchery and Genetics Management Plan, 
which would guide management of the genetic diversity of the spring-run hatchery 
population (SJRRP 2010a). Consistent with the Act, spring-run Chinook salmon would 
be reintroduced under a Section 10(j) ESA experimental population designation and be 
managed by 4(d) regulations.  DFG has the ability to issue concurrences on the 10(j) and 
4(d) rules if certain conditions are met (Fish and Game Code Section 2080.4). 

DFGA-47: This comment is substantially similar to comment DFGA-46.  See response 
to comment DFGA-46.  The following response is provided regarding the suggestion of 
the commenter to consider how tributaries to the San Joaquin River may be affected by 
the action to reintroduce fall- and spring-run Chinook salmon. 

As described in the 10(a)1(A), Enhancement of Species Permit Application for the 
Reintroduction of Central Valley Spring-Run Chinook Salmon into the San Joaquin River 
dated September 30, 2010, prepared by USFWS and the revised permit application dated 
December 2011, the collection of spring-run Chinook salmon stock from multiple donor 
systems for reintroduction into the San Joaquin River is envisioned.  San Joaquin River 
spring-run Chinook salmon population genetics would be managed at the proposed 
Conservation Facility pursuant to the Hatchery and Genetics Management Plan, and a 
subset of collected individuals would be used as broodstock. Genetics of Chinook salmon 
released directly to the river would also be managed by a genetics management plan. 
Potential donor systems include Butte Creek, Mill Creek, Deer Creek, Battle Creek, Clear 
Creek, and the Yuba, Stanislaus, and Mokelumne rivers, along with the Feather River 
Fish Hatchery. Fish may also be collected from salvage locations and trawls in the Delta 
region.  Collections of spring-run Chinook salmon stock from multiple donor systems 
would be carried out in such a manner as to not adversely impact donor systems.  Fall-run 
Chinook salmon reintroduction activities could include active reintroduction (actively 
select donor stock and reintroduce them to the river) or passive reintroduction (allow fall-
run Chinook salmon from other tributaries to stray into the San Joaquin River).  In the 
event that active fall-run Chinook salmon reintroduction is conducted, fall-run Chinook 
salmon donor stock source(s) would be needed.  Although specific sources have not been 
determined at this time, possible donor stock sources include wild and hatchery fish from 
the San Joaquin River and Sacramento river basins including the Feather River Hatchery, 
Merced River Hatchery, or other hatcheries; wild or hatchery strays within the San 
Joaquin River watershed; and broodstock from the Interim Conservation Facility.  If 
active reintroduction is pursued, a stock selection document would be developed to guide 
decision making for selecting fall-run Chinook donor stock source(s).  Collections would 
be conducted in a manner similar to spring-run Chinook salmon collections to prevent 
adverse impacts on donor systems.  Collection methods may include in-river or hatchery 
collection of eggs, juveniles, and adults.  Eggs may be collected from hatcheries or from 
in-river collections using methods including redd pumping, redd excavation, remote site 
egg-take, streamside egg collection, and holding of unripe adults to be spawned at a later 
date.  Juveniles may be collected from hatcheries, seining, rotary screw traps, 
electrofishing, minnow traps, trawls, fyke nets, and monitoring/salvage operations.  
Adults may be collected from hatcheries, direct transfers, and remote-site egg-take 
stations.  It is unknown at this time which methods may be used and in which system.  
Whether spring-run or fall-run, collected Chinook salmon individuals would be brought 
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to a quarantine facility for pathology studies.  Donor stock would then be either released 
directly into the San Joaquin River or sent to the proposed Conservation Facility for the 
captive broodstock program. 

The SJRRP would use a multi-strategy approach, when feasible, for Chinook salmon 
reintroduction, which would include direct release of individuals, indirect release, and 
translocation.  Direct release would include the transport of various life stages for direct 
reintroduction to the San Joaquin River. Transport of Chinook salmon eggs, juveniles, or 
adults from donor systems directly into the San Joaquin River (after quarantine) for 
release/reintroduction could occur.  Release of spring-run Chinook salmon eggs, 
juveniles, or adults produced at the proposed Conservation Facility into the San Joaquin 
River could also occur and would be implemented consistent with the Hatchery and 
Genetics Management Plan (SJRRP 2010a). Indirect releases could include such actions 
as planting eggs in streamside incubators or instream incubators; releases of juveniles 
could include using streamside holding tanks or ponds for the purposes of imprinting and 
rearing. Fish translocation involves collecting fish from donor streams to be introduced 
directly into the San Joaquin River.  The Draft PEIS/R includes the possibility that a new 
hatchery would be constructed to assist in salmon reintroduction efforts (see page 2-43, 
lines 21 to 30, of the Draft PEIS/R).  Since preparation of the Draft PEIS/R, DFG has 
proposed to develop the San Joaquin River Salmon Conservation and Research Facility 
(Conservation Facility) to amplify collected numbers and supplement translocations of 
spring-run Chinook salmon and conduct research.  The Conservation Facility would be 
designed to raise Chinook salmon for release (eggs and juveniles) or for brood stock 
(adults), which would be kept in captivity for future breeding.  If constructed, the 
Conservation Facility would operate under the guidance of the Hatchery and Genetics 
Management Plan (SJRRP 2010a).  Any revisions to the hatchery operations would be 
guided by the Hatchery and Monitoring Technical Team (Technical Team), meeting 
twice a year or more, as needed, to review program success and critical actions including: 
production numbers, newly restored habitat sites, results of previous reintroduction 
efforts, direction of program into new locations and/or continued planting in current 
reintroduction areas, and other monitoring results (SJRRP 2010a). 

See also MCR-4, “Segmentation under NEPA and CEQA,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master 
Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, for additional information relevant to this 
comment. 

DFGA-48: This comment is substantially similar to comment DFGA-47.  See response 
to comment DFGA-47.  As discussed in response to comment DFGA-47, all program-
level actions presented in the PEIS/R, including salmon reintroduction, would require 
additional analysis pursuant to NEPA and CEQA during subsequent, site-specific studies. 
See also MCR-4, “Segmentation under NEPA and CEQA,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master 
Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant to this 
comment. 

DFGA-49: Comment noted.  Historical habitat is discussed in Section 5.1.1, “Historical 
Aquatic Habitat Conditions,” of the Draft PEIS/R, beginning on page 5-2. In the interest 
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of managing redundancy and size of the PEIS/R information that is not necessary to the 
purposes of the PEIS/R is not included. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-50: Comment noted.  Source documents and assumptions for each resource topic 
impact assessment are described in Chapters 4.0 through 26.0 of the Draft PEIS/R.  
Where additional relevant analysis has been made available, it has been cited in Chapter 
3.0, “Individual Comments and Responses,” or Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final 
PEIS/R.  Analysis not included in this PEIS/R pertains to project-level documentation of 
actions analyzed in this PEIS/R at the program level and would be provided in future site-
specific studies. 

DFGA-51: The PEIS/R is organized in a manner conventional for most joint 
NEPA/CEQA documents, with the potential impacts of all project actions grouped by 
resource topic rather than by action. This approach is designed to best serve the purpose 
of the PEIS/R in disclosing the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of 
implementing the Settlement, as directed by the Act, consistent with NEPA/CEQA 
requirements. While a different organizational structure such as that recommended by the 
commenter may have facilitated review of PEIS/R content during implementation of 
subsequent site-specific projects, such a structure would have made the document 
cumbersome for review as a public disclosure document. The structure and content of the 
Draft PEIS/R was developed through an iterative process that included incorporation of 
comments received from DFG.  The potential impacts of reintroducing spring-run 
Chinook salmon are analyzed as a program-level action. The potential impacts of this 
action on each resource topic are addressed in Chapters 4.0 through 26.0 of the Draft 
PEIS/R, where appropriate, as part of the discussion of program-level impacts presented 
in those chapters. 

DFGA-52: The text referred to in the comment discusses Conservation Measure DBC-1, 
part (b), which would establish a Delta button-celery conservation plan in collaboration 
with DFG and other species experts. The Delta button-celery conservation plan is part of, 
but not the same as, the Conservation Strategy for Delta button-celery.  Text has not been 
revised. 

DFGA-53: Reclamation will continue releasing Interim and Restoration flows from 
Friant Dam and those flows will be conveyed through the Eastside and Mariposa 
bypasses as there is little to no capacity to convey flows in the Reach 4B1 channel.  The 
permanent use of these bypasses for implementing the Settlement would be determined as 
part of the Reach 4B, Eastside Bypass, and Mariposa Bypass Channel and Structural 
Improvements Project. In most areas of the bypasses, flows of up to 1,500 cfs would 
remain in the main channel (see Conservation Measure DBC-1 in Chapter 2.0, 
“Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R).  Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-54: As stated in the Draft PEIS/R, the Implementing Agencies acknowledge that 
additional analysis pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA will be required in the future for 
activities addressed at a program level in this Draft PEIS/R (including those referenced in 
the comment), after appropriate and detailed information on specific actions is available. 
Further discussion of recreation angling and the Kings River relevant to this comment 
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can be found in MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master 
Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R.  Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-55: Mitigation Measure REC-5 would enhance remaining warm-water fishing 
opportunities or create new opportunities in the Reach 1 vicinity. Specific actions to 
enhance warm-water fishing opportunities would be developed in cooperation with 
SJRC, SJRPCT, DFG, Fresno County, and other agencies participating in management of 
the San Joaquin River Parkway, as described in Chapter 21.0, “Recreation,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R. Enhancement actions could include improvements to facilities such as Sycamore 
Island Park (owned by SJRC and operated by a concessionaire) and Woodward Park 
(owned and operated by the City of Fresno), where warm-water fishing opportunities 
exist and will remain. Creation of new opportunities could occur at existing ponds, 
including enhancing and stocking of existing ponds, such as those within the River West 
– Fresno (Spano River Ranch) and River West – Madera (Proctor-Broadwell-Cobb 
property) San Joaquin River Parkway sites, where plans for restoration and recreational 
access are being developed (City of Fresno 2011, Madera County 2011), or through 
development of new ponds in the vicinity of the parkway but in locations that would not 
create potential conflicts with Settlement goals. In addition, DFG would conduct project-
level analyses in compliance with CEQA and in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 777.8 et seq. that would evaluate and determine potential impacts and mitigation 
measures for recreational issues. Further discussion of recreation angling relevant to this 
comment can be found in MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” in Chapter 2.0, 
“Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R.  Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-56: Reclamation and DWR recognize that DFG, responding to past declines in 
fish populations, including salmon, has closed the salmon sport fishery on the San 
Joaquin River from Friant Dam to Mossdale (and on the San Joaquin River tributaries) 
since 2008. This closure was extended through February 29, 2012, as a “precautionary” 
measure (CFGC 2011, DFG 2011a and 2011b). However, if salmon stocks improve such 
that DFG reopens the salmon sport fishery on the San Joaquin River above Mossdale, a 
greater number of migrating salmon in the San Joaquin River between the Merced River 
and the Delta as a result of implementing the Settlement would enhance fishing 
opportunities in that area. This potential impact is described as less than significant and 
beneficial in the Draft PEIS/R (Impact REC-8). As noted in Impact REC-4, DFG may 
elect to impose new restrictions or close portions of the San Joaquin River to reduce the 
likelihood of anglers inadvertently catching salmon or intentionally poaching salmon. In 
these cases, DFG would develop project-level environmental documents to comply with 
CEQA before implementing new regulations.  See also MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and 
Kings River,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R.  Text 
has not been revised. 

DFGA-57: Comment is assumed to refer to the Merced, Tuolumne, and Stanislaus rivers. 
Temperature modeling performed in support of the analyses in the PEIS/R does not 
include temperatures on these rivers. Implementing the Settlement could affect 
temperatures by affecting flows in these tributaries.  Temperatures in the tributaries are 
discussed and analyzed qualitatively in Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources – Fisheries,” 
and in Chapter 14.0, “Hydrology – Surface Water Quality,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  As 
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described in Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources – Fisheries,” of the Draft PEIS/R, flows 
in the tributaries are regulated and managed to provide adequate habitat for anadromous 
fish; impacts of the action alternatives on the ability to meet these requirements would be 
less than significant. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-58: The project-level actions described in the PEIS/R and summarized on pages 
ES-5 and ES-6 of the Draft PEIS/R are those actions described in the PEIS/R at a project 
level of detail. Additional actions, termed program-level actions, are described only at a 
program level of detail in the PEIS/R; for these actions, subsequent project-level analyses 
pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA would be conducted by the project proponent, as 
appropriate. For a more detailed discussion of the use of project- and program-level 
analyses and terminology in this PEIS/R, please refer to the discussion in section 1.2.3, 
“Type of Environmental Document,” of the Draft PEIS/R beginning on page 1-7. Text 
has not been revised. 

DFGA-59: Analysis of how implementation of the Settlement would affect Delta exports 
is provided where relevant throughout Chapters 4.0 through 26.0, consistent with NEPA 
and CEQA. Operational modeling conducted in support of the Draft PEIS/R analyses was 
sufficient to support the qualitative evaluation of potential impacts to fish in the Delta, 
including salmonids, as described in Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources – Fisheries,” of 
the Draft PEIS/R. The qualitative analysis of potential impacts to fish in the Delta, as 
presented in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft PEIS/R, focuses on the south Delta. As described on 
page 5-63 of the Draft PEIS/R, the action alternatives are expected to affect distributions 
of Delta fish and, thus, the environmental conditions to which they are exposed. The 
south Delta is the portion of the Delta where fish distributions would be most directly 
affected by the program alternatives because changes in San Joaquin River flow and 
diversions at C.W. “Bill” Jones Pumping Plant (Jones Pumping Plant) and Harvey O. 
Banks Pumping Plant (Banks Pumping Plant) would occur in the south Delta. While 
physical impacts to the central Delta would also occur from Interim and Restoration 
flows reaching the Delta, and any recapture of those flows through Delta exports in the 
south Delta, these impacts would not be as pronounced, and are covered entirely through 
the focus on south Delta impacts. 

Accordingly, the qualitative analysis of potential impacts to fish in the Delta largely 
focuses on relative changes in exports, San Joaquin River inflows, and Old and Middle 
river reverse flows, similar to the discussions presented in the comment as well as X2 
position. This includes analysis of changes in water temperatures and dissolved oxygen 
concentrations (Impact FSH-31 beginning on page 5-98), changes in pollutant discharge 
and mobilization (Impact FSH-32 on page 5-100), changes in sediment discharge and 
turbidity (Impact FSH-33 beginning on page 5-100), changes in fish habitat conditions 
(Impact FSH-34 on page 5-101), changes in diversions and entrainment (Impact FSH-35 
beginning on page 5-101), changes in predation levels (Impact FSH-36 beginning on 
page 5-104), changes in food web support (Impact FSH-37 beginning on page 5-106), 
salinity changes (Impact FSH-37 on page 5-107), and changes to inflow and flow patterns 
(Impact FSH-39  beginning on page 5-107). As described on page 5-101 of the Draft 
PEIS/R, Alternatives A1 through C2 would increase Delta exports during most months 
and water year types. The increased diversions alone would result in higher entrainment 
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risks for fish located in the south Delta. However, increased San Joaquin River inflows, 
and ratios of the inflows to reverse flows estimated for Alternatives A1 through C2, are 
expected to result in no net change in fish entrainment. As described on page 5-66 of the 
Draft PEIS/R, the effects of program alternatives on the flow patterns were simulated 
using CalSim-II operations model predictions of San Joaquin River flow at Vernalis and 
combined Old and Middle rivers flow. The ratio of San Joaquin River inflow to reverse 
Old and Middle rivers flow was used to evaluate the net effect of these flows. Increases 
in the ratio were considered to reduce the probability of fish entering or remaining in the 
south Delta. The ratios were computed only for months and years when Old and Middle 
river flows were negative (i.e., reversed) because only negative flows moved fish towards 
the south Delta. Changes in Delta exports would occur within the existing regulations 
governing Delta exports to protect species, and thus no new restrictions to prevent harm 
are anticipated. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-60: Page 45 of the Executive Summary of the Draft PEIS/R, cited in the 
comment, states that “The range of potential Restoration actions pursuant to Paragraph 12 
spans from no modifications to the following modifications…”  This statement and the 
examples provided for Paragraph 12 actions are necessary to bracket the full range of 
potential implementations in order to allow for analysis of the potential impacts of the 
program. Removal of nonnative vegetation, while not explicitly identified as a Paragraph 
12 action, could occur within the described range of actions, most likely as part of actions 
to enhance floodplain habitat. As with any action described at a program level in the 
PEIS/R, subsequent NEPA and/or CEQA documentation would be prepared by the 
project proponent to determine the potential impacts of this action as part of a subsequent 
site-specific study. This would be separate from invasive species removal identified as 
part of the Conservation Strategy described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives.” 
Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-61: With implementation of the Settlement, the period in which the Hills Ferry 
Barrier is in place could change from historical operations (described earlier in the same 
chapter), and could be in place during construction activities. Text of page 2-29, lines 19-
31 and under Conservation Measure EFH-1 in Table ES-6 and Table 2-7, revised to 
clarify potential change in operations of the Hills Ferry Barrier. See Chapter 4.0, 
“Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-62: Suggested text revisions have not been incorporated as channel topography 
changes pursuant to this Conservation Measure could exceed the areas identified in the 
suggested revision. See Chapter 3.0, “Considerations for Describing the Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences,” and Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources 
– Fisheries,” of the Draft PEIS/R, for more detailed discussions of the effects of mining 
activities on predator habitat. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-63: Table ES-7 shows simulated long-term average annual water supply 
reductions resulting from the release of Restoration Flows in accordance with the 
requirements specified in Exhibit B of the Settlement. Simulated releases for Interim and 
Restoration flows are based on the historical unimpaired runoff to Friant Dam from 
October 1921 through September 2003. The quantity shown in Table ES-7 does not 
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include simulated releases for flood control that would meet flow requirements under 
Exhibit B of the Settlement, and is therefore smaller than the annual flow requirements 
identified in Exhibit B of the Settlement. In addition, Reclamation makes releases from 
Friant Dam to maintain continuous flows past Gravelly Ford, providing deliveries to 
“holding contracts” in Reach 1. Releases for holding contracts that would meet flow 
requirements under Exhibit B of the Settlement are also not included in the quantity 
shown in Table ES-7. For more information on the methodology of simulations used to 
determine this information, please refer to Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 
Table ES-7 in the Executive Summary has been revised to clarify that “Releases for 
Interim and Restoration Flows” are computed as the difference between the minimum 
No-Action Alternative releases from Millerton Lake to the San Joaquin River less 
releases for flood control (nonflood releases under the No-Action Alternative),  and the 
releases to the San Joaquin River with implementation of the action alternatives less 
releases for flood control (nonflood releases under the action alternatives). See Chapter 
4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

The commenter states that the “Settlement . . . expires in 2025” and that “fishery flows 
may be increased after 2025.”  There is no expiration date in the Settlement and 
implementation of the Settlement would continue after 2025.  Paragraph 20 of the 
Settlement outlines a specific process for possible future changes to the Restoration 
Flows.  It is speculative at this time to assume that Restoration Flows would change in 
the future. 

DFGA-64: The analysis presented is considered sufficient for the program-level analysis 
of these actions presented in the Draft PEIS/R. Subsequent site-specific studies of 
program-level actions would provide more detailed analyses, as appropriate. 

Impact FSH-12 is analyzed in Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources – Fisheries,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R.  Impact FSH-12 on pages 5-75 and 5-76 of the Draft PEIS/R discusses the 
potential for changes in diversions and entrainment of existing fish populations in the San 
Joaquin River between the Merced River and the Delta at the program level for 
Alternatives B1 and B2 (page 5-75) and Alternatives C1 and C2 (page 5-76).  Increased 
pumping at locations between the Merced River and the Delta may increase the potential 
for entrainment of existing fish species into the pumps and canals.  Existing CVP-
contractor diversion facilities in this area include existing or planned fish screens.  All 
new diversion facilities would be constructed and operated in accordance with existing 
operating criteria, prevailing and relevant laws, regulations, BOs, and court orders in 
place at the time the program action is performed.  This would include constructing a fish 
screen at any new diversion facility, consistent with NMFS and DFG standards for fish 
screens that reduce entrainment and predation.  This impact would be less than 
significant.  Impacts of actions analyzed at the program level in the PEIS/R would be 
analyzed at the project level in future site-specific documentation. 

Commenter suggests additional analysis of potential effects to Chinook salmon, which 
are not evaluated in the PEIS/R.  As described in MCR-1, “Analysis of Program 
Feasibility, Potential to Achieve Restoration and Water Management Goals,” in Chapter 
2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, the PEIS/R does not evaluate 
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the feasibility of implementing the program or the efficacy of meeting the Restoration 
and Water Management goals.  See MCR-1 in Chapter 2.0 of this Final PEIS/R for 
additional information relevant to this comment. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-65: Impact PHH-4, on page 20-21 of the Draft PEIS/R, is the program-level 
impact “Exposure to Diseases,” which does not include the effects of replacing standing 
water with flowing water. Impact PHH-9 addresses “Exposure to Diseases” due to 
project-level impacts and includes the effects of increased inundation in the Restoration 
Area.  See Chapter 20.0, “Public Health and Hazardous Materials,” of the Draft PEIS/R, 
for the full impact discussion. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-66: Mitigation Measure REC-5 would enhance remaining warm-water fishing 
opportunities or create new opportunities in the Reach 1 vicinity. Specific actions to 
enhance warm-water fishing opportunities would be developed in cooperation with 
SJRC, SJRPCT, DFG, Fresno County, and other agencies participating in management of 
the San Joaquin River Parkway, as described in Chapter 21.0, “Recreation,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R. Enhancement actions could include improvements to facilities such as Sycamore 
Island Park (owned by SJRC and operated by a concessionaire) and Woodward Park 
(owned and operated by the City of Fresno) where warm-water fishing opportunities exist 
and will remain. Creation of new opportunities could occur at existing ponds, including 
enhancing and stocking of existing ponds, such as those within the River West – Fresno 
(Spano River Ranch) and River West – Madera (Proctor-Broadwell-Cobb property) San 
Joaquin River Parkway sites, where plans for restoration and recreational access are 
being developed (City of Fresno 2011, Madera County 2011), or through development of 
new ponds in the vicinity of the parkway but in locations that would not create potential 
conflicts with Settlement goals.  See also MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” 
in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, for additional 
information relevant to this comment. 

DFGA-67: Reasonably foreseeable water transfers are accounted for in the surface water 
operations modeling, described in the CalSim Assumptions for Existing Conditions and 
No Action Alternative Attachment to Appendix G, “Plan Formulation,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R.  Other potential short-term interbasin water transfers are not considered 
reasonably foreseeable and therefore are not included in the cumulative impacts 
assessment. 

Application of river temperature modeling was limited to the extent of the Restoration 
Area to limit the introduction of uncertainty to a level deemed acceptable for the analyses 
these simulations support. The analysis of potential water temperature impacts in the San 
Joaquin River downstream from the Merced River confluence was based on simulated 
water temperatures from Friant Dam to the Merced River confluence and measured water 
temperatures at downstream locations. 

Application of the water temperature model requires identification or assumption of daily 
reservoir operations and resulting river flows for the controlling reservoir(s) for the 
geographic portion of the model being applied. Within the Restoration Area, where water 
temperatures are most directly affected by implementation of the Settlement, monthly 
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water operations from CalSim-II were disaggregated into daily water operations that are 
still bound by overall monthly limits. The Millerton Daily Operations Model was used to 
simulate daily water operations of Millerton Lake. This model, developed in Excel, 
interpolates between the monthly CalSim-II boundary conditions (including inflow, 
diversions, and long-term snowmelt flood releases) to generate a potential set of daily 
values that are consistent with the CalSim-II monthly values to achieve mass balance. 
The daily operation data were then used with a simplified flood routing procedure to 
generate a set of simulated daily releases from Millerton Lake to the San Joaquin River. 
The resulting daily Millerton Lake operations are used in the Millerton Lake and San 
Joaquin River temperature models to simulate water temperatures within the Restoration 
Area. 

This process of disaggregation, described in Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R necessarily introduces some uncertainty into the water temperature results. This 
level of uncertainty was deemed acceptable within the Restoration Area, where Friant 
Dam operations are limited to the relatively simple condition of a single, independently 
operated reservoir. 

Running the temperature model for the San Joaquin River and tributaries downstream 
from the Merced River would require disaggregating monthly operations of the jointly 
operated system of reservoirs located on the tributary rivers to get daily values suitable 
for use in the temperature model. The uncertainty associated with defining the operations 
of the system of reservoirs located on the tributary rivers, compounded by the uncertainty 
introduced through the disaggregation process, was deemed unacceptable for use in 
evaluating potential impacts in the Draft PEIS/R. Instead, use of the temperature model 
for impact evaluation was constrained to the Restoration Area. Downstream from the 
Restoration Area, the analyses presented in the Draft PEIS/R compare simulated water 
temperatures from Friant Dam to the Merced River confluence and measured water 
temperatures at downstream locations to evaluate water temperature impacts. Text has 
not been revised. 

DFGA-68:  The text describing the Water Management Goal, referenced by the 
commenter, provides a brief summary of the two goals of the Settlement, and is not 
intended to comprehensively describe all portions of the Settlement pertaining to the 
implementation of these goals. In the interest of managing redundancy and size of the 
PEIS/R, repetition of identical language between chapters and between descriptions of 
the action alternatives is minimized throughout the PEIS/R. This language is included in 
the part of the document where it was deemed to provide the most clarity, Chapter 2.0, 
“Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-69: As described in MCR-3, “Order and Schedule of Implementing Settlement 
Actions,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, the 
Settling Parties have recently developed a Third-Party working draft Framework for 
Implementation (SJRRP 2012b) for the SJRRP.  The Framework for Implementation 
outlines the actions to be taken to implement the SJRRP and presents a schedule and 
budget for these actions.  The Framework for Implementation schedule was developed 
with input from water agencies/districts and landowners downstream from Friant Dam 
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who may be affected by implementation of the Settlement, and is intended to be 
protective of these Third-Party interests while meeting the requirements of the Settlement 
for expeditious action.  The Framework for Implementation also provides an accounting 
of future funding needs and the remaining funds available to implement the SJRRP.  The 
Framework for Implementation can be found on the SJRRP Web site at 
www.restoresjr.net.  While the Framework for Implementation presents a revised 
schedule for implementation of the Settlement, it does not result in new significant 
environmental impacts, a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, 
or create a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that would clearly lessen 
environmental impacts. 

DFGA-70: Table 2-2, on pages 2-9 and 2-10 of the Draft PEIS/R, cited in the comment, 
identifies monitoring actions, immediate management actions, and long-term 
management actions within the Physical Monitoring and Management Plan.  These 
actions are described in more detail beginning on page 2-49 of the Draft PEIS/R.  
Monitoring and management guidelines related to biological conditions for fish are 
described separately in Appendix F, “Fisheries Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

DFGA-71: As described in MCR-3, “Order and Schedule of Implementing Settlement 
Actions,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, the 
Settling Parties have recently developed a Third-Party working draft Framework for 
Implementation (SJRRP 2012b) for the SJRRP.  The Framework for Implementation 
outlines the actions to be taken to implement the SJRRP and presents a schedule and 
budget for these actions.  The Framework for Implementation schedule was developed 
with input from water agencies/districts and landowners downstream from Friant Dam 
who may be affected by implementation of the Settlement, and is intended to be 
protective of these Third-Party interests while meeting the requirements of the Settlement 
for expeditious action.  The Framework for Implementation also provides an accounting 
of future funding needs and the remaining funds available to implement the SJRRP.  The 
Framework for Implementation can be found on the SJRRP Web site at 
www.restoresjr.net.  While the Framework for Implementation presents a revised 
schedule for implementation of the Settlement, it does not result in new significant 
environmental impacts, a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, 
or create a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that would clearly lessen 
environmental impacts. Further information on actions related to Reach 2B can be found 
in the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B Improvements Project documentation on the 
SJRRP Web site at www.restoresjr.net. The text has not been revised. 

DFGA-72a: All Paragraph 11 activities, including actions to increase channel capacity 
and provide integrated floodplain habitat at specified reaches, are assessed in the PEIS/R 
at the program level. Construction of any new structure described in the program-level 
actions, including levees, would be designed to meet existing standards and requirements. 
The need to accommodate vegetation growth and sediment transport during construction 
of program-level actions would be determined during subsequent site-specific studies. 
Text has not been revised. 



Chapter 3.0 
Individual Comments and Responses 

Program Environmental Final 
Impact Statement/Report 3.7-87 – July 2012 

DFGA-72b: Comment noted. As stated on page 2-95 of the Draft PEIS/R, the SJRRP is 
being implemented concurrently with other programs by other agencies that would 
modify the San Joaquin River and the Lower San Joaquin River Flood Control Project to 
address flood protection needs. Reclamation and DWR recognize the importance of 
coordination and communication in planning and implementing projects that affect the 
flood control system in order to prevent impacts to flood management. 

DWR is characterizing the condition of levees along the San Joaquin River and the 
bypasses in the Restoration Area through the NULE Program as part of the California 
FloodSAFE initiative. Initial findings from these evaluations indicate deficiencies at the 
assessed water surface elevation along evaluated levees in the Restoration Area that were 
not identified for channel improvements in the Settlement.  The NULE Program 
categorized the majority of San Joaquin River levees in the Restoration Area as hazard 
level C, which indicates a high likelihood of levee failure or the need to flood fight to 
prevent levee failure.  Channel improvements to address these deficiencies in flood 
protection have not yet been identified and evaluated, and are not included in the 
Settlement (and therefore are not part of the action alternatives). As noted on page 62 of 
the Executive Summary, it is possible that the Settlement could be fully implemented in a 
manner consistent with the Act, and the purpose of the project thereby achieved, without 
release of the maximum Restoration Flows. Specific future modifications to the flood 
control system under the FloodSAFE initiative or other actions are uncertain and 
speculative, and are not considered reasonably foreseeable or probable future actions at 
this time.  In recognition of these limitations, Reclamation and DWR have included a 
detailed process in all action alternatives to minimize potential increases in flood risk 
from Interim and Restoration flows as specified on pages 2-22 through 2-28 of the Draft 
PEIS/R.  These actions include identifying and monitoring then-existing channel capacity 
throughout the Restoration Area and maintaining Interim and Restoration flows at or 
below then-existing channel capacity in accordance with the findings. The potential for 
cumulative effects associated with implementing the Settlement and FloodSAFE 
programs and projects is presented in Chapter 26.0, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R.” Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-73: Text of page 2-29, lines 19 through 31, of the Draft PEIS/R, revised in 
response to comment.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-74: Detailed discussion of the action to reintroduce fall- and spring-run Chinook 
salmon is provided beginning on page 2-43, lines 3 through 39, of the Draft PEIS/R. Text 
has not been revised. 

DFGA-75: The level of specificity recommended in the comment is appropriate to, and 
being developed as part of, the site-specific study of this action. Consistent with the 
program level of description and analysis of this action in the PEIS/R, the PEIS/R does 
not attempt to include this level of detail. Further information on actions related to Reach 
2B can be found in the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B Improvements Project 
documentation on the SJRRP Web site at www.restoresjr.net. Text has not been revised. 
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DFGA-76: The level of specificity recommended in the comment is appropriate to, and 
being developed as part of, the site-specific study of this action. Consistent with the 
program level of description and analysis of this action in the PEIS/R, the PEIS/R does 
not attempt to include this level of detail. Further information on actions related to Reach 
4B1 can be found in the Reach 4B, Eastside Bypass and Mariposa Bypass Channel and 
Structural Improvements Project documentation on the SJRRP Web site at 
www.restoresjr.net. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-77: Comment noted. Objectives and impacts related to fish passage and fish 
barriers would be analyzed in more detail as appropriate in site-specific project-level 
documentation. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-78: Consistent with the program level of description and analysis of Common 
Restoration Actions in the Draft PEIS/R, the action to Modify Eastside and Mariposa 
Bypasses to Enable Fish Passage (beginning on page 2-41, line 29) is not described or 
analyzed at the level of detail specified in the comment. The level of specificity 
recommended is appropriate to, and being developed as part of the site-specific study of 
this action, the Reach 4B, Eastside Bypass, and Mariposa Bypass Channel and Structural 
Improvements Project. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-79a: As stated on page 2-42 of the Draft PEIS/R, Paragraph 11(b)(2) of the 
Settlement stipulates modifications to the Chowchilla Bypass Bifurcation Structure as a 
Phase 2 action to provide fish passage and prevent fish entrainment, if such modifications 
are necessary to achieve the Restoration Goal, as determined by the Secretary in 
consultation with the RA, and with concurrence from NMFS and USFWS. Page 2-94 of 
the Draft PEIS/R identifies several channel and facility modifications that would be 
implemented to increase channel capacity and improve fish passage in the Restoration 
Area, including implementation of a trap-and-haul program (page 2-47), and the 
installation of barriers to prevent straying in flood bypasses (page 2-48). Because some of 
these projects have hydraulic and other physical interdependencies, implementation 
would be accomplished by combining related projects into groups. Project planning, 
environmental compliance, permitting, design, and construction would be coordinated for 
projects in each group. Accordingly, modifications to the Chowchilla Bypass Bifurcation 
Structure could be undertaken as part of the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B 
Improvements Project, as the commenter states. 

DFGA-79b: As discussed in MCR-5, “Adequacy of Purpose and Need, and Range of 
Alternatives, Under NEPA/CEQA,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of 
this Final PEIS/R, identification of alternatives evaluated in the PEIS/R was the 
culmination of an extensive process undertaken by Reclamation and DWR, involving the 
Implementing Agencies in coordination with Settling Parties, other stakeholders, and 
interested members of the public.  The description of alternatives presented in Chapter 
2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R describes a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives, especially given the purpose and objectives of 
implementing the Settlement consistent with the Act. As described in Chapter 2.0 of the 
Draft PEIS/R, routing Interim and/or Restoration flows through the Chowchilla Bypass 
instead of through the San Joaquin River on a permanent basis would not be consistent 
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with the Restoration Goal, which is to “restore and maintain fish populations in good 
condition in the main stem of the San Joaquin River.” This action was not retained for 
inclusion in the action alternatives because it would prevent achieving the SJRRP 
purpose and need, consistent with the Settlement. Modifications to improve fish passage 
within the Chowchilla Bypass are not included under the action alternatives. In response 
to downstream conditions, Interim or Restoration flows could be temporarily diverted to 
the bypass system, and flood flows would continue to be routed through the bypass 
system according to the standard operations of the system. Accordingly, the text on page 
2-42, line 7, has been revised in response to the comment to clarify that fish could enter 
the Chowchilla Bypass when future flood control releases are routed to the bypass. See 
revisions in Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. Therefore, actions associated 
with the Chowchilla Bypass Bifurcation Structure focus on providing fish passage 
between Reach 2A and Reach 2B, and preventing or minimizing entrainment and 
stranding in the Chowchilla Bypass, consistent with Paragraph 11(b)(2) (if such 
modifications are necessary to achieve the Restoration Goal, as determined by the 
Secretary in consultation with the RA, and with the concurrence of NMFS and USFWS). 
See MCR-5 in Chapter 2.0 of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant to this 
comment. 

DFGA-79c: As noted by the commenter and on page 2-42 of the Draft PEIS/R, gaps 
between the gates of the Chowchilla Bypass Bifurcation Structure historically allowed 
some flow to leak through the gates, when closed, and may have been large enough to 
allow fish to pass through into the bypass, leaving them stranded. However, as noted in 
Table 2-8 on page 2-93 of the Draft PEIS/R, DWR sealed gaps in the gates as part of 
routine maintenance activities in 2009. 

DFGA-80: Paragraph 14(a) of the Settlement requires NMFS to “issue a decision on the 
permit application for the reintroduction of spring-run Chinook salmon as expeditiously 
as possible but no later than April 30, 2012.”  NMFS issued the Draft Environmental 
Assessment for 10(a)(1)(A), Enhancement of the Species Permit Application for the 
collection and transport of Spring-Run Chinook for the San Joaquin River Restoration 
Program in April 2012.  In addition, the Settlement does not require that NMFS allow for 
the reintroduction of salmon; rather, the Settlement only requires that NMFS complete 
the final rule.  Consistent with requirements in the ESA and relevant Federal law, NMFS 
may not allow fish reintroduction in the final rule or may condition the fish reintroduction 
actions on other SJRRP actions, source stock populations, or other relevant 
actions/activities as appropriate and allowable under law.  The Draft PEIS/R as written 
reflects the actions stipulated in the Settlement.  Although NMFS has not yet issued its 
final decision, the change in this time frame does not result in new significant 
environmental impacts, a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, 
or create a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that would clearly lessen 
environmental impacts.  NMFS is expected to issue its final rule in 2012, but the exact 
timing is not known at this time.  For the reasons described above, no changes to the 
Draft PEIS/R have been made. 

DFGA-81: The Fisheries Management Plan (Appendix E of the Draft PEIS/R) is 
referenced on page 2-49 of the Draft PEIS/R and as part of the Conservation Strategy 



San Joaquin River Restoration Program 

Final Program Environmental 
3.7-90 – July 2012 Impact Statement/Report 

presented in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R. The actions 
described in the Fisheries Management Plan are primarily monitoring activities and 
management guidelines, the effects of which are realized through implementation of 
specific program-level actions described in greater detail throughout Chapter 2.0 of the 
Draft PEIS/R.  The potential impacts of implementing the action alternatives, including 
monitoring actions described in Appendix E, are described in Chapters 4.0 through 26.0. 
Original text referenced by the commenter describes a “management plan” developed to 
help guide implementation of SJRRP actions.  Text on page 2-43, line 13, has been 
revised to refer directly to the Fisheries Management Plan.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of 
this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-82: Text of page 2-22, lines 1 and 2, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised to 
include water temperature. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-83: A decision as to location and design of potential barriers is not made in the 
Draft PEIS/R. As described on page 2-44 of the Draft PEIS/R, lines 25 and 26, the 
location and design of barriers has yet to be determined. An evaluation of spawning 
habitat availability and quality would likely guide this decision, but has not been 
completed; such an evaluation would include consideration of temporal and spatial 
conditions related to spawning, as suggested by the commenter. Appropriate location(s) 
and design(s) would be determined as part of a subsequent site-specific study. Appendix 
E, “Fisheries Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R describes the framework for 
addressing specific actions related to fisheries, including actions to address hybridization 
between fall-run and spring-run Chinook salmon in the Restoration Area, specifically 
Action I3 (page 5-38), Action L2 (page 5-43), and Action M1 (page 5-44). Additional 
guidelines and measures to protect genetic integrity of the runs will be provided in the 
Hatchery and Genetics Management Plan (SJRRP 2010a). Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-84: Many actions described in the Settlement and included under all the action 
alternatives would provide multiple benefits to Chinook salmon related to predation 
(including beneficial effects on water temperatures, habitat complexity, and predator 
populations) in the Restoration Area. The potential for various actions to address 
predation are included in the descriptions of those actions, including modifications to 
gravel pits (page 2-42, lines 35 through 42, and page 2-43, lines 1 and 2 of the Draft 
PEIS/R), modifications to floodplain and side-channel habitat (page 2-45, lines 14 
through 40, and page 2-46, lines 1 through 21 of the Draft PEIS/R), and actions to 
enhance in-channel habitat (page 2-46, lines 22 through 33 of the Draft PEIS/R). The text 
referenced by the commenter (page 2-46, line 34 of the Draft PEIS/R) describes the range 
of actions that could be taken in addition to those described elsewhere in the Draft 
PEIS/R, and would be undertaken specifically to further enhance the success of achieving 
the Restoration Goal. Experimental behavioral methods were not contemplated in 
formulation of the action alternatives, and are therefore not explicitly addressed. 
However, such methods would be considered during subsequent site-specific studies and 
applied to reduce the potential for predation of juvenile salmonids. 
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See MCR-1, “Analysis of Program Feasibility, Potential to Achieve Restoration and 
Water Management Goals,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final 
PEIS/R for additional information relevant to this comment. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-85a: The text referenced by the commenter describes program-level actions to 
modify flood flow control structures under Paragraph 12 of the Settlement. These actions 
are provided in addition to those described previously as Paragraph 11 actions, including 
modifications to the Sand Slough Control Structure for fish passage (described on page 2-
41 of the Draft PEIS/R and set forth under Paragraph 11(a)(5) of the Settlement) and 
modifications to the Chowchilla Bypass Bifurcation Structure that provide fish passage 
and prevent fish entrainment (described on page 2-42 of the Draft PEIS/R and set forth 
under Paragraph 11(b)(3)). As described on page 2-48 of the Draft PEIS/R, additional 
actions not identified in the Settlement could be necessary to improve fish passage and 
flow conveyance at flood control structures within the Restoration Area, including 
modifications to the Chowchilla Bypass Bifurcation Structure, Sand Slough Control 
Structure, and structures in the Eastside and Mariposa bypasses. 

As described on page 2-94 of the Draft PEIS/R, several channel and facility 
modifications would be implemented to increase channel capacity and improve fish 
passage in the Restoration Area. Because some of these projects have hydraulic and other 
physical interdependencies, implementation would be accomplished by combining 
related projects into groups. Project planning, environmental compliance, permitting, 
design, and construction would be coordinated for projects in each group. Accordingly, 
modifications to the Chowchilla Bypass Bifurcation Structure to provide fish passage are 
currently under evaluation as part of the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B 
Improvements Project, as the commenter states. 

Modifications to the Eastside and Mariposa bypasses to provide fish passage are set forth 
under Paragraph 11(a)(8) and Paragraph 11(a)(9) of the Settlement, as described on page 
2-37 of the Draft PEIS/R. The commenter correctly notes no actions are included under 
the action alternatives to provide fish passage improvements in the “upper bypass 
system,” which is assumed to refer to the Chowchilla Bypass and Eastside Bypass Reach 
1 (from Ash Slough to the Sand Slough Control Structure). As described in Chapter 2.0, 
“Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, routing of Interim and/or Restoration 
flows through the Chowchilla Bypass instead of through the San Joaquin River on a 
permanent basis would not be consistent with the Restoration Goal, which is to “restore 
and maintain fish populations in good condition in the main stem of the San Joaquin 
River.” This action was not retained for inclusion in the action alternatives because it 
would prevent achieving the SJRRP purpose and need, consistent with the Settlement. 
Therefore, modifications to improve fish passage within the Chowchilla Bypass are not 
included under the action alternatives. 

In response to downstream conveyance limitations, Interim or Restoration flows could be 
temporarily diverted to the bypass system, and flood flows would continue to be routed 
through the bypass system according to the operations defined in the Operation and 
Maintenance Manual for Levees, Irrigation and Drainage Structures, Channels and 
Miscellaneous Facilities (Reclamation Board 1978). Accordingly, text on page 2-42, line 
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7 of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response to the comment to clarify that fish 
could enter the Chowchilla Bypass when future flood control releases are routed to the 
bypass. See revisions in Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. Therefore, actions 
associated with the Chowchilla Bypass Bifurcation Structure focus on providing fish 
passage between Reach 2A and Reach 2B, and preventing or minimizing entrainment and 
stranding in the Chowchilla Bypass, consistent with Paragraph 11(b)(2) (if such 
modifications are necessary to achieve the Restoration Goal, as determined by the 
Secretary in consultation with the RA, and with the concurrence of NMFS and USFWS). 
The action alternatives also include a range of potential actions to enable fish passage 
beyond the actions stipulated in the Settlement, including no modifications, establishing 
and/or maintaining low-flow channels, trapping and hauling juveniles and adults, 
modifying road crossings, and installing barriers to prevent straying, as described on 
pages 2-47 through 2-48 of the Draft PEIS/R. 

The actions discussed above are described in the Draft PEIS/R at a program level of 
detail. The locations and designs of these actions have not yet been determined; however, 
Appendix E, “Fisheries Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R describes the framework 
for addressing specific actions related to fisheries, including actions to address fish 
passage in the bypass system, specifically Action A1 (page 5-15) and Action D3 (page 5-
25). Additional information will be developed during subsequent site-specific studies. 

DFGA-85b: As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, routing of Interim and/or Restoration flows through the Chowchilla Bypass 
instead of through the San Joaquin River on a permanent basis would not be consistent 
with the Restoration Goal, which is to “restore and maintain fish populations in good 
condition in the main stem of the San Joaquin River.” This action was considered, but not 
retained for inclusion in the action alternatives because as a complete alternative to 
conveying flows in the river channel, it would prevent achieving the SJRRP purpose and 
need, consistent with the Settlement.  As a partial alternative, where Interim or 
Restoration flows could be split between the bypass system and the river channel, this 
approach would conflict with achieving the SJRRP purpose and need by potentially 
stranding reintroduced fish in the bypass system. However in consideration of 
downstream conditions, Interim or Restoration flows could be temporarily diverted to the 
bypass system, and flood flows would continue to be routed through the bypass system in 
accordance with established operations of the Lower San Joaquin River Flood Control 
Project. 

Several actions are described in Chapter 2.0 to prevent or minimize the effects of 
stranding of reintroduced fish in the bypass system, including modifications to the 
Chowchilla Bypass Bifurcation Structure (page 2-42 of the Draft PEIS/R), 
implementation of a trap-and-haul program (page 2-47 of the Draft PEIS/R), and the 
installation of barriers to prevent straying in flood bypasses (page 2-48 of the Draft 
PEIS/R). The inclusion of this discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions of 
the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-85c: This comment is substantially similar to comment DFGA-85b.  See response 
to comment DFGA-85b. 
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DFGA-86: The action alternatives include many potential actions to manage sediment 
and minimize flood risk in the Restoration Area as a result of Interim and Restoration 
flows. As described on page 2-49 of the Draft PEIS/R, potential program-level actions to 
address sediment deposition upstream from the Chowchilla Bypass Bifurcation Structure 
under the action alternatives range from no implementation to installing grade control 
structures to reduce sediment mobilization. Implementing actions evaluated at a program 
level of detail in the PEIS/R would require subsequent site-specific analyses pursuant to 
NEPA and/or CEQA, as appropriate. 

Additional actions included under all action alternatives would also contribute to 
sediment management by addressing flows and sediment mobilization, including regular 
monitoring of sediment mobilization as an integral part of actions to minimize increases 
in flood risk (discussed on pages 2-27 and 2-28 of the Draft PEIS/R) and as part of 
Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and Management Plan,” in the Draft PEIS/R and 
summarized on page 2-50). The Physical Monitoring and Management Plan includes 
monitoring of sediment mobilization, bar formation, and bank erosion through aerial and 
topographic surveys of areas with elevated erosion potential, as well as actions to address 
channel capacity including, but not limited to, providing a larger floodplain between 
levees through acquiring land and constructing setback levees, regrading land between 
levees, constructing sediment traps, constructing grade control structures, or grading 
channels. No actions are identified under the action alternatives to eliminate the 
backwater effect at the Chowchilla Bypass Bifurcation Structure, such as widening the 
structure, as recommended by the commenter. The backwater effect associated with the 
Chowchilla Bypass Bifurcation Structure is a hydraulic condition associated with the 
intended function of the structure, and as such cannot be eliminated. Text has not been 
revised. 

DFGA-87: The comment correctly notes that the Act does not specify that Restoration 
Flows could be reduced to minimize or avoid seepage impacts, but the Act also does not 
preclude that action. The measure to reduce, redirect, or redivert flows to manage seepage 
is part of the action alternatives, pertains to both Interim and Restoration flows, and is 
included to minimize or avoid potential impacts to Third Parties, which is required by the 
Act. The definition of Interim Flows in relation to Restoration Flows is provided in 
Paragraph 15 of the Settlement and included in the Draft PEIS/R as Appendix A, 
“Stipulation of Settlement in NRDC, et al., vs. Rogers, et al.” The inclusion of this 
discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not 
been revised. 

DFGA-88: Comment noted. Actions to maintain channel capacity are described in the 
Physical Monitoring and Management Plan, Appendix D, of the Draft PEIS/R.  
Recommended provisions could be implemented consistent with descriptions in the 
PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-89: The potential to modify Restoration Flows based on the need for temperature 
management, fish passage, adult attraction, floodplain inundation, or other considerations 
are included in the description of project-level actions to release Interim or Restoration 
flows provided on pages 2-17 through 2-39 of the Draft PEIS/R, and the analysis of 
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potential impacts of these actions.  The Settlement includes an annual allocation of 
Interim and Restoration flows using either the Restoration Flow schedules included in 
Exhibit B of the Settlement, or a more continuous hydrograph, as shown in Figure 2-6 of 
the Draft PEIS/R, in consideration of recommendations to be made by the RA. As 
described in Exhibit B of the Settlement, the distribution of Restoration Flow releases 
depicted in Figure 2-5 is intended to allow flexibility in any given year for the RA, in 
consultation with the Technical Advisory Committee, to recommend to the Secretary 
appropriate ramping rates and precise flow amounts on specific dates.  The RA may 
consider a variety of topics potentially including, but not limited to, the need for 
temperature management, fish passage, adult attraction, or floodplain inundation in 
making recommendations. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-90: Comment noted. Conservation Measures CVS-1 and EFH-1, and project-
level actions described on page 2-29 of the Draft PEIS/R, include continued operation of 
the Hills Ferry Barrier to exclude salmonids from the Restoration Area during the release 
of flows during construction activities until sufficient habitat and channel improvements 
to support salmonids are complete. The text on page 2-29, lines 19 through 31 of the 
Draft PEIS/R has been revised to clarify that the period of operation of the Hills Ferry 
Barrier is September through mid-December, but may vary from historical operations 
under the action alternatives (see revisions in Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R). 
The future Federal lead agency would pursue permits for this and other project-level 
actions as described on Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, Coordination, and Communication,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R. Chapter 28.0 describes Section 10004(h) of the Act, which states 
that the Secretary, in consultation with DFG, shall evaluate the effectiveness of the Hills 
Ferry Barrier in preventing unintended upstream migration of anadromous fish in the San 
Joaquin River and any false migratory pathways. Section 10004(h) of the Act also 
authorizes the Secretary to assist DFG in making any improvements to the Hills Ferry 
Barrier, if necessary to avoid imposing additional regulatory actions against Third 
Parties. Reclamation and DWR have consulted with DFG and NMFS on the use of the 
Hills Ferry Barrier, and are currently evaluating the effectiveness of the Hills Ferry 
Barrier. Consistent with Section 10004(h)(4) of the Act, if it is determined that any 
unintended upstream migration of anadromous fish upstream from the Merced River 
confluence occurs as a result of 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 any fish screens or fish facilities 
necessary to comply with the ESA of 1973 (16 USC 1531 et seq.), except to the extent 
that such costs are already or willingly borne by others. 

Additionally, text on page 2-29 of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised to state that 
Reclamation would continue to implement and adapt the Steelhead Monitoring Plan 
(SJRRP 2011e), in coordination with NMFS. Under the Steelhead Monitoring Plan, the 
presence of steelhead upstream from Hills Ferry Barrier is monitored. If steelhead are 
detected, they would be collected and relocated downstream from the Merced River 
confluence. The Steelhead Monitoring Plan applies to Interim and Restoration flows and 
would not be implemented in flood flow conditions.  See Appendix B, “Central Valley 
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Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) Monitoring Plan for the San Joaquin River Restoration 
Program,” of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant to this comment. 

DFGA-91: Comment noted. As described on page 2-91 of the Draft PEIS/R, routing 
Interim and/or Restoration flows through the Chowchilla Bypass instead of through the 
San Joaquin River on a permanent basis would not be consistent with the Restoration 
Goal, which is to “restore and maintain fish populations in good condition in the main 
stem of the San Joaquin River.” This action was not retained because it would prevent 
achieving the SJRRP purpose and need, consistent with the Settlement. Text has not been 
revised. 

DFGA-92: Comment noted. The lead agencies agree that raising Friant Dam (or 
developing other new surface water storage upstream from Friant Dam) could contribute 
to the cold water pool in Millerton Lake, and may therefore provide ancillary benefits to 
reintroduced Chinook salmon. As described on page 2-91 and 2-92 of the Draft PEIS/R 
and noted in the comment, development of additional storage at or upstream from Friant 
Dam is currently being studied. The CALFED Bay-Delta Program (CALFED) ROD, 
issued in August 2000, states that additional storage in the upper San Joaquin River basin 
should be studied to determine if it could be a beneficial long-term project. The purpose 
of this storage is to “contribute to restoration of and improve water quality for the San 
Joaquin River and facilitate conjunctive water management and water exchanges that 
improve the quality of water deliveries to urban communities.” The ROD states that the 
additional storage could come from “enlargement of Millerton Lake at Friant Dam or a 
functionally equivalent storage program in the region.” Reclamation and DWR are 
preparing a feasibility study of additional storage at or upstream from Friant Dam 
consistent with the CALFED ROD, as part of the Upper San Joaquin River Basin Storage 
Investigation. This action was not retained because it does not substantially contribute to 
the SJRRP purpose. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-93: Many aspects of the river and bypass reaches beyond those presented in 
Chapter 3.0, “Considerations for Describing the Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences,” of the Draft PEIS/R are important to implementation of 
the Settlement. Additional aspects, including the wildlife refuges, are described as 
appropriate in Chapters 4.0 through 26.0. Specifically, the locations of wildlife refuges 
are highlighted in Chapter 6.0, “Biological Resources – Vegetation and Wildlife.” Text 
has not been revised. 

DFGA-94: The commenter states that implementing the Settlement will affect fisheries 
outside the study area. The commenter provides no specific documentation of the concern 
raised nor does the commenter provide the basis for their comment, data or references 
offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by 
facts to support their comment. As described in Chapter 3.0, “Considerations for 
Describing the Affected Environment,” of the Draft PEIS/R, the study area is defined to 
include the San Joaquin River upstream from Friant Dam, the Restoration Area, the San 
Joaquin River downstream from the Merced River, San Joaquin River tributaries between 
the Merced River and the Delta, and the Delta. 
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While the Implementing Agencies have made significant progress in identifying details 
and preparing the permits required for the reintroduction process since the Settlement was 
reached, uncertainty remains regarding details of this process, including identification of 
a source population(s) for reintroduced Chinook salmon.  Remaining uncertainty to be 
resolved includes the source population(s) from which individuals could be collected for 
reintroduction; the life stage or stages and number of individuals that would be collected; 
and the frequency, method, and timing of collection. The Draft PEIS/R does not evaluate 
the potential impacts to source population(s) because impacts to those source 
population(s) would be too speculative for meaningful consideration at this time. These 
impacts will be discussed in future NEPA and CEQA documents, as required, and when 
appropriately detailed information is available. 

As described in Chapter 1.0, “Introduction,” of the Draft PEIS/R Interim and Restoration 
flows would contribute a relatively small amount of water to the Delta compared to 
contributions of the San Joaquin and Sacramento rivers and other tributaries. Therefore, 
implementation of the SJRRP would have negligible effects on flow and water quality at 
locations downstream from the Delta (in Suisun, San Pablo, or San Francisco bays, or in 
the Pacific Ocean). For this reason, the Delta was identified as the downstream extent of 
the study area. No modeling was performed to evaluate impacts downstream from the 
Delta. 

As described on pages 13-175 through 13-186 of the Draft PEIS/R, Interim and 
Restoration flows would contribute a relatively small amount of water to the Delta 
compared to contributions of the San Joaquin and Sacramento rivers and other tributaries. 
Similarly, potential impacts to resources within the Delta as a result of the action 
alternatives were found to be less than significant, including potential direct and indirect 
impacts analyzed in Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources – Fisheries,” Chapter 6.0, 
“Biological Resources – Vegetation and Wildlife,” Chapter 10.0, “Geology and Soils,” 
Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management,” Chapter 14.0, “Hydrology – Surface 
Water Quality,” Chapter 16.0, “Agricultural Resources and Land Use Planning,” Chapter 
17.0, “Noise,” Chapter 19.0, “Power and Energy,” Chapter 20.0, “Public Health and 
Hazardous Materials,” and Chapter 21.0, “Recreation,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Therefore, 
no significant impacts to resource categories, including fisheries, are anticipated to occur 
as a result of implementing the Settlement outside the study area, and the Delta was 
identified in Chapter 1.0, “Introduction,” of the Draft PEIS/R as the downstream extent of 
the study area. Appropriate study areas will be separately defined for subsequent site-
specific studies, and may encompass some or all of the study area identified in the 
PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-95: The exact timing of spring-run or fall-run Chinook salmon spawning varies 
based on several environmental factors, including flow patterns and ambient and water 
temperatures. As described in Exhibit D, Stock Selection Strategy: Spring-Run Chinook 
Salmon, of Appendix E, “Fisheries Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R, because of 
extensive and ongoing hatchery introductions, a good portion of the spring-run Chinook 
salmon currently in the mainstem Sacramento River have hybridized with fall-run 
Chinook salmon, and are heavily introgressed with fall-run Chinook characteristics, 
particularly with regard to run timing (Yoshiyama et al. 1998). Therefore, it is not 
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uncommon for spring-run and fall-run spawning periods to overlap temporally as well as 
spatially. For instance, as described in Exhibit D, adult spring-run Chinook salmon on the 
Feather River begin spawning in September, usually 2 to 3 weeks earlier than the fall-run 
Chinook salmon (Kindopp pers. com.) and continue spawning through late October. 
Adult fall-run Chinook salmon typically return to the Feather River to spawn during 
September through December, with peak returns from mid-October through early 
December (Sommer et al. 2001). Figure 5-1 captures the full range of potential historical 
spawning periods for spring- and fall-run Chinook salmon in the San Joaquin River, and 
is not intended to predict peak spawning periods for reintroduced populations. As 
described in Appendix K, “Biological Resources – Fisheries,” of the Draft PEIS/R, it is 
likely that current run timing in the San Joaquin River would differ from historical 
timing. Additional figures showing life stage timing for existing populations (including 
candidate broodstock populations on the Feather River and Mill and Deer creeks) are 
included in Appendices E and K.  In response to the comment, a caption was added to 
Figure 5-1 on page 5-5 of the Draft PEIS/R to indicate that timing for the various life 
history stages shown for spring- and fall-run Chinook salmon are approximate and may 
vary from that shown in the figure. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-96a: The commenter identifies three topics related to geomorphic processes, 
including channel complexity, the presence of suitable spawning gravels, and changes in 
edge or streambank habitat.  The commenter states that bank protection accelerates 
channel incision, which leads to the loss of channel complexity, and provides additional 
detail on this process. This is consistent with and expands on the discussion on page 5-17 
of the Draft PEIS/R, which states that bank protection along channel margins and 
decreased flow regime have reduced the processes that create complex side channels and 
high-flow scour channels.  Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-96b: Regarding the presence of suitable spawning gravels, the text on page 5-17, 
line 31, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised in response to comment to clarify that the 
text is referring to spawning-sized gravel, as recommended by the commenter. Spawning 
habitat, as the commenter notes, includes flows, water temperatures, and suitably sized 
gravel. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-96c: Regarding changes in edge or streambank habitat related to higher water 
stage, text on page 5-20 of the Draft PEIS/R states that substantial changes in flow can 
raise the water surface (i.e., stage) and increase the length of shoreline that interacts with 
riparian vegetation and other complex shoreline habitat elements. Changes in flow also 
affect lateral and vertical connectivity and interactions of groundwater and surface water, 
which can in turn affect microhabitat conditions such as water temperature and quality. 
This discussion ties riparian vegetation value and function to flow. Text on page 5-21 of 
the Draft PEIS/R adds to this discussion, noting that flow directly affects most other 
environmental conditions in rivers, including water temperature, water quality, 
geomorphic processes, and habitat quantity, quality, and connectivity. These conditions 
in turn affect many biological interactions. Conversely, the amount of flow is directly 
affected by diversions and other water operations in regulated systems. This discussion is 
a general description of factors and processes that can affect fisheries within the San 
Joaquin River between Friant Dam and the Merced River. Appendix N, 
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“Geomorphology, Sediment Transport, and Vegetation Assessment,” of the Draft PEIS/R 
provides a more detailed discussion of potential changes to river geomorphology, 
including discussions on the flow control structures (pages 5-22 through 5-31) and gravel 
mining (pages 5-1 through 5-10).  Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-97: The lead agencies agree with the commenter that gravel mining has 
influenced, and continues to substantially influence, nonnative and native fish species 
abundance and distribution. The referenced bullet list identifies environmental 
conditions, and does not identify specific activities, such as gravel mining, that influence 
those conditions.  Gravel mining, in itself, is not considered an environmental condition, 
but clearly has contributed to several of the environmental conditions listed in the 
referenced text, including “highly altered flow regimes,” and “changes in sediment 
supply and transport.”  The specific historical influence of the gravel pits on nonnative 
and native fish species abundance and distribution is also summarized on page 5-16 of 
the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-98: The list of species referenced by the commenter and presented on page 5-23 
of the Draft PEIS/R summarizes native species that were recently (following construction 
of Friant Dam and the Friant-Kern and Madera canals) detected in Reach 1, but which 
were not detected between 2003 and 2005 and reported in the DFG 2007 study. This list 
was compiled by reviewing several studies conducted after 1980 that report the presence 
of fall-run Chinook salmon in Reach 1 (Yoshiyama et al. 1998, DFG 1991, as cited in 
McBain and Trush 2002, Moyle 2002). No such recent studies document the presence of 
spring-run Chinook salmon in Reach 1; therefore, spring-run Chinook salmon are not 
included in this list. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-99: The text referenced by the commenter is in Section 5.2.3 of the Draft PEIS/R, 
which summarizes aspects of the current aquatic habitat and distribution of fish found in 
the San Joaquin River from Friant Dam to the Merced River.  It is assumed that the 
commenter refers to studies showing that white sturgeon spawning in the San Joaquin 
River occurs downstream from Reach 5 (specifically between the confluences with the 
Tuolumne and Stanislaus rivers), according to recent observations made by USFWS staff 
during Interim Flows monitoring (Gruber et al. 2012).  Page 5-24, lines 31 through 33, of 
the Draft PEIS/R, which state, “the current distributions of white sturgeon, green 
sturgeon, river lamprey (Lampetra ayresii), Kern brook lamprey, and western brook 
lamprey (L. richardsoni) within the Restoration Area are unknown,” has not been revised 
because while these species may have been periodically observed, their distribution is 
still unknown. Text on page 5-24, lines 31-33, and page 5-25, lines 31-35 of the Draft 
PEIS/R have been revised to clarify that the Fisheries Management Work Group is 
currently conducting a fish inventory and monitoring program, the results of which have 
not yet been published. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-100:  Text on page 5-25, line 41, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised in 
response to the comment to clarify that USFWS has documented white sturgeon 
spawning in the San Joaquin River downstream from Reach 5, primarily between the 
Tuolumne and Stanislaus rivers (Gruber et al. 2012). See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this 
Final PEIS/R. 
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DFGA-101: Text on page 5-26, line 40 through page 5-27, line 6 of the Draft PEIS/R, 
has been revised in response to comment to clarify that anadromous fish populations on 
all three tributaries are affected by flow and water temperatures, particularly during dry 
and critical water year types. Mesick 2009 and Mesick 2010 have been added as 
references for this discussion.  The inclusion of this discussion does not change the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R. Further discussions of the effects of flow on 
the tributary fish populations are described on pages 5-59 through 5-61 of the Draft 
PEIS/R. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-102: Text on page 5-29, line 10-14, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to comment to indicate that until 2008, a temporary barrier was used when 
necessary at the Head of Old River.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-103: Text on page 5-29, line 20, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised to refer to 
Hallock et al. (1970), Mesick (2001), and Newcomb and Pierce (2010), in response to 
this and other comments.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R.  The inclusion 
of this discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R. 

DFGA-104: Review of scientific literature and existing data sources in development of 
the Draft PEIS/R provided evidence that white sturgeon occur in the San Joaquin River 
downstream from the Restoration Area, from the Merced River to the Delta.  
Additionally, a white sturgeon was observed on the upstream side of the Hills Ferry 
Barrier in 2011 (Portz, pers. com). Text on page 5-45, Table 5-4 of the Draft PEIS/R has 
been revised in response to comment to clarify that sturgeon occur in this portion of the 
San Joaquin River. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-105: Table 5-7 on page 5-50 of the Draft PEIS/R has been modified in response 
to comment to include water temperature as an environmental condition considered in the 
evaluation process for juvenile and adult fall-run Chinook salmon and Central Valley 
steelhead, consistent with the analyses of impacts presented in Section 5.4.3, “Program-
Level Impacts and Mitigation Measures,” and Section 5.4.4, “Project-Level Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final 
PEIS/R. 

The commenter also raises concerns regarding modeling of water temperatures between 
the Merced River and the Delta. Changes in water temperatures in the San Joaquin River 
downstream from the Merced River confluence were not explicitly simulated.  
Application of river temperature modeling was limited to the extent of the Restoration 
Area to limit the introduction of uncertainty to a level deemed acceptable for the analyses 
these simulations support. The analysis of potential water temperature impacts in the San 
Joaquin River downstream from the Merced River confluence was based on simulated 
water temperatures from Friant Dam to the Merced River confluence and measured water 
temperatures at downstream locations. 

Application of the water temperature model requires identification or assumption of daily 
reservoir operations and resulting river flows for the controlling reservoir(s) for the 
geographic portion of the model being applied. Within the Restoration Area, where water 



San Joaquin River Restoration Program 

Final Program Environmental 
3.7-100 – July 2012 Impact Statement/Report 

temperatures are most directly affected by implementation of the Settlement, monthly 
water operations from CalSim-II were disaggregated into daily water operations that are 
still bound by overall monthly limits. The Millerton Daily Operations Model was used to 
simulate daily water operations of Millerton Lake. This model, developed in Excel, 
interpolates between the monthly CalSim-II boundary conditions (including inflow, 
diversions, and long-term snowmelt flood releases) to generate a potential set of daily 
values that are consistent with the CalSim-II monthly values to achieve mass balance. 
The daily operation data were then used with a simplified flood routing procedure to 
generate a set of simulated daily releases from Millerton Lake to the San Joaquin River. 
The resulting daily Millerton Lake operations are used in the Millerton Lake and San 
Joaquin River temperature models to simulate water temperatures within the Restoration 
Area. 

This process of disaggregation, described in Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R necessarily introduces some uncertainty into the water temperature results. This 
level of uncertainty was deemed acceptable within the Restoration Area, where Friant 
Dam operations are limited to the relatively simple condition of a single, independently 
operated reservoir. 

Running the temperature model for the San Joaquin River and tributaries downstream 
from the Merced River would require disaggregating monthly operations of the jointly 
operated system of reservoirs located on the tributary rivers to get daily values suitable 
for use in the temperature model. The uncertainty associated with defining the operations 
of the system of reservoirs located on the tributary rivers, compounded by the uncertainty 
introduced through the disaggregation process, was deemed unacceptable for use in 
evaluating potential impacts in the Draft PEIS/R. Instead, use of the temperature model 
for impact evaluation was constrained to the Restoration Area. Downstream from the 
Restoration Area, the analyses presented in the Draft PEIS/R compare simulated water 
temperatures from Friant Dam to the Merced River confluence and measured water 
temperatures at downstream locations to evaluate water temperature impacts. Text has 
not been revised. 

DFGA-106: The commenter has identified a series of limitations on Restoration Flows 
that are also discussed and addressed in the Draft PEIS/R.  See for example, discussion of 
limitations of Interim and Restoration flows to avoid impacts through the actions to 
minimize increases in flood risk in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R, as well as discussion of immediate management actions to address seepage 
or other impacts in the Physical Monitoring and Management Plan, also outlined in 
Chapter 2.0.  Flows could also be limited through actions directed in the Settlement, such 
as construction of Phase 1 and Phase 2 projects, and the Restoration Hydrograph set forth 
in Exhibit B for the critical water year type.  The critical low restoration year type 
includes no additional flows for restoration actions.  This year type represents the driest 
year on record (1977) and has occurred one time in the historical record.  These 
limitations are also discussed in the project description in Chapter 2.0 of the Draft 
PEIS/R. As these limitations were addressed in the Draft PEIS/R, no changes to the Draft 
PEIS/R have been made. 
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DFGA-107: The commenter refers to the SJR-5Q temperature model (developed by AD 
Consultants), which includes separate modules developed for the Restoration Area and 
the San Joaquin River downstream from the Merced River.  The downstream module was 
not used in the analyses presented in the Draft PEIS/R due to the uncertainty associated 
with defining the operations of the system of reservoirs located on the tributary rivers, 
compounded by the uncertainty introduced through the disaggregation process.  This 
comment is substantially similar to comment DFGA-105. See response to comment 
DFGA-105. 

DFGA-108:  The commenter requests that the SJRRP 2011 Annual Technical Report 
results be used in the impact assessment, presumably as an assessment of floodplain 
impacts.  The commenter noted that the “draft 2011 Annual Technical Report includes a 
relationship between flow and overbank inundation,” but later states that “overbank 
inundation does not equate to floodplain inundation.”  The meaning of the commenter’s 
specific comment is unclear.  However, the SJRRP continues to work on inundation 
mapping and modeling related to fisheries habitat requirements to implement the 
appropriate amount and type of floodplain habitat needed for successful implementation 
of the program.  Reclamation and DWR will continue to coordinate with DFG as an 
Implementing Agency to properly support the Restoration Goal and to address fisheries 
habitat suitability and species survival.  New information related to this effort, as it 
becomes available, will help to inform future processes and decisions to assess future 
site-specific actions and to account for environmental benefits or impacts. 

As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, routing 
of Interim and/or Restoration flows through the Chowchilla Bypass instead of through the 
San Joaquin River on a permanent basis would not be consistent with the Restoration 
Goal, which is to “restore and maintain fish populations in good condition in the main 
stem of the San Joaquin River.” This action was considered, but not retained for inclusion 
in the action alternatives because as a complete alternative to conveying flows in the river 
channel, it would prevent achieving the SJRRP purpose and need, consistent with the 
Settlement.  As a partial alternative, where Interim or Restoration flows could be split 
between the bypass system and the river channel, this approach would conflict with 
achieving the SJRRP purpose and need by potentially stranding reintroduced fish in the 
bypass system. However in consideration of downstream conditions, Interim or 
Restoration flows could be temporarily diverted to the bypass system, and flood flows 
would continue to be routed through the bypass system in accordance with the 
established operations of the Lower San Joaquin River Flood Control Project.  

Several actions are described in Chapter 2.0 to prevent or minimize the effects of 
stranding reintroduced fish in the bypass system, including modifications to the 
Chowchilla Bypass Bifurcation Structure (page 2-42 of the Draft PEIS/R), 
implementation of a trap-and-haul program (page 2-47 of the Draft PEIS/R), and the 
installation of barriers to prevent straying in flood bypasses (page 2-48 of the Draft 
PEIS/R). The inclusion of this discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions of 
the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 
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DFGA-109: Text of page 5-55, line 9, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised in response 
to comment by adding reference to Appendix B of the 2011 Annual Technical Report 
(SJRRP 2012c).  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-110: Text on page 5-58, lines 17 through 19, of the Draft PEIS/R has been 
revised in response to comment to clarify that predatory fish originating from the lower 
San Joaquin River near the Delta and from the Delta could become entrained at pumping 
plants in the Delta, and potentially enter the Restoration Area at the Mendota Pool via the 
Delta-Mendota Canal (DMC). See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-111: Several documents developed by Scott Foott (USFWS) and others 
documenting the presence and effects of Proliferative Kidney Disease, Bacterial Kidney 
Disease, and whirling disease in salmonids were used in the development of Appendix E, 
“Fisheries Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R. These documents are cited in 
Appendix E. The level of detail provided in Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources – 
Fisheries,” of the Draft PEIS/R regarding the potential to transmit hatchery-borne 
diseases is considered sufficient for the program-level analyses of impacts related to 
salmon reintroduction. The referenced documents have also been used in development of 
the Hatchery and Genetics Management Plan (SJRRP 2010a), and will be further used as 
appropriate during development of subsequent project-level analyses. Text has not been 
revised. 

DFGA-112: Text of page 5-60, lines 11 through 20, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been 
revised in response to comments, to clarify that though the future of VAMP is uncertain, 
a continuation of a VAMP-like condition is included in the No-Action Alternative 
because SWRCB indicates that VAMP experimental data will be used to create 
permanent objectives for the pulse flow period.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Draft 
PEIS/R. 

DFGA-113: In response to this and other comments, the text on page 5-29, line 20, of the 
Draft PEIS/R, has been revised to remove the cited personal communication and cite all 
original sources used in Table 5-11, including USFWS 1993, 1995, and 1997; DFG 2005; 
and NMFS 2009b (cited in the Draft PEIS/R as NMFS 2009). See revision in Chapter 
4.0, "Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. Together, these sources provide an estimate of the 
flows that would provide the maximum habitat for various life stages of Chinook salmon 
and Central Valley steelhead on the Merced, Tuolumne, and Stanislaus rivers. The target 
flows shown in Table 5-11 were identified in coordination with NMFS based on these 
sources, which include studies conducted to calculate flow and habitat requirements for 
Chinook salmon on the tributaries (USFWS 1993, 1995, and 1997), the 2009 NMFS 
CVP/SWP Operations BO (2009a) and results of the San Joaquin River fall-run Chinook 
salmon population model published by DFG (DFG 2005). 

The commenter recommends use of two alternate sources as the basis for determining 
significance of impacts to fisheries in the PEIS/R, rather than the sources listed in the 
Draft PEIS/R. The first source recommended by the commenter is the San Joaquin River 
flow recommendations put forth by SWRCB in 2010. The SWRCB 2010 report identified 
by the commenter puts forth recommendations for flows at Vernalis, but does not include 
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recommendations for flows on the Stanislaus, Tuolumne, and Merced rivers that could be 
used in the analyses of potential impacts on fisheries habitat on these rivers. The second 
source recommended for use by the commenter discusses a range of alternative flow 
recommendations; including 20, 40, and 60 percent of unimpaired San Joaquin River 
flows at Vernalis for the February through June time frame. As stated in the Technical 
Report on the Scientific Basis for Alternative San Joaquin River Flow and Southern Delta 
Salinity Objectives, the alternatives discussed in that report do not necessarily represent 
the alternatives that SWRCB would ultimately recommend, or those which SWRCB 
would evaluate in compliance with CEQA (SWRCB 2012). The report states that, 
“Instead, these alternatives represent the likely range of alternatives that will be analyzed. 
This range of [San Joaquin River] flows and southern Delta salinity objectives will be 
further refined to develop alternatives for analysis in the [CEQA environmental 
compliance document].” As of February 2012, SWRCB continued to review, develop, 
and evaluate alternative flow objectives for the San Joaquin River at Vernalis between 
February and June (SWRCB 2012). Because these flow recommendations were 
anticipated to be further revised and evaluated (in compliance with CEQA) at the time 
this PEIS/R was developed, limited to the period between February and June, and address 
flows only at Vernalis (rather than on the Merced, Tuolumne, and Stanislaus rivers), the 
recommendations are not considered a reasonable replacement for the sources used to 
develop the target flows identified in Table 5-11 of the Draft PEIS/R. 

See response to comment DFGA-26 for additional information relevant to this comment. 

DFGA-114: As described in Appendix E, “Fisheries Management Plan,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, if fall-run Chinook salmon are actively reintroduced, they would be collected 
from the San Joaquin River tributaries.  However, it is currently anticipated that fall-run 
Chinook salmon and steelhead would be reintroduced through natural recolonization by 
strays from existing San Joaquin River populations. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-115: This comment is substantially similar to comment DFGA-111. See response 
to comment DFGA-111. 

DFGA-116: Comment noted. As discussed in detail in MCR-7, “Adequacy of 
Conservation Strategy,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final 
PEIS/R, the Conservation Strategy was developed during extensive coordination with 
USFWS, NMFS, and DFG, with each regulatory agency contributing measures, text, and 
revisions before publication in the Draft PEIS/R. Reclamation and DWR recognize, 
however, that the Conservation Strategy may not cover every project-level impact 
sufficiently. The comment that “conservation measures should be included in project-
level analyses to minimize predation at fish screens” is duly noted. Conservation Strategy 
measures and additional feasible mitigation measures will be applied as necessary during 
subsequent site-specific analyses to minimize predation at fish screens to reduce 
potentially significant impacts to less-than-significant levels. As the commenter suggests, 
Conservation Strategy measures will be included in project-level analyses, as appropriate.  

The lead agencies consider the Conservation Strategy, as included in the project 
description presented in this Final PEIS/R, sufficient to achieve the purpose of avoiding, 
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minimizing, rectifying, reducing, and compensating for potential impacts to sensitive 
species and habitats. While incorporation of the Conservation Measures as mitigation 
measures rather than as part of the project description would automatically require 
additional monitoring and reporting responsibilities under CEQA, the Conservation 
Strategy is enforceable under NEPA and CEQA, as described in the previous subsection. 
Moreover, the regulatory agencies involved in appropriately and successfully 
implementing the Conservation Strategy measures (i.e., USFWS, NMFS, and DFG) are 
resource agencies that are fully empowered and responsible for protecting sensitive 
species and habitats are protected during implementation of the SJRRP, as required under 
the ESA, CESA, and other regulations. For more detailed discussions, see MCR-7 in 
Chapter 2.0 of this Final PEIS/R. For the reasons set forth above and in MCR-7, no 
changes to the PEIS/R related to the Conservation Strategy are necessary. 

DFGA-117: Text on page 5-74, lines 7 through 27, under Impact FSH-10 of the Draft 
PEIS/R, has been revised in response to comment to remove text referring to minimal 
holding habitat. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-118: Comment refers to mixing of cool water from tributaries (Merced, 
Tuolumne, and Stanislaus rivers) with San Joaquin River water. This mixing is 
anticipated to occur incidentally as a result of ongoing operations, and would not require 
purchase of water. Water would not be allocated from the tributaries for this purpose as 
part of the SJRRP. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-119: Studies by PG&E (1986 and 2001) demonstrated that shad need 
uninterrupted, steady discharges from the powerhouses for successful spawning.  
Discharges from Kerckhoff Powerhouse No. 2 into the upper portion of Millerton Lake 
provide the water surface velocities that stimulate spawning behaviors and continuous 
flows in the lotic portion of the reservoir that keep eggs suspended until hatching occurs. 
These conditions are not widely available in the San Joaquin River upstream from 
Millerton Lake; thus, the evaluation of impacts to American shad spawning habitat is 
confined to Millerton Lake.  Potential impacts to representative fish species habitat in 
Millerton Lake are discussed on page 5-84 of the Draft PEIS/R under Impact FSH-18. 
The text on page 5-84, line 34 has been revised to clarify that species potentially affected 
by changes in habitat in Millerton Lake include American shad. See Chapter 4.0, 
“Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. The inclusion of this discussion does not change the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R. 

DFGA-120: As described on page 5-90 of the Draft PEIS/R, based on SJR5Q model 
results, spring and early summer (May and June) water temperatures in Reach 1 would be 
approximately 5°F lower under Alternatives A1 through C2 than under the No-Action 
Alternative (modeled average water temperature at the State Route 41 and Gravelly 
Ford). In the wetted portions of Reaches 2 and 3, spring and early summer (May and 
June) water temperatures would be 3 to 5°F lower, with little to no expected differences 
in water temperatures during the warmest months (July and August). Midwinter 
(December – January) water temperatures in Reaches 2 and 3 would be approximately 
3°F lower under Alternatives A1 through C2 than under the No-Action Alternative 
(modeled average water temperature at the Mendota Pool and Sack Dam). Water 
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temperatures in Reaches 4 and 5 would be 1 to 2°F lower than under the No-Action 
Alternative during spring and early summer and similar to the No-Action Alternative 
during other months (modeled average water temperature at the Mariposa Bypass return, 
Salt Slough, and the Merced River confluence). For water temperature modeling output, 
see Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Dissolved oxygen concentrations are 
typically inversely related to water temperatures; thus, anticipated decreases in water 
temperatures would correspond to anticipated increases in dissolved oxygen 
concentrations. 

Regarding the commenter’s suggestion to include a discussion on the effects of 
temperature and dissolved oxygen on Chinook salmon in all reaches, Reclamation, DWR, 
and other Implementing Agencies acknowledge that implementing the Settlement will 
involve many challenges, some of which are not specifically addressed through 
provisions of the Settlement or the Act. Several comments reflect concern over the ability 
to achieve the Restoration and Water Management goals by implementing the provisions 
of the Settlement consistent with the Act, the overall likelihood of success of the SJRRP, 
or the likelihood of success of particular actions, such as reintroducing Chinook salmon 
(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha). The PEIS/R evaluates the potential impacts of 
implementing the Settlement consistent with the Act. The PEIS/R does not evaluate the 
feasibility of the Settlement, the likely efficacy of Settlement actions in achieving the 
Restoration or Water Management goals, or the interactions of individual Settlement 
actions with other Settlement actions. Such evaluations could be undertaken in a 
feasibility study but, as described above, a feasibility study on implementing the 
Settlement consistent with the Act was not required before, or as a condition of, 
Settlement implementation.  See MCR-1, “Analysis of Program Feasibility, Potential to 
Achieve Restoration and Water Management Goals,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment 
Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, for additional information related to this comment. 
Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-121: Under the No-Action Alternative, fish habitat conditions such as water 
temperatures are anticipated to continue to deteriorate for a variety of reasons, including 
climate change.  Climate change is included under both the No-Action Alternative and 
the action alternatives.  As described on pages 5-80 and 5-83 of the Draft PEIS/R, 
Millerton Lake water temperatures are anticipated to increase as a result of climate 
change under the No-Action Alternative and the action alternatives. However, due to, 
thermal stratification within Millerton Lake, the lake is anticipated to retain a cold water 
pool, and releases to the San Joaquin River would continue to provide relatively cool 
water compared with river water temperatures that might be observed in unimpaired 
runoff. Therefore, the continuous flow and habitat restoration (particularly with respect to 
riparian vegetation) that would result under the action alternatives would help reduce the 
severity of increased water temperatures compared to the No-Action Alternative. As 
described on page 5-90, lines 39 through 43, in the Draft PEIS/R, given the projected 
increases in mean annual and seasonal air temperatures estimated under modeled climate 
change scenarios, water temperatures would be lower (and associated dissolved oxygen 
concentrations would be higher) under the action alternatives than under the No-Action 
Alternative in all reaches during the warmest months (June and August). This would be a 
beneficial impact of all action alternatives. 
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Hence, the statements referenced by the commenter are not contradictory because a 
reduced cold water pool in Millerton Lake could still be able to decrease temperatures 
and increase dissolved oxygen levels through Friant Dam releases under a climate change 
scenario. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-122: Impacts of flows from tributaries are discussed on pages 5-53 through 5-57 
of the Draft PEIS/R.  On page 5-97, the Draft PEIS/R states that under the action 
alternatives, flows on the tributaries almost always either meet the target flows (as shown 
in Appendix K, “Biological Resources – Fisheries,” of the Draft PEIS/R) or, if not, then 
do not change from the No-Action Alternative or existing conditions. As described in 
Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources – Fisheries,” of the Draft PEIS/R the flow criteria 
referenced by the commenter and shown in Table 5-11 of the Draft PEIS/R are flows 
assumed to provide maximum habitat for each life stage of Chinook salmon and Central 
Valley steelhead, and do not reflect a requirement for or regulation on flows. These flow 
criteria, including the instream flow studies, were identified by NMFS based on several 
sources, including instream flow incremental methodology studies conducted to calculate 
maximum weighted usable area of habitat for each life stage (USFWS 1993, 1995, 1997), 
modeling conducted by DFG (DFG 2005), and from the NMFS 2009 Recovery Plan 
(NMFS 2009b).  These sources are listed in revised citations for Table 5-11 on page 5-61 
of the Draft PEIS/R. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. Changes in flow 
under the action alternatives as compared to the No-Action Alternative were considered 
to result in a significant impact if those changes would cause the target flows to not be 
met during periods when the targets would otherwise have been met under the No-Action 
Alternative. As the commenter suggests in comment DFGA-26, sufficient habitat may 
exist over a range of flows; therefore, a flow below the target flows shown in Table 5-11 
may still provide sufficient habitat. By evaluating the changes in flow against a target 
flow that provides maximum habitat, the impacts assessment provides a conservative 
estimate of potential impacts to tributary populations of the species under evaluation. 
Therefore, there was no need to further analyze the effects of a change in flow on fish and 
fish habitat.  Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-123: Comment noted.  Species are listed alphabetically by Latin family names in 
Appendix K, “Biological Resources - Fisheries,” of the Final PEIS/R.  Text has not been 
revised. 

DFGA-124: Comment noted. The cited text, page 21-9, line 17, of the Draft PEIS/R, 
states that, “Most of the recreation use on the river within the Restoration Area occurs in 
Reach 1.”  The paragraph goes on to generally describe recreational uses and access to 
the river along Reaches 1 through 5.  The description states that, “other use of the river or 
riverbed in these reaches is assumed to be by adjacent private landowners and possibly 
other local residents, and may include fishing, hunting, and off-highway vehicle use. 
Reach 4 (also generally dry) and Reach 5 include public lands that offer hunting and 
fishing opportunities.”  Recreational use of the river or riverbed by adjacent private 
landowners for hunting or fishing is described on page 21-1, lines 15 through 16 and page 
21-9, lines 23 through 27. Text has not been revised. 
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DFGA-125: The text referred to in the comment from Chapter 21.0, "Recreation," of the 
Draft PEIS/R, states that "fishing occurs primarily in Reaches 1 and 5" (page 21-9, line 
28), not “Reaches 1 – 5" as the comment states.  Also, please note that the preceding 
paragraph (page 21-9, lines 17 through 27) states that Reach 2 "is almost entirely dry" 
and that Reach 4 is "generally dry," not that "Reach 2 and 5 are generally dry" as stated in 
the comment. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-126: The text referenced in the comment states that “some” of the recreation 
demand would be met by Pine Flat Lake. Presumably not all of the demand would be met 
due to the difference in locations. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-127: As described on page 2-32 of the Draft PEIS/R, most recreation activity on 
the San Joaquin River between Friant Dam and the Merced River occurs along Reach 1. 
The San Joaquin River Parkway along Reach 1A has a particularly high degree of 
recreational activity. Potential restoration actions, such as modification of floodplain and 
side channel habitat, would enhance some recreation opportunities and increase demand 
for recreation opportunities in the parkway. The San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan 
(SJRC 2000) provides guidance for managing the parkway to increase recreation 
opportunities in response to increased demand. Acquisition and development of 
recreation facilities on parkway parcels is in progress and would continue, with the goal 
of increasing public lands in the parkway from 3,500 acres to 6,000 acres. This ongoing 
parkway development would meet a substantial portion of increased recreation demand, 
and within the management goals and objectives of the San Joaquin River Parkway 
Master Plan. 

Potential restoration actions, such as modification of floodplain and side channel habitat, 
also would enhance recreation opportunities and increase demand for recreation access 
and facilities downstream from Reach 1. Unlike Reach 1, along Reaches 2 through 5, 
only a few small communities are close to the river. The cities of Mendota and 
Firebaugh, along Reaches 2 and 3, respectively, could choose to expand access and 
facilities within their jurisdictions in response to increased recreation demand. Existing 
informal use areas, particularly at road crossings, would continue to provide access for 
recreation and could be enhanced and formalized to better serve the expected increased 
numbers of people drawn to the restored river. 

New facilities and improvements to informal access points, such as parking areas and 
restrooms, would most likely be developed as demand increases via coordinated efforts 
between municipal and county government entities, Federal and State agencies, and 
nongovernmental organizations. Plans and mechanisms for future enhancement of 39 
recreation access areas and facilities on the river already exist. For example, local 
governments frequently apply for Federal and State assistance to meet recreation facility 
needs, tapping into the Land and Water Conservation Fund, which provides matching 
grants to states and through states to local units of government, for acquiring and 
developing public outdoor recreation sites and facilities (NPS 2008). The California 
Department of Boating and Waterways (DBW) provides grants and design assistance for 
boating facility development (DBW 2009). State Parks, in the Central Valley Vision 
Draft Implementation Plan, expresses the intention to cooperate in planning for 
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restoration of the San Joaquin River, and states the intention of creating a new unit to 
address recreation opportunities. As part of the Central Valley Vision process, State Parks 
has prioritized development of recreation opportunities along rivers and has initiated a 
feasibility study to identify and prioritize opportunities and potential acquisition sites on 
the San Joaquin River and tributaries (State Parks 2008). The nonprofit organization 
Revive the San Joaquin has among its five organizational goals “to encourage river 
recreation activities compatible with protection of wildlife” (Revive the San Joaquin 
2009) and could be expected to be a partner in recreation access enhancement. 

DFGA-128: New fishing regulations and/or seasonal closures within Reach 1 to protect 
salmon would not cause a substantial increase in demand for recreational activities at 
Millerton Lake State Recreation Area (SRA) because the dominant type of fishing on 
Reach 1 is cold-water fishing (for trout), which is available but is not a major activity at 
the lake.  The lake fishery is dominated by black bass, striped bass, and other warm-water 
species.  Also, trout fishing at Millerton Lake does not primarily occur from the bank or 
shore, as it does on Reach 1, but occurs from motorized boats, particularly during late 
spring through summer when fish move to deep water and boats are needed to reach the 
fish. Boats are also needed to reach the upper end of the lake, where most trout fishing 
occurs.  Therefore, large numbers of the primarily bank-based trout anglers on Reach 1 
would not be expected to transfer their angling activity to Millerton Lake, which would 
be an entirely different fishing experience. This additional analysis supports the analysis 
and conclusion presented in the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-129: Planned restoration and development for recreational use of several large 
San Joaquin River Parkway sites suggest that existing programs will be sufficient to 
absorb increased recreation demand resulting from the SJRRP. Currently, restoration and 
recreation access plans are being developed for two of the largest parkway sites, the 
River West-Fresno (Spano River Ranch) and River West-Madera (Proctor-Broadwell-
Cobb property) sites (City of Fresno 2011, Madera County 2011), both of which are in 
close proximity to Fresno residential areas. Conceptual plans for these two areas, which 
together comprise nearly 1,200 acres, indicate the developed parks could provide river 
access, trails, and possibly warm-water fishing in existing ponds.  Also, a short distance 
upstream, recent improvements at the Jensen River Ranch site (implemented alongside 
ongoing habitat restoration) include a multiuse trail, benches, picnic sites, and restrooms.  
See also MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master 
Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, for additional information relevant to this 
comment. 

DFGA-130: Modification of floodplain and side-channel habitat would indirectly 
enhance recreation opportunities by improving wildlife habitat, thus enhancing wildlife 
viewing opportunities for boaters and others. Specifically, Impact REC-6 on page 21-36 
of the Draft PEIS/R, describes potential enhancement of recreation opportunities by 
potential restoration actions within the Restoration Area, including management of 
floodplain and side channel habitat to support fish rearing and migration. The 
enhancement of wildlife habitat that would result from improved floodplain and side 
channel fish habitat would enhance conditions for wildlife-based recreation, such as bird-
watching.  Impact REC-6 would be less than significant and beneficial. Restored side 
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channels could also provide attractive settings for canoeists and kayakers who desire to 
venture off the main channel. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-131: As acknowledged on page 21-34 of the Draft PEIS/R, the Kings River may 
not be as convenient as the San Joaquin River for some San Joaquin River anglers (due to 
greater driving distances), particularly for those who reside in north or northeast Fresno 
and adjacent areas, in close proximity to Reach 1.  However, a specific study to 
determine the acceptability of this additional travel distance to the existing angling 
community, as called for in this comment, is not necessary and is beyond the scope of the 
PEIS/R.  In general, it can be stated that the scarcity of lower elevation trout-fishing 
opportunities in the region means that trout fishing opportunities are dispersed and so 
require substantial travel for many anglers, and also limits the number of feasible 
locations where trout fishing opportunities could be enhanced to compensate for the 
potential loss of trout fishing on Reach 1.  Although additional travel would be required 
for some anglers who chose to shift some portion of their angling activity to the Kings 
River, the Kings River provides the best opportunity for maintaining the regional supply 
of trout fishing opportunities. See MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” in 
Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, for additional 
information relevant to this comment. 

DFGA-132: The text cited in the comment, under Impact REC-4, is analyzed at the 
program level in the Draft PEIS/R.  Future site-specific studies would address this impact 
and any necessary mitigation measures at the project level, and would determine the 
details of Mitigation Measure REC-4 or other appropriate mitigation if necessary.  Under 
Mitigation Measure REC-4, specific actions to enhance fishing access would be 
developed in cooperation with the Kings River Conservancy and State and local agencies 
participating in ongoing park and river access construction and enhancement projects. 
Example projects include construction of the Kings River Access Park or similar facilities 
to provide anglers and others with amenities such as nonmotorized boat launches, parking 
areas, restrooms, information kiosks, and picnic tables.  See also MCR-9, “Recreation 
Impacts and Kings River,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final 
PEIS/R, for additional information relevant to this comment. 

DFGA-133: Text of page 21-35, lines 38 through 40, of the Draft PEIS/R, revised in 
response to comment.  See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-134: This comment is substantially similar to DFGA-119. See response to 
DFGA-119. 

DFGA-135: The action to recapture Interim and Restoration flows contributes to the 
Water Management goal of the Settlement.  Exhibit B of the Settlement includes flow 
targets in six locations to determine achievement of the Restoration Goal, including at the 
confluence of the Merced River.  The goal is to meet the flow targets stipulated in the 
Settlement unless there is a restriction, such as limited channel capacity downstream in 
Reach 4 or Reach 5, potential take of listed species that could not be avoided, or to 
redirect flows to minimize seepage impacts.  As stated beginning on page 2-13, line 30 of 
the Draft PEIS/R, locations available for recapture of Interim and Restoration flows 



San Joaquin River Restoration Program 

Final Program Environmental 
3.7-110 – July 2012 Impact Statement/Report 

within the Restoration Area include Mendota Pool and the East Bear Creek Unit of the 
San Luis National Wildlife Refuge. Interim and Restoration flows could be diverted from 
the Mendota Pool to the extent that these flows would meet demands, replacing CVP 
water supplies that would otherwise be delivered via the Delta Mendota Canal. If 
considerations in Reach 5 or in downstream reaches (such as channel capacity or 
potential take of listed species that could not be avoided) require that less (or no) flow 
enters those reaches, Interim and Restoration flows could be diverted to the East Bear 
Creek Unit in Eastside Bypass Reach 3, to the extent that these flows would meet water 
supply demands. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-136: An unknown portion of the approximately 3,300 waterfowl hunters who 
visited the San Luis National Wildlife Refuge during the 2010-11 season hunted in the 
Freitas unit, and accessed the unit via the San Joaquin River and Salt Slough, which 
bisects the unit.  Approximately 1,300 waterfowl hunters visited the China Island unit 
during the 2010-11 season, but the unit is accessible by road, and it is not known how 
many hunters accessed the area via the San Joaquin River and Mud Slough. The potential 
for the proposed seasonal barriers to conflict with hunting access and opportunities in 
these units depends on the several undetermined factors in how the barriers would be 
implemented. 

Temporary or permanent barriers may be implemented at Mud and Salt Sloughs. 
Temporary barriers may be acoustic bubble screens or rock barriers such as used at the 
Head of Old River.  Bubble screen barriers would not pose a hindrance to boat passage. 
Rock barriers would need to be portaged, which may be feasible for trailer-launched and 
hand-launched boats (e.g., canoes and kayaks) at Mud Slough, where staffing of the 
barrier may be possible. (The project proponents would collaborate with USFWS and 
DFG to support staffing of portages for trailer-launched boats as needed.) Only portaging 
of hand-launched boats may be possible at Salt Slough, because staffing of a portage for 
trailer-launched boats would likely not be feasible at this remote site. Alternatively, 
hunters may launch boats at the Salt Slough boat access area in the South Freitas unit, 
about 8 miles downstream of the mouth of the slough, on the east side of Highway 165, 
and navigate into the North Freitas hunt zone west of Highway 165. Permanent barriers 
(e.g., bottom-hinged gates) would have a similar impact on boat access to the slough as a 
temporary rock barrier. 

The timing of when the barriers would be operational is also an important factor in 
determining potential conflicts with boat passage for hunters.  Barriers to prevent adult 
fall-run Chinook salmon from entering Salt and Mud sloughs would need to be 
operational during October and November, when fall-run fish typically migrate in the San 
Joaquin system.  This would partially overlap with the waterfowl hunting season, which 
runs from late October through January.  Barriers to prevent adult spring-run Chinook 
salmon from entering Salt and Mud sloughs would need to be operational during spring 
and summer, when spring-run fish would be expected to migrate in the San Joaquin 
system.  This period of operation would not overlap with the waterfowl hunting season, 
and so the barriers would not create a conflict with boat access to the sloughs. 
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In summary, there are several factors that would reduce the potential conflict of the 
seasonal barriers with hunters’ boat access to the sloughs: 1) some types of temporary 
barriers (e.g., bubble curtains) would not conflict with boat access, 2) other types of 
temporary barriers and permanent barriers could potentially be portaged by trailer-
launched and/or hand-launched boats, 3) boat access is available to Salt Slough 
downstream of the proposed barrier at the mouth of the slough, and 4) only barriers 
operated to prevent migrating adult fall-run Chinook salmon from straying would conflict 
with boat access and for only a portion of the waterfowl hunting season.  It should also be 
noted that ample opportunities for waterfowl hunting in other units of the San Luis 
National Wildlife Refuge, and North Grasslands Wildlife Area would be unaffected.  For 
these reasons, impacts to recreation would be less than significant. This additional 
analysis does not change any conclusions presented in the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not 
been revised. 

DFGA-137: Text of page 5-31, lines 6-9 revised as recommended by commenter.  See 
Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DFGA-138: The Draft PEIS/R presents substantial evidence for the fisheries analysis 
regarding competition, disease, altered flow patterns, water temperature, and floodplains.  
These factors are discussed on pages 5-10 through 5-22 of the Draft PEIS/R for existing 
conditions in the Restoration Area. Pages 5-47 through 5-56 of the Draft PEIS/R address 
the potential for these and other environmental conditions to affect existing fisheries. 
Impacts FSH-1, FSH-6, FSH-8, FSH-9, FSH-11, FSH-13, FSH-22, FSH-25 through 
FSH-31, and FSH-34 through FSH-39 in Section 5.4, “Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation Measures,” of the Draft PEIS/R discuss the potential for changes in these 
and/or related conditions to impact existing fisheries as a result of the No-Action 
Alternative and action alternatives. The lead agencies believe that the analyses and 
conclusions presented in the Draft PEIS/R, as modified in response to comments as 
shown in Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R, are thorough, complete, and clearly 
presented. 

DFGA-139: As discussed in detail in MCR-7, “Adequacy of Conservation Strategy,” in 
Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, the Implementing 
Agencies elected to consolidate many avoidance, minimization, monitoring, and 
management measures into a comprehensive, consistent, and integrated strategy to 
minimize and avoid potential impacts to sensitive species and habitats. Because it is part 
of the project description associated with all action alternatives, the Conservation 
Strategy will be implemented as stated in this PEIS/R.  Because it would be implemented 
as part of any action alternatives, the Conservation Strategy would minimize and avoid 
potential impacts to sensitive species and habitats so that mitigation measures would not 
be necessary.  The Conservation Strategy was developed during extensive coordination 
with USFWS, NMFS, and DFG, with each regulatory agency contributing measures, text, 
and revisions before publication in the Draft PEIS/R. Further, the Conservation Strategy 
will be implemented in coordination with these agencies. In this manner, the 
Conservation Strategy is consistent with and enforceable under both NEPA and CEQA. 
For the reasons set forth above and in MCR-7, Reclamation and DWR do not believe that 
any changes to the PEIS/R related to the Conservation Strategy are necessary. 
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DFGA-140: Impacts are resource-specific, and are presented in the resource-specific 
chapters, Chapters 4.0 through 26.0.  Within the impact discussion section within these 
chapters, when potentially significant impacts are identified in the text, appropriate 
mitigation measures are identified immediately following the impact description. Text 
has not been revised. 

DFGA-141: Comment noted.  Impacts are resource-specific, and are presented in the 
resource-specific chapters, Chapters 4.0 through 26.0.  A table appears at the beginning 
of each impact discussion within these chapters, showing significance conclusions and 
differences among alternatives for each impact. These tables are presented as one 
combined table, Table ES-8, in the Executive Summary of the Draft PEIS/R (with a 
separate table presented for cumulative impacts, due to the nature of these impact 
descriptions). Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-142: Text of page 6-1, lines 19 through 24, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised 
in response to comment removing redundant text. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final 
PEIS/R. 

DFGA-143: Conservation Measure DBC-1 applies to Delta button-celery, a State-listed 
endangered plant species. A number of measures in the Conservation Strategy, including 
DBC-1, apply to this species. Prior to project-level actions, such as releasing Interim or 
Restoration flows into the bypass system, which could potentially affect Delta button-
celery, DBC-1 requires surveys for Delta button-celery in areas potentially affected (i.e., 
areas inundated by 1,500–2,500 cfs), and the development of a conservation plan in 
consultation with DFG. DBC-1 also requires remapping and recensus of occupied habitat 
to document impacts, if any, and guide implementation of conservation measures and 
other related aspects of the SJRRP.  DBC-1 is one of three conservation measures 
specific to Delta button-celery.  DBC-2 provides specific avoidance and minimization 
measures to be applied to projects, and DBC-3 addresses requirements for compensatory 
mitigation, if necessary. In addition, the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures contained in Conservation Measures PLANTS-1 and PLANTS-2 also would 
apply to Delta button-celery. The Conservation Strategy identifies which of these 
measures apply to the entire program and/or actions evaluated at the project level in the 
Draft PEIS/R (in the third column of Table 2-7). For example, DBC-1 applies to both 
program and project-level actions. The conservation plan developed as part of DBC-1 
would be consistent with all five of these measures (DBC-1, DBC-2, DBC-3, PLANTS-1, 
and PLANTS-2), which articulate the avoidance, minimization, compensatory mitigation, 
and management that would occur to conserve Delta button-celery. For the reasons set 
forth above, Reclamation and DWR do not believe that any changes to the PEIS/R related 
to conservation measures for effects on Delta button-celery are necessary. 

DFGA-144: In Chapter 6.0, “Biological Resources – Vegetation and Wildlife,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R, Impacts VEG-4 and VEG-19 provide program- and project-level 
evaluations, respectively, of the potential for Settlement actions to affect sensitive plant 
species, including Delta button-celery. These impact discussions provide an evaluation of 
potential effects on Delta button-celery both without implementation of Conservation 
Measures DBC-1, DBC-2, and DBC-3 (see the Conservation Strategy, Table 2-7 of the 
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Draft PEIS/R), and with implementation of those conservation measures. This response 
summarizes those impact discussions. For more detailed discussion of potential effects, 
please see Impacts VEG-4 and VEG-19. 

As discussed in Impact VEG-4, some actions evaluated at the program level in the Draft 
PEIS/R could cause direct impacts to sensitive plant species including Delta button-
celery. If these actions could cause direct impacts to sensitive plant species, including 
Delta button-celery, Conservation Measure DBC-2 requires the State lead agency to 
coordinate with DFG to determine specific minimization and mitigation measures, and 
the identified measures may include obtaining an Incidental Take Permit pursuant to Fish 
and Game Code Section 2081.  With implementation of DBC-2, Impact VEG-4 would be 
less than significant. 

As discussed in Impact VEG-19, Interim and Restoration flows could benefit Delta 
button-celery by enhancing and creating suitable floodplain habitat. (Delta button-celery 
is a species of seasonally inundated floodplain habitats, and its habitat has been adversely 
affected by the construction and operation of Friant Dam and the associated levee, canal, 
and bypass systems.) However, operation of Friant Dam to release Interim and 
Restoration flows would increase the frequency and duration of spring and summer 
inundation in habitats currently occupied by Delta button-celery, which could adversely 
affect existing plants, and thus, the population. Conservation Measure DBC-1 would map 
habitat occupied by Delta button-celery prior to inundation by Interim and Restoration 
Flows, and monitor occupied habitat after inundation by Interim and Restoration Flows to 
determine the population trend in response to these flows. If the population has been 
adversely affected, minimization and mitigation measures would be developed in 
coordination with DFG as described by Conservation Measure DBC-3, which provides 
minimum requirements that these measures must satisfy. Measures identified in 
coordination with DFG may include the State lead agency obtaining an Incidental Take 
Permit pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 2081 conjunction. Impact VEG-19 
concluded that with implementation of Conservation Measures DBC-1 and DBC-3, 
potential impacts to Delta button-celery from operation of Friant Dam to release Interim 
and Restoration flows would be less than significant.  Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-145: As stated on page 6-70 of the Draft PEIS/R, some program-level actions, 
including construction and modification of facilities, and spawning gravel augmentation, 
could have small adverse effects on conservation plans. However, implementing project 
alternatives would not adversely affect adopted conservation plans.  Project- and 
program-level actions would not substantially reduce the viability of target species, 
reduce habitat value or interfere with the management of conserved lands, or eliminate 
opportunities for conservation actions. Further, these actions would support the 
enhancement and restoration of biological resources along the San Joaquin River, which 
is consistent with the goals and objectives of all potentially affected Federal, State, 
regional, and local plans. As discussed in detail in MCR-7, “Adequacy of Conservation 
Strategy,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, the 
Conservation Strategy was developed during extensive coordination with USFWS, 
NMFS, and DFG, with each regulatory agency contributing measures, text, and revisions 
before publication in the Draft PEIS/R. The Conservation Strategy includes specific 
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conservation goals and measures for species and communities (including avoidance, 
minimization, monitoring, and management measures) consistent with adopted recovery 
plans and similar or identical to the mitigation measures of numerous other water-related 
projects affecting the same or similar species. For the reasons set forth above and in 
MCR-7, Reclamation and DWR do not believe that any changes to the PEIS/R related to 
conservation plans are necessary. 

DFGA-146: The Draft PEIS/R acknowledges that without implementation of the 
Conservation Strategy, operation of Friant Dam to release Interim and Restoration flows 
could potentially affect sensitive biological resources, including vernal pools and other 
wetlands, and sensitive plant and wildlife species (see the discussions of Impacts VEG-15 
through VEG-25 in Chapter 6.0, “Biological Resources – Vegetation and Wildlife,” of 
the Draft PEIS/R). The Conservation Strategy includes 21 conservation measures that 
would apply to the operation of Friant Dam to release Interim and Restoration flows and 
that include measurable and enforceable actions to reduce impacts, and that were 
developed in coordination with DFG, and many of which are comparable or identical to 
mitigation measures of other proposed and recently implemented water-related projects. 
As discussed in detail in MCR-7, “Adequacy of Conservation Strategy,” in Chapter 2.0, 
“Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, the Conservation Strategy was 
developed during extensive coordination with USFWS, NMFS, and DFG, with each 
regulatory agency contributing measures, text, and revisions before publication in the 
Draft PEIS/R.  In this manner, the Conservation Strategy is consistent with and 
enforceable under both NEPA and CEQA. 

The Draft PEIS/R presents substantial evidence for the analysis of riparian vegetation 
response to the actions to release Interim and Restoration flows. This substantial evidence 
includes the scientific and other technical literature summarized in the Environmental 
Setting and Appendix L, “Biological Resources – Vegetation and Wildlife,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, and the modeling of riparian vegetation response to the operation of Friant Dam 
for releasing Interim and Restoration flows that is presented in Appendix N, 
“Geomorphology, Sediment Transport, and Vegetation Assessment,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R.  The additional analysis suggested in the comment would support the analysis 
presented in the PEIS/R; however, there is sufficient substantial evidence in the analyses 
of the Draft PEIS/R, and additional analysis would not alter the impact conclusions in the 
Draft PEIS/R.  For the reasons set forth above and in MCR-7, Reclamation and DWR do 
not believe that any changes to the PEIS/R related to analysis of the project-level effects 
of operating Friant Dam to release Interim and Restoration flows are necessary. 

DFGA-147: As discussed in response to comment DFGA-146, the Draft PEIS/R presents 
substantial evidence for the analyses of riparian vegetation response to the actions to 
release Interim and Restoration flows.  This substantial evidence includes the scientific 
and other technical literature summarized in the Environmental Setting and Appendix L, 
“Biological Resources – Vegetation and Wildlife,” of the Draft PEIS/R and the modeling 
of riparian vegetation response to the action to operate Friant Dam to release Interim and 
Restoration flows that is presented in Appendix N, “Geomorphology, Sediment 
Transport, and Vegetation Assessment,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  The additional analysis 
suggested in the comment would support the analysis presented in the PEIS/R; however, 
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there is sufficient substantial evidence in the analyses of the Draft PEIS/R, and additional 
analysis would not alter the impact conclusions in the Draft PEIS/R. 

As noted in the comment, the anticipated structure and function of restored habitats are 
not guaranteed. That is, in part, the reason that Conservation Measures RHSNC-2 and 
INV 1, developed in coordination with DFG, are included in the Conservation Strategy 
(Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R). Conservation Measure 
RHSNC-2 entails the development and implementation (in coordination with DFG) of a 
Riparian Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for the SJRRP, and INV-1 would entail 
implementation of the Invasive Vegetation Monitoring and Management Plan (Appendix 
L, “Biological Resources – Vegetation and Wildlife,” of the Draft PEIS/R) in conjunction 
with riparian monitoring and consistent with recommendations in Appendix D, “Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act Report,” of this Final PEIS/R. These and other conservation 
measures included in the Conservation Strategy provide assurances that operation of 
Friant Dam to release Interim and Restoration flows, and implementation of the 
Settlement overall, would minimize or avoid impacts to sensitive habitats and species 
included in the conservation strategy. For the reasons set forth above, Reclamation and 
DWR do not believe that any changes to the PEIS/R related to analysis of the project-
level effects of operating Friant Dam to release Interim and Restoration flows are 
necessary. 

DFGA-148: As discussed in detail in MCR-7, “Adequacy of Conservation Strategy,” in 
Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, the Conservation 
Strategy was developed during extensive coordination with USFWS, NMFS, and DFG, 
with each regulatory agency contributing measures, text, and revisions before publication 
in the Draft PEIS/R. The Conservation Strategy of the SJRRP contains a comprehensive, 
integrated set of conservation measures (developed in coordination with DFG) to avoid or 
minimize adverse effects on sensitive species, including activities with the potential to 
“take” State-listed species (see Conservation Strategy in Chapter 2.0, “Description of 
Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R). Many of these conservation measures are 
comparable or identical to mitigation measures of other proposed and recently 
implemented water-related projects. For State-listed species, these conservation measures 
would be implemented in coordination with DFG.  Examples include Conservation 
Measures BAT-2, BRO-2, CTS-3, DBC-2 and DBC-3, FKR-3, GGS-2, PLANTS-2, 
RAPTOR-2, and SJKF-2.  

The Implementing Agencies elected to consolidate many avoidance, minimization, 
monitoring, and management measures into a comprehensive, consistent, and integrated 
strategy to minimize and avoid potential impacts to sensitive species and habitats. 
Because it is part of the project description associated with all action alternatives, the 
Conservation Strategy will be implemented as described in the project description of this 
PEIS/R.  The Conservation Strategy was developed during extensive coordination with 
USFWS, NMFS, and DFG, with each regulatory agency contributing measures, text, and 
revisions before publication in the Draft PEIS/R.  Further, the Conservation Strategy will 
be implemented in coordination with these agencies. In this manner, the Conservation 
Strategy is consistent with and enforceable under both NEPA and CEQA.  For the 
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reasons set forth above and in MCR-7, Reclamation and DWR do not believe that any 
changes to the PEIS/R related to analysis of effects on State-listed species are necessary. 

DFGA-149: Comment is incorrect; section 2.4.1, “Project-Level Actions” does not 
describe program-level actions (referred to in the comment as programmatic-level), 
which will require subsequent analysis pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA during 
subsequent site-specific studies. This section describes project-level action. Mitigation 
measures are identified for both project- and program-level actions, where appropriate. 
Mitigation measures are presented in their entirety for significant and potentially 
significant project-level impacts, in accordance with Section 15126.4 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, and are fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other 
legally binding instruments. For significant and potentially significant program-level 
actions, types of potential mitigation measures are identified. The differences in 
mitigation measures for project- and program-level impacts are described further in 
Chapter 3.0, “Considerations for Describing Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences.” Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-150: The action to operate the San Joaquin River Headgate for the purpose of 
conveying Interim or Restoration flows to Reach 4B1 during non-flood periods would 
require subsequent site-specific analysis pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA because it is 
described and analyzed at a program level of detail in the PEIS/R.  See Chapter 1.0, 
“Introduction,” of the Draft PEIS/R, for a discussion of the project- and program-level 
analyses provided in the PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-151: As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, trap and haul was included in all of the action alternatives, and the impacts were 
evaluated at a program level of detail.  The Draft PEIS/R states that for all actions 
evaluated at a program level of detail, subsequent NEPA and/or CEQA analysis would be 
required (see page 1-10, lines 3 through 20, of the Draft PEIS/R). The permits and 
approvals that may be needed to implement the SJRRP, including any future trap and 
haul actions, if implemented, are described on page 1-11, in Table 1-3, and in Chapter 
28.0, “Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance,” of the Draft PEIS/R. As specific 
trap and haul actions are not known at this time, it is unknown what Federal and/or State 
ESA authorization for take of species, if any, would be needed.  If take authorization is 
necessary, the appropriate permits and approvals would be obtained prior to 
implementing such program-level actions. 

DFGA-152: As discussed in detail in MCR-7, “Adequacy of Conservation Strategy,” in 
Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, the Conservation 
Strategy was developed during extensive coordination with USFWS, NMFS, and DFG, 
with each regulatory agency contributing measures, text, and revisions before publication 
in the Draft PEIS/R. The Implementing Agencies elected to consolidate many avoidance, 
minimization, monitoring, and management measures into a comprehensive, consistent, 
and integrated strategy to minimize and avoid potential impacts to sensitive species and 
habitats. Because it is part of the project description associated with all action 
alternatives, the Conservation Strategy will be implemented as described in the project 
description of the PEIS/R. The Conservation Strategy was developed during extensive 
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coordination with USFWS, NMFS, and DFG, with each regulatory agency contributing 
measures, text, and revisions before publication in the Draft PEIS/R. Further, the 
Conservation Strategy will be implemented in coordination with these agencies. In this 
manner, the Conservation Strategy is consistent with and enforceable under both NEPA 
and CEQA. 

DFGA-153: As stated in Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R, Reclamation and DWR consulted early in the planning process with 
USACE regarding the Section 404 CWA compliance. It was determined that a Section 
404 permit will not be required for actions described at the project-level in the Draft 
PEIS/R.  However, Section 404 permits may be required for actions described at a 
program level. 

Before initiating any program-level actions that could result in discharge into 
jurisdictional features, the project proponents for subsequent site-specific projects will 
apply for a CWA permit from USACE. USACE will evaluate the proposed action to 
determine whether it is the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative 
pursuant to Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. This PEIS/R evaluates the environmental 
effects on jurisdictional features resulting from the discharge of dredged and fill material 
to support a Section 404(b)(1) analysis, although details specific to restoration and other 
actions would need to be submitted at the time of the permitting process, including 
wetland delineations prepared in accordance with USACE “Minimum Standards for 
Acceptance of Preliminary Wetland Delineations” as appropriate. USACE will determine 
whether the specific proposed action would be authorized under the Nationwide Permit 
Program or whether an individual permit would be applicable. Early and ongoing 
coordination with USACE, and the requirement to obtain permits from USACE before 
initiating any actions, demonstrates that Reclamation and DWR are committed to 
complying with the CWA. Reclamation, DWR, and USACE have been meeting regularly 
to discuss Section 404 compliance issues. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-154: Conservation Strategy measure VP-2, shown in Table 2-7 of the Draft 
PEIS/R, applies to ground-disturbing activities, which are program-level activities only, 
as shown in Table 2-2 of the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-155: Text in Executive Summary and Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R revised as recommended adding DFG for obtaining approval of 
biological monitors. Table ES-6 and Table 2-7 of the Draft PEIS/R revised in response to 
comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

DFGA-156: Comment noted. The Conservation Strategy does not override or replace 
requirements pursuant to ESA, Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), CESA, California 
Fish and Game Code, or other relevant laws and regulations, or the need for coordination 
with USFWS, NMFS, and DFG during Settlement implementation.  See also response to 
comment DFGA-158. 

DFGA-157: Comment noted. The Conservation Strategy does not override or replace 
requirements pursuant to ESA, MBTA, CESA, California Fish and Game Code, or other 
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relevant laws and regulations, or the need for coordination with USFWS, NMFS, and 
DFG during Settlement implementation.  See also response to comment DFGA-158. 

DFGA-158: The purpose of the Conservation Strategy is to minimize and avoid potential 
impacts to sensitive species and habitats. It does not override or replace requirements 
pursuant to ESA, MBTA, CESA, California Fish and Game Code, or other relevant laws 
and regulations, or the need for coordination with USFWS, NMFS, and DFG during 
Settlement implementation. The need for any project proponent to comply with ESA, 
MBTA, CESA, and California Fish and Game Code, including the potential need for 
further consultation and/or application for incidental take permits from one or more 
regulatory agencies for effects to special-status species, is described in Chapter 28.0, 
“Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance,” of the Draft PEIS/R. This chapter also 
describes the California Fish and Game Code Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515 that 
prohibit DFG from authorizing take or possession of fully protected species. As stated on 
page 28-24, lines 22-23, “Reclamation and DWR are working closely with DFG to 
evaluate methods to avoid take of fully protected species.” In addition, this chapter 
describes California Fish and Game Code Section 1602, including the need for project 
proponents to obtain a DFG Streambed Alteration Agreement for any project that would 
result in an impact on a river, stream, or lake. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-159: Comment noted. The Conservation Strategy does not override or replace 
requirements pursuant to ESA, MBTA, CESA, California Fish and Game Code, or other 
relevant laws and regulations, or the need for coordination with USFWS, NMFS, and 
DFG during Settlement implementation.  See also response to comment DFGA-158. 

DFGA-160: Comment noted. The Conservation Strategy does not override or replace 
requirements pursuant to ESA, MBTA, CESA, California Fish and Game Code, or other 
relevant laws and regulations, or the need for coordination with USFWS, NMFS, and 
DFG during Settlement implementation.  See also response to comment DFGA-158. 

DFGA-161: As described in measure EAGLE-1, if an active eagle’s nest is found, 
project disturbance will not occur within ½ mile of the active nest site during the 
breeding season (typically December 30 to July 1) or any project disturbance if it is 
shown to disturb the nesting birds.  A no-disturbance buffer will be established around 
the nest site for construction activities in consultation with USFWS and DFG, and will 
depend on ecological factors, including topography, surrounding vegetation, nest height, 
and distance to foraging habitat, as well as the type and magnitude of disturbance, and 
worker awareness training and biological monitoring will be conducted to ensure that 
avoidance measures are being implemented. Text has not been revised. See also response 
to comment DFGA-158. 

DFGA-162: Text in Executive Summary and Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised as recommended citing Swainson’s hawk survey 
protocol. Table ES-6 and Table 2-7 of the Draft PEIS/R revised in response to comment. 
See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 
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DFGA-163: Comment noted. As described in the Executive Summary and Chapter 2.0, 
“Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, additional CEQA compliance 
documentation will be developed as applicable for relevant program-level actions, and 
foraging habitat compensation would be developed in coordination with DFG. Text has 
not been revised. See also response to comment DFGA-158. 

DFGA-164:  Removal of Swainson’s hawk nest trees is not planned or anticipated after 
implementation of Conservation Measures SWH-1 and SWH-2.  Additional CEQA 
compliance documentation will be developed as applicable for relevant program-level 
actions, and compensation mitigation would be developed in coordination with DFG. See 
also responses to comments DFGA-158 and DFGA-163. 

DFGA-165: Text in Executive Summary and Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised as recommended updating dates for non-breeding 
general raptor period. Table ES-6 and Table 2-7 of the Draft PEIS/R revised in response 
to comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

DFGA-166: Comment noted. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-167: Text in Executive Summary and Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised as recommended citing the recommended 
Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines. Table ES-6 and Table 2-7 of 
the Draft PEIS/R revised in response to comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R. 

DFGA-168: Text in Executive Summary and Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised as recommended citing the Draft Staff Report on 
Burrowing Owl Mitigation. Table ES-6 and Table 2-7 of the Draft PEIS/R revised in 
response to comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

DFGA-169: Destruction of occupied burrows is not planned or anticipated after 
implementation of Conservation Measures BRO-1 and BRO-2. Conservation Measure 
BRO-2(b) describes what would occur in the eventuality that an occupied burrow is 
inadvertently destroyed. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-170: Text in Executive Summary and Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised as recommended describing roosting habitat for bat 
species. Table ES-6 and Table 2-7 of the Draft PEIS/R revised in response to comment. 
See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

DFGA-171: Comment noted. The Conservation Strategy does not override or replace 
requirements pursuant to ESA, MBTA, CESA, California Fish and Game Code, or other 
relevant laws and regulations, or the need for coordination with USFWS, NMFS, and 
DFG during Settlement implementation.  See also response to comment DFGA-158. 

DFGA-172: Comment noted. As stated in Conservation Measure FKR-1(a), surveys will 
be conducted by a qualified biologist per USFWS and DFG survey protocols, which 
would include any permitting or approval requirements. Text has not been revised. 
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DFGA-173:  Text in Executive Summary and Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised as recommended defining the breeding season for 
Fresno kangaroo rat. Table ES-6 and Table 2-7 of the Draft PEIS/R revised in response to 
comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

DFGA-174: The expected level of impact to this species is described in Chapter 6.0, 
“Biological Resources – Vegetation and Wildlife,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  Conservation 
Measures FKR-1 and FKR-2 are intended to avoid and minimize potential effects to 
Fresno kangaroo rat and to avoid disturbance to designated critical habitat. With 
implementation of these measures, impacts to this species and designated critical habitat 
would be less than significant. Conservation Measure FKR-3 describes what would occur 
in the eventuality that unanticipated impacts to designated critical habitat occur. The 
potential for program-level actions to impact this species or jeopardize the continued 
existence of the species will be analyzed at the project-specific level for subsequent site-
specific actions. Text has not been revised. 

DFGA-175: Text in Executive Summary and Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives” 
of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised as recommended adding the source for breeding 
season for San Joaquin kit fox.  Table ES-6 and Table 2-7 of the Draft PEIS/R revised in 
response to comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

DFGA-176: Comment noted. The Conservation Strategy does not override or replace 
requirements pursuant to ESA, MBTA, CESA, California Fish and Game Code, or other 
relevant laws and regulations, or the need for coordination with USFWS, NMFS, and 
DFG during Settlement implementation. See also response to comment DFGA-158. 

DFGA-177: Comment noted. The Conservation Strategy does not override or replace 
requirements pursuant to ESA, MBTA, CESA, California Fish and Game Code, or other 
relevant laws and regulations, or the need for coordination with USFWS, NMFS, and 
DFG during Settlement implementation.  See also response to comment DFGA-158. 

DFGA-178: Text in Table ES-6 in the Executive Summary and Table 2-7 in Chapter 2.0, 
“Description of Alternatives” of the Draft PEIS/R revised as recommended adding DFG 
as a regulatory agency under Conservation Measure WUS-2. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” 
of this Final PEIS/R. 
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3.7.7 Department of Fish and Game Attachment B 
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Responses to Comments from the Department of Fish and Game Attachment B 
DFGB-1a: Text added to page 28-23, between lines 20 and 21, of the Draft PEIS/R, in 
response to the text provided in Department of Fish and Game Attachment B. See 
Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Draft PEIS/R. 

DFGB-1b: Text of page 28-23, line 21, through page 28-24, line 14, of the Draft PEIS/R, 
revised in response to the text provided in Department of Fish and Game Attachment B.  
See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Draft PEIS/R. 

DFGB-1c: Text recommended in this comment is identical to the text of page 28-24, 
lines 15 through 23 of the Draft PEIS/R.  Text has not been revised. 

DFGB-1d: Text of page 28-24, line 24, through page 28-25, line 7, of the Draft PEIS/R, 
revised in response to the text provided in Department of Fish and Game Attachment B. 
See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Draft PEIS/R. 
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3.7.8 San Joaquin River Conservancy 
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Responses to Comments from San Joaquin River Conservancy 
SJRC-1: Comment noted.  The comment does not raise issues or concerns specific to the 
environmental analysis presented in the Draft PEIS/R. The lead agencies recognize and 
appreciate the careful consideration of the SJRRP and future of the San Joaquin River, as 
well as the valuable knowledge of the Restoration Area offered by SJRC and other state 
agencies and non-profit organizations active along the San Joaquin River. Reclamation 
and DWR recognize the need to work with these organizations to provide maximum 
benefits and minimize inefficiency during the implementation of both the San Joaquin 
River Parkway and the SJRRP. The Implementing Agencies also present information and 
collect feedback on past and future SJRRP activities through outreach activities, 
including public meetings of technical feedback work groups focused on technical issues 
including fisheries management, seepage and conveyance, and water management. The 
SJRC and other agencies and organizations are invited and welcome to attend and 
participate in these outreach activities. Text has not been revised. 

SJRC-2: Comment noted. The action alternatives described in the Draft PEIS/R are 
defined broadly and include provisions for flexibility in implementation. Accordingly, 
action alternatives evaluated in the Draft PEIS/R address large-scale systemwide 
variations, with flexibility for different methods of implementation. None of the action 
alternatives preclude implementation in coordination with other restoration and 
conservation activities within the Restoration Area.  As described in Chapter 21.0, 
“Recreation,” of the Draft PEIS/R, the lead agencies are committed to implementing 
mitigation measures including coordination with agencies and organizations that provide 
recreation access, facilities, and services in each reach. See also response to comment 
SJRC-1. 

SJRC-3: As described in Chapter 21.0, “Recreation,” of the Draft PEIS/R, Reclamation 
is committed to implementing mitigation measures including coordination with agencies 
and organizations that provide recreation access, facilities, and services in each reach. 
Specifically, this would include the following public and nonprofit agencies and 
organizations: the SJRPCT; SJRC; Fresno County; PARCS Department; and DFG. The 
inclusion of this discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft 
PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

SJRC-4: Mitigation Measure REC-5, described in Chapter 21.0, “Recreation,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R, would enhance remaining warm water fishing opportunities or create new 
opportunities in the Reach 1 vicinity. Specific actions to enhance warm water fishing 
opportunities would be developed in cooperation with SJRC, SJRPCT, DFG, Fresno 
County, and other agencies participating in management of the San Joaquin River 
Parkway, as described in Chapter 21.0 of the Draft PEIS/R. Enhancement actions could 
include improvements to facilities such as Sycamore Island Park (owned by SJRC and 
operated by a concessionaire) and Woodward Park (owned and operated by the City of 
Fresno) where warm water fishing opportunities exist and will remain. Creation of new 
opportunities could occur at existing ponds, including enhancing and stocking existing 
ponds, such as those within the River West – Fresno (Spano River Ranch) and River 
West – Madera (Proctor-Broadwell-Cobb property) San Joaquin River Parkway sites, for 
which plans for restoration and recreational access are being developed (City of Fresno 
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2011, Madera County 2011), or through developing new ponds in the vicinity of the 
parkway but in locations that would not create potential conflicts with Settlement goals.  
For more information related to this topic, see MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings 
River,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

SJRC-5: Comment noted. The need for habitat conservation or enhancement as 
mitigation for actions evaluated at a program level in the PEIS/R would be addressed in 
future site-specific environmental documentation and during the design efforts for each 
subsequent project.  The lead agencies anticipate that the Riparian Habitat Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan (see page 2-74 of the Draft PEIS/R) would document a net benefit in the 
acreage and/or ecological function of riparian and wetland habitats, and that this benefit 
would be applied to mitigation requirements resulting from site-specific impacts of some 
SJRRP actions. The lead agencies recognize and appreciate the careful consideration of 
the SJRRP and future of the San Joaquin River, as well as the valuable knowledge of the 
Restoration Area offered by the SJRC and other agencies and organizations active along 
the San Joaquin River. The Implementing Agencies have conducted and will continue to 
conduct extensive public and stakeholder outreach activities to engage and inform 
interested parties of SJRRP activities early in the scoping process and throughout the 
development of the PEIS/R, and into the future as SJRRP actions are implemented and 
monitored. Text has not been revised.   

SJRC-6: The lead agencies recognize and appreciate the careful consideration of the 
SJRRP and future of the San Joaquin River, as well as the valuable knowledge of the 
Restoration Area offered by the SJRC and other state agencies and non-profit 
organizations active along the San Joaquin River. The SJRC and other agencies and 
organizations are invited and welcome to attend and participate in future SJRRP outreach 
and coordination activities.  
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3.7.9 State Water Resources Control Board 
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Responses to Comments from the State Water Resources Control Board 
SWRCB-1: Surface water operations and water quality modeling output is provided in 
Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  The results are summarized in Chapter 
13.0, “Hydrology – Surface Water Supplies and Facilities Operations,” and Chapter 14.0, 
“Hydrology – Surface Water Quality,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  Output from the regional 
groundwater impact analysis, using the Schmidt Tool and Mass Balance Tool, is 
presented in tables and figures in Chapter 12.0, “Hydrology – Groundwater,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, and in tables in the Groundwater Modeling – Near River Analysis Attachment to 
Appendix H of the Draft PEIS/R. The Schmidt Tool and Mass Balance Tool are both 
spreadsheet tools used in this analysis. The input parameters used in the spreadsheet tools 
for the regional groundwater impact analysis are also presented in Appendix H of the 
Draft PEIS/R. Chapter 12.0 of the Draft PEIS/R summarizes the results of groundwater 
modeling performed in support of the analyses presented in the Draft PEIS/R. Modeling 
methodology and other information relevant to the use of the numerical tools used to 
support the analyses presented in the Draft PEIS/R are provided in Appendix H.  Text has 
not been revised. 

SWRCB-2: Results of surface water operational modeling conducted in support of the 
analyses in the Draft PEIS/R show that the average annual volume of water exported 
from existing San Joaquin River and Delta facilities would be greater under all action 
alternatives than under the No-Action Alternative. This finding demonstrates that all or 
portions of the recaptured water volume would be available for recirculation without 
causing adverse effects to water supply allocations. Recirculation of recaptured water 
would be conducted consistent with Paragraph 16(a) of the Settlement and Section 
10004(a)(4) of the Act, including provisions that recirculation shall not cause adverse 
impacts to any non-Friant Division south-of-Delta water service contractors.  All water 
supply analyses and follow-on analyses (including groundwater, power and energy, and 
socioeconomics) presented in the Draft PEIS/R are based on these findings. The text has 
not been revised. 

For additional information relevant to this comment, see MCR-6, “Third-Party Concerns 
and Outreach,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

SWRCB-3: As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, the recirculation of recaptured Interim and Restoration flows is evaluated at a 
program level only in the Draft PEIS/R. Because the specific plans for recirculation are 
not known at this time, it is too speculative to evaluate at a project level of detail in the 
Draft PEIS/R.  The recirculation of Interim and Restoration flows would be subject to 
subsequent environmental review and would be evaluated under NEPA and CEQA, if 
applicable, prior to implementation of those actions. The current Recapture and 
Recirculation Plan would be updated as needed and project-level NEPA/CEQA 
compliance completed to reflect updates. The Draft Recirculation of Recaptured Water 
Year 2012 SJRRP Interim Flows Environmental Assessment and Draft Finding of No 
Significant Impact can be viewed at www.restoresjr.net.  Text has not been revised.   
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