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Page 2<%, Table 2-2, Table 2-2 describes the NEPASCECQA level of compliance for actions included
under the action alternatives. Several commaon restoration actions are identified. Essentially, none of these
restoration actions are discussed or altematives considered, with the exception of the convevence capacity in
Reach 4B and the use of the bypasses. For example:

What environmental issues are raised by the modification of the San Jeaquin River Headgate
Structure to enable fish passage and flow routing?

Modification of the Sand Sleugh Contrel Structure and the sereening of the Arroye Canal and
the provision of [ish passage at Seck Dam has been modified over the course of the
development of the program. The current plans for Sack Dam and the Arroyo Canal have
esealated from indtial considerations. Where is the discussion of these changes and
alternatives?

Where is the discussion for modification of the Eastside and Mariposa Bypasses to cither use
those bypasses in their curvent condition, create bow flow channels within them, create low
flow channels adjacent to them, control the vegetation within the canals if they are used for
fish passage, and other issues raised by the use of these bypasses for non-flood purposes?

There is im0 discussion regarding the deployiment of seasonal bairiers al Mud and Sall Sloughs,

There is no discussion regarding the modification of the Chowchilla Bypass Bifurcation
Structure.

Thete is no discussion regarding the flling or selating of gravel pits sivd the alternatives
available. Forinstance, when will they be filled, where will the material be taken to fill them,
what issues aiw radsed by dver disruption essociated with such fill, how will filling these
gravel pits while spring-run Chinook sabmon ere already in the river affect the fishery, what
mitigation rmeasures will be taken to avolid impacts on the fishery, ete,

There is no discussion of the issues associated with the enhancing of spawning gravel. Will
injection methods be used? Mechanical means? Where might the gravel come from? Since
fish will already be in the river, how often will gravel be reintroduced? Under what
conditions?

Another common action 15 o redece tee potential for redd superimpesition endfor
hybridization, Is Reclamation proposing some sort of separation weir, other method? Is it
expacted that fall-run and spring-run will natusally stoy separate? Given that fish may be
taken from the Feather Biver where hybridization has already ocourred, this could be o major
problem, (See comments to Chapter 31

i Another common action s the modification of floed plain and side-channel hakbitat,
Where will this habitat be located? How many miles or aeres of flood plain will be ereated?
Will there be levees or dikes? Will additional vegetation he required? Wil land be taken ont

Program Environmental

Impact Statement/Report

Final

3.8-107 — July 2012



San Joaquin River Restoration Program

I [LIEI'IEIVIDI'HS

Ms, Alicia Forsythe

Ms, Fran Schulte

Sepiember 21, 2011

Page 32
EC1-52 of prodaction? What are the implications of creating additional flood plain habitaf to fow
cont'd and zeepage impacts? Will additional levees and shurry walls be necessary?

Page 2-9. Table 2-2. Need to carefully address all flow related issues in the Draft PEIS/R comments
ECL-53 | becouse the level of NEPA/CEQA compliance is at the project level, therefore we will not have another
chanee to comment as part of the NEPA/CEQA process.

~ Page 2-9, Table 2-2. Need to cavefully address all Mood risk related issues in the Draft PEIS
ECL-54| comments because the level of NEPA/CEQA compliance is at the project level, therefore we will not have
anather chance to comment as part of the NEPA/CEQA process.

Page 2-9. Table 2-2. Meed to carefully address all downstream flow control structure related issues
in the: PEIS comments because the level of NEPASCECQMA compliance is at the project level, therefore we will
not hive enother chance to comment as part of the NEPAS/CEQA process,

ECL-55

Page 2-11. Line 1. Section 2.3 discusses the no-action and ne-project alternatives for NEPA and
CEQA purposes, The no-action alternative includes facilities, conditions, land vses and reasonably
foreseeable actions expected o oceur in the study mrea by 2030, Why was 2030 chosen as the target date?
The Settlement essentially concludes in 2025 unless extended by the court, The use ofa 2030 date seems
arbitrary.

ECl-5&

Page 2-11. Line 22, The Draft PEIS/R states that additional simulation 15 being prepared to asscss

BO1-57 prijected conditions under the no-action altemative with implementation of the USFWS 2008 Biological

| Opinion (*BOY) on the coordinated opeations of the CVE and SWP and the 2009 MAMFS Final Biological
and Conference Opinion on the long-term operations of the CVP and SWP, Tt further states that results of
these assessments will change the anticipated offects of the no-action altamative, but are rot anticipated to
change the results of the asscssment. 1t further states that the asseasment will be provided in the final
PEIS/R. If the resulis of the assessment are only provided in the final PEIS/R and do change the results of
{he assessment, is Reclamation intending to issue a supplemental PE1S/R to afford the public an opportunity
fo cornment?

21 B8 Page 2-12, Line 1. Table 2-3 identifies projects included under the no-nction altemative, 'While
various Dielip-related projects are included, there 1s no discussion of the Bay Delte Conservation Plan.

Pape 2-14. Line 1. Section 2.4 discusses alternative Al at both the project and program level. Given
that the comman actions described n Takle 2-2 are included, each of those actions must also be discussed at
the project and program level. This discussion s missing from the Draft PEIS/R. {See subsoquent
COmments).

BCl-E5

Page 2-14, Line 17, Reoperation of Friant Dam and downstream control structures is identified as
one of the key actions, Various actions are included under this general action,

EC1-60 i A specified action s the releasing of Interim and Restoration Flows from Friant Dam “up to
the Restoration Flows stipulated by the Settlement, as constrained by then-existing channel
capacitics”. [naddition to constraints associated with then-existing chamnel capacities,
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I acditionnl constraints will include limitations imposed by the State Water Resources Control
Board (“Water Board™) and by the Seepape Monitoring and Manapement Flan, The Draft
PEIS/R should discuss existing permit conditions required by the Water Board associated
with Interim Flows and should asswme that those conditions, st an absslute minimum, will be
included in any long-term permit. A copy of the most recent conditions iz included with these
comments.

b. Since the action includes the release of flows at amounts less than the Resioration Flows, the
Draft PEIS'R should discuss the invpacts on achicving the restosation goal if the program is
limited, for example, to the existing Mows as of the time that the Draft PEIS/R was issued.
Flows below Saek Dam are limited to 30 cfs and above Mesdota Pool to 1,300 ¢fs. Can (he
program be implemented on a permanent basis using these Now levels? How much greater
would flows have to be in order to minimally move fish wp and down he rver or provide
sufficient habitat to maintain the fish?

c. At line 23, the Dmft PEIS/R indicates that minimizing increases in flood risk in the
restoration prea 35 necessary, Flooding occurred in WY 2001 at flows of 3,000 ofs. Yet, the
hydrograph in the Settlement calls for flows as high as 4,500 ofs. How will flooding be
nvoided when tlows are increased S0°% over the flows that cansed flooding this year?

d. There is no discussion of the Seepage Moanagement Plan that will be necessary for any Mlow
releases, The elements of the SMP should be diseussed at the program level,

Page 2-14. Line 23, Text states the action s “Minimizing increases in flood risk in the Restoration
Aren ns a result of Interim and Restoration flows". Action should be “No increase in flood risk as a result of
Interim and Restortion flows.”

Page 2-15. Line &, Recaptured water for transfer to the Friant Division may range from 0 to 336,000
acre feet, 1f recaptuse is 0 aere feet or amounts not substantislly greater than that, what long-term impacts
will there ba on the Friant Division?

Page 2-17. Line 1. Table 2-4 shows the estimated maximum water available for transfer under the
different acton alternatives. 1t shows a total available for transfer of 556,000 acre feet, and incledes an
additional 67 acre feet if potential buffer flows are included, for a maximum total of 623,000 acre feet. The
recapiure of either 356,000 acre fieet or 623,000 acre (eet iz not realistic. There is no capacity at the Mendots
Pool or the Delta to recapture this amount of water. There is ne description of a pumping plant that would
have this type of copacity. NEPA regquires that a realistic analysis be conducted, not a theoretical analysiz,
Using atificinlly high numbers for recapture provides the false impression of decreasing impacts to Friant.

Page 2-20. Line [, Table 2-5 contains a schedule for the release of Interim and Restoration Flows,
Footmote | discusses the release of Interim Flows during WY 2000 and WY 20011, 1t should also discuss the
limitations imposed an those flows by the Water Board. Footnote 2 indicates that the release of water to wet
the channel dewen to the Chowehilla Bypass Bifarcation Structure 15 intended to comespond to construction
activities in paragraph 11{a). Footnote 2 states that “Actual time period of hese releases wonld he

L

sooincident with these activities,” Given the lack of funding, the release of water 1o wet the channel down e
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Mihe Chowehilla Bypazs Bifurcation Strocture will ot geour May 1 - December 1, 2001 - 2012 as the
consiriction setivities m parsgraph 11{ay will not have commesced. There i no discussion of lack of
BEC1-67| funding regarding the Tucilities specified in paragraph 11(a). Similarly, at page 2-20, line 5, it states that [ull
aont ! d| Restoration Flows are anticipated to begin January 1, 2014, as constrained by then-existing channel
copagities. The text should mdicete that the flows will be constrained by chonme] capacities and limitations
irposed by the Water Board and the Seepage Monagement Plan,

Page 2-21. Line 10, The Diraft PEIS/R states that “Several federn] and state netions, including
channel capacity modifications, are necessary hefore fulf Restaration Flows are released.” {emphasis
e pg |edded) Bxactly which federal and state actions are necessary before full Restoration Flows are released?
Since this Draft PEIS/R looks at flows at & project level, the referved-to state and fideral actions must all be
set forth at a minimum a1 8 progeammatic level in the Deaft PEIS/R. Similarly, the channel capacity
modifications must also be identified and analyzed.

Page 2-21, Live 36, The Diraft PEIS/ states that if for any reason full Restoration Flows are not
released in any year beginming 2014, the Secretary may release water froon Friant Dam during times of year
other than those specified in the applicable flow schedule. What would be the purpose for the release of
BCL-69 | these flows? Since they are not tailorad to provide habitat for fisheries, the release of flows merely for Mow
purposes would be a waste of water, The purpose of this program is fo restore the San Joagquin River for
fisheries, not to simply create a wetted chonnel. IF the objective were to create o wetled channal, a warm
water fishery could be reestablished at a substantially lower cost and impact,

Page 2-22. Line 14, The Draft PEISH states “If Reclamation makoes deliveries to the San Josguin
River Exchange Contractors via the San Joaquin River, these water deliveries would have a higher priority
for chanmel capacity over Interim or Restoration Flows. Therefore, Interim and Restoration Flows would be
reduced, as neceasary, to provide channel capacity for water delivery to the San Joaquin River Exchange
EC1 - 70 | Contracioss via the San Jopquin River,™ 'We are pleased 1o see that Reclamation recognizes its responsibility
o mect the terms of the exchange contrect, 1t is unclear, however, why the water that travels from Friant
Iram to the Mendota Pool cannot serve dual purposes, Certainly, this water will be usefinl for providing fish
habitat during that period of time, To the extent that water reaches the Mendota Pool, it could be serving
restoration goal purposes. 1t makes no sense to release additional flows not otherwise necessary for
vestoration purposes if water has already been released down the river.

Poge 2-22, Line 21, Appacently, Article 3n) of the Friant Division long-tertm water service contmcts
amd ihe recently executed Friant Division repayment coniracts provide as follows:

8, The United States agrees that it will not deliver to the Exchange Contractors thereunder
waters of the San Joaguin River unless and until required by the terms of said contract, and the
BEC1-71 Unrted States further agrees that it will not veluntanly and knowingly detenmime tiself unable to
deliver to the Exchange Contractars entitled thereto from water that is svailable or that may become
available to it from the San Joaquin River and its tnbutanes or the Sacramento-San Joagquin Delta
those quantitics required to satisfy the obligation of the United States under said exchange contract
and under Schedule 2 of the Contract for Purchase of Miller and Lux Water Rights (Contract I1r-
W 1145, dated July 27, 1939),
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It i% unclear by this clause as to whether Reclamation is agrecing that it will not deliver water down
the San Joaquin River for diversion at the Mendota Pool for the benefit of the Exchange Contractors o create
a credit in San Luis Reservodr for the benefit of the Friant Division. [t appears that vecapture at the Mendota
Poal is one of the possibilities for providing water o the Friant Division. Tf recapture is permitted at the
Mendota Pool, this will mean that Reclamation has released water down the San Joaguin for the benefit of
the Friant Contractors when water would otherwise be available from the Sacramento River. This should be
clarified.

Page 2-22. Line 30, In order to minimize floed nsk, the maximum downstream extent and vate of
Interim and Restoration Flows would be limited by then-existing chaniiel capacities, As channel or
structural modifications are completed, Interim Flow relesses could be incrensed comrespondingly in
aceordance with the new then-existing channel copucities. There is no explanation as to how the progiam
will be phased in order to allow for increased flow relesses that will mot cause downstream damage,
Reclamation should spectfy exactly which projects in Phase | and Phase 2 wall albow for inereased chaniel
capacity, by what amounts, and what mitigation measures will be necessary to avold adverse impacts to
downstream land owners and water npencies.

Page 2-23, Line 1, The Draft PEIS/R appears to define "then-existing channel capacities™ ag
capacity thit correspands “to flows that would not significantly increase flood risk from Interim and
Resteration Flows in the Restoration Area,” However, this definition fails to include seepage damage. The
Son Joaguin Biver sits up gradient of many, if not all of the surrounding fields, Flow from the San Joaguin
River tiuvels downhill into the adjacent lands and, thus far, seepage damage has been docuimented at least
thiee miles away from the dver, Therefore, Nows must be kept at @ level sulficiently low to ot induce
seepage damage. This paragraph goes on to identily thiee objectives, In addition to limiting flows to those
that would remain in-channel, which apparemtly Reclamation limits to flood flows, either this second
objective should be amended to inelude seepage impacts, of a fourth objective should be added that
addresses the avoddonee of seepage impacts.

Page 2-23, Line 2. Text refers to “flows that would not significantly incresse flood visk™.. Hevise
text to acknowledge “no increase in flood risk”.

Page 2-23, Line 23, This paragraph discosses the maintenance of flows below estimates for
ihen-existing channel capacities. See prior comment.

Page 2-23. Lines 38-37. The document discusses the application of leves design crtena presented in
the U8, Army Corps of Engincers Engineering Manual (USACE), EM 1110-2-1913, Design and
Construction of Levees, throughout the Restoration Arvea. [t is understood that USACE criteria for levees
may vary slightly from district to district and it is recommended that the requirements for the levees meet the
requirements of the Engineering Manual, and any additional requirements of the Sacramento Distriel of the
USACE.

Page 2-23. Lines 3441, In linez 34 through 39, the discussion refers o maintaining & minimamn
factar of safety of 1.4 and refers 1o Table 2-6 from Engineer Manal EM 1110-2-1913, which presants
minimum factors of safety for slope stability analyses. The discussion on lines 40 thrgugh 41 of this page

Lthen defines the Factor of Salety as the reciproeal of the exit gradient, This factor of safety, as defined in the
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M Dralt PEISR document on the basis of the exit gradient, 15 te resultl of o different type of analysis than the
analysis referred to in Table 2-6.  Table 2-6 refers to slope stability anelyses, which are typically performed
wsing a limit equilibriom analyzis of the forees canzing potentiol slope failure, and the forees resisting
potential failure. The factor of safety as defined in the Druft PEIS/R for exit gradients s estimated from a

_ | Dow net or finite element analysts of the seepage through and below the levee, The factor of safety for
BCL1-uy seepage erosion as defined in the text assumes the critical exit gradient 1s 1.0, Based on experience with the
cont'dl USACE on other projects in the Sacramento District, it is understood that their criteria for evaluation of
seepage erosion are more stringent. 1t 15 understood that USACE uses a lower exit gradient that depends on
the cese being analyzed.

I sumnary, evaluation of the potential performance of the levees will require, among other things,
evaluation of the composition of the levees and foundation materials, analysis of several modes of potential
slope stability failure, as well as evaluation of seepage through and undes the levees, Therefore, these
analyses cannat be addressed with a single factor of safety requirement. Considering the potential for
differences in interprefation of criteria, it is recommended that a more detailed and site specific summary of
the design criteria, considering all potential failure modes and considering specific USACE District
requirements, be established,

Page 2-24. Line 19, The proposed Channel Capacity Advizory Group should include a
EC1-T8 | tppresentative from CCID. OIS extensive knowledge of San Joaquin Biver chamels and lecal Nood
operations are integral to channel capacity assessment.

Page 2-25. Line 1, The proposed Channel Capacity Advisory Group must have a clear awthorized
EC1-73| purpose amd there must be agreed upon procedures, protocols, and performance standards in place to guide
the review and response to comments provided by the group, There must be a formal process for
Reclamation to respomd to and resolve comments provided by the group.

Page 2-25. Line 5. The Channel Capacity Advisory Group s recommended to inelude members
from Reclamation, D'WE, USACE, Lower San Joaquin Leves District {LSILDY), and CVFPB., Given that the
E1-80| levees ore adjacent to the lands owned ond operated by the members of the Exchange Contractors, an
addifional member from the Exchange Contractors or one of the adjacent irigation districts should be
ingluded in the Advisory Group.

Page 2-25, Line 10, This paragraph discusses the preparation of & report regarding the upper limits
aof releases for Tnterim or Resforation Flows that will not exceed channel capacilies. However, while the
EC1-81( Channel Capacity Advisery Group will be providing recommendations, this paragraph seems to imply that
Roclamation could increase flows even if the Advisory Group advised Reclamation to not increase flows.
What is the point of the Advisory Group if Reclamation does not intend to follow its advice?

Page 2-25. Lines 33-39, The text refers to muintaining o fctor of safety of 1.4, As discussed
previously, the enteria established for safe performance of the levess cannot be expressed by o single fuctor
of safety requirement. A miore detatled and site specific summary of the criteria, constdering all potential
failure modes, should be established,

ECL-82
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Page 2-26, Lines 1-7, A maore detpiled description of the process to evaluate levees should be
provided. The evaluation of levees with respect to the USACE eriteria will require detailed assesaments of
the current levee configurations, adjacent land uses, and topography, past Tow conditions, and fmre flow
conditions. Detailed subsurface explorations would ke required to undeestand potential changes to seepape
conditions.

Page 2-26. Lines 11-14. Use of the one-dimensional HEC-RAS hydraulic model described in
Appendix | provides only o theoretical estimate of in-channel flow capacity end does mcorporate enough
information to determine in-channe] flows that would have a less-than-significant effect on fleod dsk. Flood
risk 15 dependent on many other phvsical factors and local knowledee of the specific reach under
imvestigation. The Draft PEIS/R should alzo reference the Secpage Management Plan and supporiing
groundwater thresholds identified in Appendiz H of the plan.

Page 2-26, Lines 15-24, The text describes an analysis of exit gradients buf compares this to the
USACE ceiteria for factors of safety fioim slope stability analyses. The crteria for evaluating scepage erosion
and exit gradients differ from the factor of safety requirements for slope stability analyses, as discussed ina
presviois cotiment, Also, the deseription of the exit pradient criteria refers to ane mode of potential failure
{seepage erosion) that showld be evaluated for the levees, Az discussed previously, the eriteria established
Tor safe performance of the levees cannot be expressed by single factor of safety regquirement. A more
detailed and site specific swmmary of the crteria, considering all potential failure modes, should be
established.

Page 2-27. Linc 1. Reclamation needs to establish a process to implement recommended monitoring
and management actions submitted by the Channel Capacity Advisory Group,

Page 2-23. Line 18, 11 is clear based on the resulis of the interim flow studies that implementing the
Sentlement has already and will continue to require morepsed Q&M sctivities,

Page 2-28. Linc 32. Under what authority docs Reclamation propose to re-operate the Chowchilla
Bypass Bifurcation Structure to convey Restoration Flows into Reach 2B7 The bypasses are operated for
flood control, not river restoration. Yet, Reclamation proposes modifications t the operating eriteria to
allow for the routing of Tnterim and Restoration Flows during non-flood operations to meet flow targets in
Reach 28,

Page 2-29, Line 3, The Diaflt PEIS/R proposes to re-operate the San Jopgquan River Headgate
Structure 1o convey Restoration Flows inte Beach 481, The draflt notes that current conveyance capacily is
unkmown and could be as low as zere. Reclamation should consider an alternative that dees not rowte any
wiater down Rench 4B1 and wees on alternative pathway 1o soute water through a less expensive poute that
does not require the level of mitigation that would be required for Reach 4B1. For example, would a low-
flow channel in the existing bypass provide a sufficient altemative? Could o low-flow chinnel be
constructed adjpcent to the existing bypess system tht would heve sufficient capacity o pass o flow of
475 cls?

Page 2.2%, Line 19. The Dmft PEIS/R ealls for operstion and monitoring of the Hills Ferry Barrier,

| At states the main purpose of the barrier is to redirect upstream-migrating adult fall-run Chincol salmon to
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hthc Merged River and to prevent migration into the main stem of the San Joagquin River upstream of the
harvier, For WY 2011, the barvier failed to perform, At least 70 fall-run salmon “migrated” upstream,
These salmon represent 100 of the nin on the Merced River. There are false reports that these salmon
migrated up 1o Friant Dam,  Rather, one or two salmon “migrated™, fe, were transported, up to Friant Dam

L | itk the help of the Califomia Departiwent of Fish and Game (DFG). DFG employees were spotted

cont "l panually lifting fish over dams and carting them upstream. All 70 or more of these fish perished. How will
the Hills Ferry Barrier be maintained in the fumre to prevent this wpstream migration? What specific
measures are going to be taken to make the barrier operate effectively, if that in fact is the stated intent? Are
there alternatives to the maintenance of the Hills Ferry Barrier? The barrier is essentially nothing more than
a fence. The draft should analyze installing a more effective facility,

EC1-90

Page 2-30. Line 11. In order to veturn wet-year water to the Friant Division, the Draft FEISR
projects that Friant Division and non-Friant Division water weers could develop additional lecal convevance
andl storage capweity o increese their ability to receive wel-year waler supplies. Given that there are no
projects defined that would sccomplish this, on what basiz is this essumed in the Dreafi PEIS/R?

EC1-91

Page 2-31, Line 20, Recapture of Mows in the Restoration Area at Mendota Pool appears to viclate
the provigiois in the Repayment Contract that probibit delivery of water to the Exchange Contractors abaent
the existenee of cerfain conditions, The routine delivery of water 1o the Exchange Contractors down the
San Jeaquin River for the benafit of the Friant Division does not appear to come within the excepiions under
the Repavment Confracts, Please explain.

BECl-92

. Page 2-31. Line 20. No detail 15 provided regarding the implications of recopturing Restortion
BCL-%3 | Flows at the Delta. An analysis must be provided of the potential adverse impacts to other water vsers dog to
the resulting increase in teke of endangered species.

Page 2-31. Line 20. This paragraph states that additional agreements would be needed between
Reclamation, DWR, Friant Division Long=Term Confractors, and other South=-of-Delta CVESWE
contractors. There is no discussion of the agreements, the nature of the agreements, which contractors, etc.
[retail must be provided,

ECl-24

Page 2-34. Linc 1. Section 2.4.2 discusses what projects are being analyzed at the program level of
review. There is no discussion of mitigation measures necessary to prevent flooding and seepage damage.
For expmple, under the Seepage Monitoring and Manegement Plan, will Reclamation be installing
interceptor lines, sturmy walls, or other measures? Since flows are being analyzed at the project level,
mitigation for those flows must also be identified and analyzed. The likelihood of impacts to nearby
farmlands is already known to some extent.

EC1-35

Sinee documenting the damage to Nickel Farms (See Protests filed by Exchange Contractors at the
State Water Resources Contrel Board, included as attachments), additional evidence of similar damage has.
been reported by landowners downstreaim of Friant Dam. A record of the types of damages cxperienced by
the landowners was maintained for specific seepage sites within the service area of the CCID. These areas
are near the rver in Reaches 3 and 44, Within CCID, the 2000 ofs peak Mood flow of WY2011 impacted
lands a full three miles from the river, CCID maintains 60 shallow pesemeters within the area showing that
”ﬂlc 3000 efs Mows seeped into the groundwater sufficiently to raise groundwater levels into crop root zones
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Paver the 3 mile wide area (rowghly 40,000 pores), A year end analysis of the shallow groundwater will be
provided by CCID,

This damage is of the same type as that to the Nickel Farm, However, this damage was not caused by
the Interim Flows, Rather, the damage was cavsed by flood flows at 3000 ofs during the WinterSpring of
2011. Howewver, what is important to consider is that the flood flows of 3000 cfs in Reaches 3 and 44 are
well below the flows proposed to be released by Reclamation under the STRRP, Pursuant to the hydrographs
in the Settlement, Reclamation i sceking the right o release flows as high as 4500 cfs. This represents a
50% increase over the flows that caused the seepape damage in the Winter/Spring flood flows. In years
#rt-ns | when the hydrographs for the SJRRP mandate flows of this magnitude the conditions are substantially
different than in flood years, In flood vears, once the floods are over, ows recede to low levels very quickly

Lrd
et and the river becomes a seepage outlet for the surrounding fands, Le.,. groundwater accretes to the river,

The existing river system without the Phase | and Phase 2 mvprovements, plus related mitigation
mensires, seeps 65 much as 10 ofs per mile into the surrounding groundwater, The seepage elevaies
groundwater which conmot recover (o a lower level that is compatible with the crops being grown unless (1)
projects ure instolled to address seepage or (2) flows are reduced. During WY 2011, Reclamation recognized
the neod to reduce fows mio Reaches 3 and 44 to zero (07 ofs following the 2001 Mood flows il
groundwater levels retumned to “Tanmable levels.”

The following farms have suffered from flood damage:

Shawn Coburn Farm

Pickalok Farms

Wolfuen Brothers

Stanley Cotia

4-W Raneh (Willis)

Cioodman Brothers (Trindade)

Matoring Farms (Porter Estates)

Page 2-36. Line 21, The Draft PEIS/R states that no additional agreements would be requited to

z01 - gg | recaplure flows within the Restoration Avea, This is incorrect. (MeM agreements are needed with the CCID

concerning operaton of the Mendosta Pool and the San Luis Canul Company concerning operation of Sack
Dam. (See SWHRECE Order WEO 2010-0029 DWE, Cond. 13)

Page 2.37, Line 1, The Draft PEIS/R discusses briefly comman restoration actions and includes
fhse in Seitlement Agreement paragraphs 1) and 11{h), According to the Draft PEIS/R, the settlement
stipulates that these actions are to be completed by December 31, 2013, How will these actions be
completed by that date, given that there are insufficient finds available to construct these projects?
BEC1-27a] According to recent analysis, the construction of the Mendata Pool Bypass and modifications to Reach 2B
have increased in cost by almost 100%, Will constrction of these facilities be possible, given lack of funds?
The drafi does not analyze this circumstance. 1s Reclamation considering alternatives? The draft does not
analyze this circumsatance, At ling 24 is mentioned screening the Amoyo Canal and providing fish passage at
Sack Dam. This project has been expanded substantially from that set forth in the Seitlement. The Drafi

EC1- EThl
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A .
EC1-9%h[ PEIS/R should be updated to reflect the latest changes fo these prajects, ineluding the construction of a new
cont'd | dam, rather than merely the provision of a fish ladder at Sack Dam.

Page 2-37. Line 36, The Dmaft PEIS/R discusses the Phase 2 setion of potentially routiig up fe
4,500 cfs through Reach 481, There is no suthorization to undertake this project. Pursusmt 1o the Act, a
fegsibility report must first be submutted to Congress and funds must be authonzed and appropidated. The
text should be modified to reflect this requirement.

ECl-58&

Page 2-38, Line 5. The Draft PEISTL mentions that paragraph 14 of the Settlement stipulates that
spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon reintroduction is to occur by December 31, 2002, The
reintroduction of salmon requires the construction of facilities 1o support these fisheries, Mo money is
ECL-3% | ayailable for facilities. How does Reclamation propose to proceed with reintroduction, given that none of
the Phase 1 or Phase 2 facilities will be in place consistent with the timelines set forth in Appendrx © of the
Seitlement? The drall does not analyze this circumstance,

EC1-100 Page 2-39. Lines 7-11. LSJLD needs to be included m any study to determing nesded convevance
modifications to maintain existing levels of flood protection.

Page 2-39, Line 13. The Draft PEIS/R. discusses the Mendota Pool Bypass and Modification to
Reach 2R, The purpose of creating & bypass channel around the Mendota Pool is to convey at least 4,500 cfs
from Reach 2B to Reach 3 by avoiding certain habitat issues present in the Mendota Pool. The Draft PEISH
ECL-101 fails to identify aliernatives fo the bypass proposal. Yet, Reclamation has actively asseased alternatives that
would aceomplish the same purposes as the bypass and not included those in the Draft PEIS/R. Included
with these comments are documents from the “Value Engineering” effort that was undertaken by
Reclamation. One altemative to the proposed Mendota Poof Bypass and Modification to Reach 2B is not to
construet the bypass and to expand the rdver chunnel through the Mendota Pool, This option would save well
ower 5100 million in construction costs, It would avoid many of the problems asseciated with the Mendoa
Pool Bypass project currently bemng considered. 18 would also reduce the less of prime agricultural land.
The draft does not analyze this allernative.

Page 2-40. Ling 7, The Draft PEIS/R dizcusses the lack of availability of channel capacity to
simultaneously handle Restoration Flows, flocd flows on the San Joaquin River, flood flows from the Kings
River, and the potential need to meet the senior water rights of the Exchangs Contractors. The text
acknowledges that “the Secretary would prioritize flood control and water right delivery obligations over
EC1-102) meeting Flow targets for Restoration Flows, reducing Restoration Flows in those Reaches if channel capacity
i insufficient to meet convevancs of flond control or water delivery obligations in combination with
Restaration Flows." This acknowledgement by Reclamation of its responsibilitics regarding flocd control
and senior water rights is appreciated.

Papge 2-40. Line 17, The Diafl PEIS/R discusses modifications o Reach 481 (o convey at loast
475 efs. The drafl states that 1o ereate capacity for 475 efs, “substantial construction” wonlkd not be
EC1-10%| necessary, How is Reclamation defining “substantial constroction™? In order to protect adjacent landowners
in Reach 48, Reclamation may need to construct levees, iterceptor lines and/or slory walls. Are these
“substantiol construction™? What other actions would be congidered substantial construction®
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Page 240, Line 24. The deaft discusses modifying Resch 431 in o manser that could inchade the
ernblishment of 0 low-flow channed o support fish migration. 17 Reclamation is going to the troubde of
consincting a low-{low channel, it would seem more ecopomics] and efficient W construct the Jow-low

ECL —lﬂ-i-lc}'“"] in the existing hypass gywiom, ther than erosting sn abingether pew channel through Resch 4B, By

EC1-105

EC1-108

EC1-107

EC1-108

conssacting a low-Tlow channel in the bypass system or ndjacent io the bypess system, Reclamation would
be sccomplishing the same cixls, that i, providing hydrologic conmectivity the entire lenpth of the

Sani Jodpain River and providing a passagewsy for migrating salmonicds and other fisheries. To recomsirect
Rench 431 soons usnecossnrily cxpensive and fiils to pecomplish the goals of the Restoration Program in

the maost efficient, besst environmentslly demaging way possible.

Page 2-40, Line 18, The drait discusses the type of work that would be ncecssary in Reach 481,
Apparenily, five road crossings may roquire modification. Further, culverts may need lo be instaflled, the
chimne] restractured, snd clear-span bridges may nesd 1o be constrected aa well. Thess soom 1o be projects
ivolving substantio] construction. Please cxplain why these are not idered sub inl 1t

Pege 2-41. Line 9. The Drafl FEISR discusses modificaiions to the Send Slough control strehme
il niates that it “could" present a barrier to upstream fish passage. Sinee the Sand Slough coatrol Stucmre
i clesigned to be boanded ap to force flow inde Resch 4A, and the Reach 4A will divert o least 475 ofa under
all altzrnatives, the Sand Slough Coamal Sirecmne “does™ present a barrder and the language shoakd be
appeoprintely nmended.

Pape 2-41. Line 2% The [iaf PEIS/R discusses modifications to the F_mlck::.ndlduq:n-
Hypasses to enable fish pazsage. Parwant to Paragraph | (a8 of the Settlement, modifications age o ke
made on an inferim busiy until completion of Phese 2 sctions. Similurly, Paragroph | 1{a}%) cslls for the
constmction of o low-flow chamnel if the Secretery delermines thnt this modification 18 necessary 1o suppart
fish passage. If Reclamation is going o constract low-Mow channels through the bypasses, what justificstion
is thero to construct @ redundant low-flow channel through Resch 4817 No additional fishery benefit is
identified. Reclamation should explain and analyze why one low-flow chasne! fs not sufficient for fish
pasiage. To the extent fhat creating passage in Resch 481 i » politicall decision, there is mo environmental
jmuification for thet praject, Reclamation should focus on projects that sccomplish the R jon goal and
not projects thut satisfy political agendns, Furthes, the comstnetion of 8 low-flow chisme] i e bypasses or
adiacent therein may b the “least envirosmentally damaging practicable nlermative.”  See CWA Section
-l;:i{t:ﬁ l;;:g}c.l*.l. § 220.10n); Burte Evvil. Cowneil v. Uinited States Arary Corpy of Eng 'rs, 620 F3d 936
(57 Cir. 20000,

Pages 2-4] and 242, The Drafi PEIST discasses modifications io the bypass system 1o allow for
figh passage, Fish passage occurs inbo the lote spring snd possibly eatly summer. Temparatures in these
fesches can be bethal (6 mlmon. No tempemiure study s incleded i the dmit, Reclamation should explaim
e Feasibility of using the bypasses fior fish passape that will provide suitable habiag for the various life
stages of up- and down-migmting salmon, Given that this is n progmmematic document, the estirety of the
pietion must ke discussed.

ion patbways™ shoold eliminate the word “potentially,” 1s Mud nad Sult Sloughs are false migmtion

5 Page 2-42. Lines 15-18. The description of Mud and Salt Sloughs oo ke 18 as “posentinlly false
BC1-1 im
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ECL=10%/ pathways, The phrase “potential false migration patheays to migrating adult salmon may be present in Mud
cont'd | and Salt Slewghs . . ." should be changed in the underlined portion to are present.

Page 2-42. Line 38, The sentence “gruvel pits gould contiibute to juvenile salmeon mortality™ should
b changed to “gravel pits will contobute to juventle salmon mortality,” Numerous stedies on the Tuolumng
BCL-110| River und other rivers have demonstrated that gruvel pits are areas of high predation and disorientation for
migrating salmem, {See Vogel 2011.)

Page 2-43, Line 3, The Deaft PEIS/R indicates that pursuant to paragraph 14 of the Settlement, the
reintroduction of spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmaon should oceur by December 31, 2012, Throughout
the Diraft PEIS/R, it is stated that the Phase | and Phase 2 projects arc "necessary™ to protect salmon. [t
gr1-111| makes no sense to introduce salmon before facilities are in place that will allow for (a) adequate flows,

() suitahle lakbitat, (o) passage, and (d) mitigation of impacts to third parties. The reintroduction must be
delayed becanse there are insufficient funds to support suceessful reintroduction. Until the necessary
facilities are constructed, any reinfroduction is premature. The draft should analyze the impact of
introduction prior to the completion of the Phase | and Phase 2 projoects.

Page 2-43. Line 21, The potential actions for salmon remtreduction include the use of the existing
San Joaquin hatehery by Friant Dam, snother existing hatchery or a new hatchery, The Draft PEIS/R fails to
discuss the use of any of these hatcheries or a new hatchery, Construction 15 associated with each of these
gr1-112 | three alternatives and they should be discussed in this programmatic decoment.

Apparently, it is anticipated that hatchery nse would be phased out over time as the fish population is
recstablished, At what number of returning sustainahle salmon would hatchery use be phased out?
DMszontinued altogether?

Page 2-43. Line 31, This paragraph discusses the penmits (o be issued to the USFWS by NMFS,
There is no discussion m the draft PEIS/R regarding the potential terms and conditions of these permits,
Further, the draft indicates that “specific environmental effects related to the reintroduction of spring-nin
Chinook salmon would be addressed in the subsequent project-specific NEPA asalysizs, and possibly CEQA
analysis . . . ." This is improper project splitting. The programmatic dosument must analyvze the whole of
the action. (¥ee discussion of iImproper segmentation m Section LO of these comments.) 10 project Level
review s required thereafter, that may be conducted by another agency. This draft should discuss the variows
constderations related to reintroduction of salmon, including all factors pertuining o salmaon survival and the
estahlishment of a sclf-sustaining population. Among these would be temperature, dissolved oxygen,
pollution, predatson, habitat to support each life stage, pravel restoration, large woody debris, gravel pits,
water quality constituents of concern, and other isaues.

EC1-113

Page 2-45, Lings 14-33, Reclamation mecopnizes that floodplain and side-channel habitat
inodifications may be necessary outside of reaches 28 and 4B to benefit fish, Reclamation commits that
Erl-114 | such modifications would be confined to existing levee alignments, Site-specific capacity studies will be
niecessary to ensure prieity flood flow and prioriny irigation deliveries can be maintained with added habitat
and that any requived additional levee improvements are inchidad.
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Page 2-46. Line 34, The Draft PEIS/R provides two sentences on the need to reduee the potential for
aquatic predation of juvenile salmonids. Predation is o buge issue. Studies by Vogel (2010) indicate that as
rmuch as %0% of migrating salmonids are taken through predation. The draft merely acknowledges that
additienal actrons not identified in the Settlement may be necessary to prevent predation. A far more
thorough discussion of the predation problem 15 required. Any number of phiysical measures as well as
changes in fishery management may be neceasary, and all of these measures have environmental
consequences. This should include issues pertaining to changes in water temperature, the provision of
suitable habitat, reduction in the number of predators, flow management to discourage predators, and other
MCEsUres,

Page 2-46. Line 38, The draft acknowledges that unsereened and poorly screened small diversions
can entrain migrating juvenile fish. The Settlement does not address this isswe, and the drafl merely
identifies that there could be a range of potential actions to prevent Nish entrainment at small diversions,
Reclamation should document the number of small diversions and the steps necessary to miligate for
entrainment, One of the purposes of the interim flows is to identify this issue. A mere four sentences in the
draft is insufficient,

Page 2-47. Line 3. The draft compins a bref discussion of obstacles to successful migration of
anadromous fish in the Restoration Area, The draft notes hydraolic conditions at road crossings, small
tributaries with unsuitable habitat, hydranlic conditions in the river channel at low tlow, and other physical
features within the river. The draft notes that a range of potential actions beyond the scticns stipulated in the
Settlement could improve fish passage. Among these measures ate establishing low-flow channels, trap and
tul of both juveniles and adults, modifying road crossings and mstalling barriers to prevent straying. A
meere one paragraph is set forth regarding the establishment of low-flow channels and trap and hanl. The
diraft should contain a far monz thorough discussion of the challenges to fish passage, including not only the
actunl wateraays, but the necessity for habitat modifications to support salmonid life stages,

Page 2-47, Line 24, The draft scknowledges that it may be necessary to implement o trap and haul
operation to sustain Chinook salmoen within the Restoration Area if protective features are not completed in
fme o peintroduce fish, Reclamation suggests it may reintroduce salmemds prior to the completion of all
Phase | setions. This is unacceptable, As commented clsewhere, the expert witnesses all based their
recommendations on the presence of new facilities to address the life stage of salmonids. Reclamation has
not identified which Phase | actions are not essential to the survival of salmondds and the success of the
program. Yel, the Diafl PEIS/E. repentedly states that the Phase | aclions are necessary for the success of the
program. 1s Reclomation proposing (o operate a trap and heul progrom indefinitely? Given the lack of
futnds, is a trap and haul program the only viable allernative? IF so, what volumes of water are necessary to
operate a successlul trap and houl program? How would fish be recovered from the river prior (o resching
Mendota Pool? Reclamation should sei forth the elements related to trap and haul in this document and
provide at lepst a programmatic level of analysis of @ trap and haul program.

Page 2-47. Lines 24-43, This scction refers to a plan to implement a trap-and-haul program for both
adult spring Chinook as well as downstream migrant juveniles *if protective features are not completed in
time to reintroduce fish.” Clearly, it is known now that funding for these protective features (Le, Phase 1

prajects) will not be forthcoming any time soon. Therefore, we must conclude that the implementing
W
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hagencres fully intend to start a tmp-and-haul programe Yot we heve scen no evalmtion of mich o progrm 1o
determine i it 1= even remolely leasible. Various program documents chearly document the challenges
amocinted with getting sdulis to successfully migrate upstream to Reach | even with sdequate fishways, It is
recegnized that theve will be mubtipbe migration rowles, false passage ways, and dead end traps (2.8
Mendot Pool ss discussed in next command). The notion of finding & sile or feeil ity that coald fcilicste the
BC1-11% effeciive capure of all or most of the adult migranis is simply wmrealistic. The sinstion for downsinsam
cant'd | migens s even worse. Based oo stailies of spriag Chisook juvenile migrations in Sacramenlo River
tnbutaries (Butie, Mill, snd Deer crecks), it is clear that many, perbaps mast, of the Chinook fry produced m
Reach | will dispersc downstream to Feaches 2-5 shorily afler emerpence over a poriod of several months
{McReynolds, ot al. 2007, Harvey-Amrisn 2003). Effective snd safc collection of these fry and smalts coubd
oty be necamplished with a criterls screen facility, which necessarily would need 1o be supported with o
concrete siruchere and o dam o control hydenlics, It would have so handle the entire rver Row of up o
4,000 cfs. No such “wemporacy”’ facility is conlemplated. Amy notion of wsing juvenile traps or net systens 1o
effectively and safoly captuse most of the juveniles (as would be required) i oul of the question. Therefore,
it beoomes obvious that the salmen reintraduction program will be suecessful only if the Phase | flow
rowing, fshways, and screendng locilities are completed befose fish ure introduced Lo the river.

BOY -120 'h,glpird\ Lima 1. What road crossings will require modification? Wt types of modifications am
being considensd?

Page 248, Line 8. What types of barriers are golng 1o b2 installed 1o prevent siraying? One of the
purposcs of the lalerim Flows bs 1o dentify arcas where fish could stray. 'What determmnations regarding
ECL-121 ] where straying will oocur huve been made thus far® Depending upon which fow-routing decisions are
made, where would the barriers be installed? There are fiow routing olicrnatives, and Reclamation should sei
these: forih amel discuss each of the clements sssociated with sach routing.

Page 249, Line 12, Section 24,3 discusses the Physical Monitoning and Management Plan
(PMMF). The component pluns include flow, groandwater scopage, channol capacity, propagation of
native vegemrion, aned switsbility of spawning gravel, These sctions are anslyzed ot 8 project level in the
Deuft PEIST. Long-term actions ane anplyzed 0t o progrm level. Appendiz [ sets forth the FMMP.

Page I-49, Ling 30. The dmft menatichs the reduction or avoidanee of adverse or usdesimble seepage
BCL-133] impacts. The standard in the Act is thai seepage must be fully mitigsied, The mere neduotion of adverse or
umbesirable soopage impacts is unscoepeable and would violate the Act.

Page Z-51. Line 7. Immodisle management sctions al & project level address seepage concerm. The
draft states that the objective is 1o reduce, redirect or re-diver! Interim or Restioration Flows 1o reduce flow in
downstream resches iy order 1o avoid seepape impacts. The Seepape Monitoring and Manogement Plan
Work Ciroup is discussing warioues measunes 1o mitigaie for secpape impacts. Inchaded with these comments
EC1-133| sre working papers from the Work Group. As B evident from the attached docamsen, fhere is consddershle
discussion reganding abtermnatives related 1o scepage impact. Yet, this supposed projest level of review fails
1o identify end anslyze the various impeces being discimsed within the Seepage Monitoring and Managerent
Flan Work Groap. As such, the project level amabysis B insutficient. For exsevplo, there is ao discussion of
them 10 install intercepior Hines, sy walls, or other such messures. There is 5o discussion of keeping
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A
flows at levels low enough (o avoid seepage problems, There is no discussion of the need to substantially

redues or elimigate Mows following major Nood events to allow groundwater levels fo recede 1o non-
damaging levels, There is no discossion of seepage thresholdsirigeers, the need to avoid salt uptake,
capillary action, or other ssues that could damaege the route zone, Also ineluded with these cormiments aie
the comments of the Exchange Contractors to the WY 2012 Supplemental EA which mise concems with the

SeEpige manigemenl progratn.

Page 2-51. Line 32, The draft discusses the moditication of releases from Friamt Dam to flush or
mabilize gravel. Why is Reclamation not going to simply rely on the periodic large flood flows to mobilize
gravel? These flood flows oceur in about ane ont of five years, This should be sutficient for rravel
mzbilization.

Page 2-52. Line 1, The drafl discusses long-term management actions at a programmatic level.
Armong the actions discussed are mamagement actions (o address seepage problems, The actions inchade
purchasing easements and/or compensation for seepage effects, construction of shirry walls to reduce
seepnge flows, construction of seepage bermes o protect against levee failure, construction of drainage
interceptor ditches to protect affected lands, or the installation of tile drains on affected lands, All of these
measures should be addressed in the near-term setions, rather than long-term actions, These actions are
necessary to mitigate for the sdverse impacts of Interim and Bestoration Flows, Such flows mmust be
muintained ot non-demaging levels in order to avoid seepage mpacts, I Reclamation intends to maintain
flows al non-demaging levels without installing the appropriste mitigation facilities, can such low levels
suppott the fish remtroduction program? 1 so, why would greater flows be needoed? 11 preater flows are
needed, then the mitigntion messures must be implemented pror fo any increased Oows.

Page 2-52, Lines 23-25, Reclamation acknowledges that immediate responses have not yet been
developed to contribute to project-level vegetation management objectives, Page 2-52 {lmncs 23-23) notes
that active plantings and irrigation of desired native plants may be used a3 long-term management actions to
contribute to long-terim objectives for native vegetation.  The document needs 1o describe the short-term
vegetation management aclions and articulate what tools Reclamation will bring to bear to address conflicts
and iggues with respeet to vepetation management and how potential impacts on third parties would be
mitigared, .,

Page 2-52. Line 31, Section 2.4.4 discusses the conservation sirategy that applies to the conservation
of listed and sensitive species. The conservation stratepy must not interfere with sericultural aond water
management on the part of any third parties. Does Reclamation anticipate any interference with agrionliural
of water managenment’?

Page 2-54, Line 11, Table 2-7 presents a list of actions, not a conservation stralegy. A truc
conservation strategy should be developed to support the Restoration Program,

Pape 2-55. Table 2-7. Providing a list of very broad and peneralized conservation measures does nod
substitute for a comprehensive conservation strategy. We reconunend that comprehensive measures (nol just
lists of petions) be developed to address how potential tmpaets may be minimized or avoided,
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Page 2-55, Table 2-T identifies congervation measures for biological resources that may be affected
Ec1-130| by Seitlement actions, The STRREP must not create wetlands that interfire with agricultural or water
operations.

Page 2-56, Table 2-7, VP-3 concerns compensation for the temporeny or permanent loss of habitat,
Any lost habitat must be compensated from willing sellers only. The project should be designed to aveid
impacts o third parties. The table notes that any impacts that result i 2 compensation purchaze will requine
an endowment Tor land manegement in perpetuity before any project groundbreaking activities, This is an
exfremely mpoctant and necessary provistion. [t should not be assumed that any land manager, whether a
non-profit or olheraise, will stay in existence o manage the land in perpetuity. A souree of funds must be
identified that provides a perpetual and adequate reventie stream for land management, Local interests
should be includesd in any discussion and implemeniation of lond menagement activities.

EC1-131

Fage 2-57. Table 2-7 continues regarding conservation measures and identifiers for critical habitat,
BC1-132| The comments above to VI3 are agplicable with respect to any impacts to critical habitat. Further, the above
comments arc applicable o each of the different conservation measures discussed in Tehle 2-7.

Puges 2-60 to 2-79. Tables 2<7, DBC-3, VELB-3, GGS5-2, 3WH-2, and others. Keclamation's
commitment to compensate for unaveddable losses o sensitive resources by establishing populations of these
EC1- 1733 Mesoues on permanently protected public resource lands, or on non=puklic lands acouired through fee-fitle
or by conservation easement agreements. All mitigation on conservation easement lands must fully
indemnify private landowners from ESA prohibittons and impacts to sensitive resources incurred during
otherwise lowiul activities. Protections may be afforded through Safe Harber Agreements or by crafled

language in easement agreements.

Page 2-75. Table 2.7 discusses the Southern Distinct Fopulation Segment of Morth American Green
Sturgeon, Have there been sightings of green surgeon on any parts of the San Joaguin River? 1f so, which
parts? Are green sturgeon realistically expected to migrate upstream through the sandy portions of the river?

EC1-134

Page 2-78, Table 2-7 discusses Central Walley Steelhend, s there any evidence of steelbead as far
south on the San Joaquin Fiver o3 above the confluence with the Merced River? lem (b) states that the Hills
Ferry Barvier will be operated to exclude steelhead from the Restoration Aren, Given that the Hills Ferry
Barrier has been unable to exclude salmon, how can it be opesated to exclude steelhead? What changes i
structure or operstion will be necessary o ensure that stezlhead will mot migrate upstream? If steelhead
O E T migrate upstream, how will they be managed? Will KMFS sdopt a 40d) role to address steelhond?

Ttz (i) states that the San Joaquin River channel will be desipned to decrease or eliminate predator
holding habitat in coordination with NMFS. This is an extremely important component, Steelhcad will be
subject to similar predation problems as salmon, (Given that filling in the gravel pits is a Phase 2 project, and
that there are insutficient funds to even complete Phase | projecis, will remediation of the gravel pits be
maved up in priority? This would be a valuable, “no-regrots™ type of action. 1t would benefit salmonids in
the entire San Joaquin River, as it would decrease the bass population. Further, it is a comparatively low
“woost measure as compared to the other Phase | measures,
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1f steellead will ke migrating upstream of the Hills Ferry Barrier, they, too, must be covered by a
4(d) rule. While steelbead have not been addressed in the Scttlement, any restoration actions that bring this
threatened species into the Restoration Area must be the subject of & 4(d) rule.

Page 277, Table 2-7 discusses Speramento Valley winter-run Chinook salmon, [ there any
evidence that Sscramento Valley winter-run Clisook salinvoi occiir on the San Josquin River? What
recordation of occurrences are there? Is there any reason to believe that fhese are not simply strays, rather
than an effort to veestablish a winler-mon populatien? I winter-rui were o recstablish on the upper
San JToagquin within the Restoration Area, what impacts would this bave on the Restoration Program?

Page 2-77. Table 2-7 discusses Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon. The Tiraft PEIS/R fails
to discuss the various environmental issucs that may be associated with reintroduction of spring-run salmaon.
According to Table 2-7, spring-mun salmon are analyzed at bath a project and program level. Yet, the main
fisheries chapter of the Draft PEIS/R, chapter 5, fails to discuss spring-run salmon.

Page 2-80. Line 9, Section 2.5.1 describes alternative A2 which includes expamding Reach 481 fo
A4, 500 cfs g Delta recapture. The paragraph commencing st line 9 should also mention that Reach dB1 will
ot be expanded until Reclamation submils o report to Congress and Congress approprimtes the funds to
expand Reach 4B1.

Page 2-80. Line 23, The draft states that until madifications are completed to convey at least
4,500 cfs m Reach 4B 1, the bulk of the Interim and Restoration Flows would be routed through the Eastside
Bypass. Itcould take vears before funds ave available to accomplish Phase 2 or later actions, 1f the Eastside
Bypass is heing used for several years fo convey high flows, what justification will there be to reconstruct
Reach 4B1 for this increased capacity? There is no obvieus benefit to the fishery and an exceptionally large
cost for restoration.

Page 2-82. Line 1. The draft states that (e extent of potential lood plain habitet through Reach 4B1
Tias not been identified. Yet, it speculates that flood plains in Reach 4B1 could provide significant benefits
for salimon and other native fish. No benefits ave identified. What benefits would result? Given that the
water in Beach 481 will be foo warm for salmon to inhabit during the spring, summes and early fall, why is
this Reach appropriate to create holding hobital? Should not this reach, if wsed st all, be constructed so as to
encourage salmon io move as quickly as possible upstream and downsiresm? If flood plains ave created, it
will cause salmon 1o linger. They will pensh due to predation and poor water quality conditions.

The comments offered to Alternatives Al and A2 are applicable to Alternatives B1, B2, Cl and C2.

Page 2-90. Line 21. Section 2,10 addresses aliernatives considered and eliminated from ferther
consideration, At line 31, the dralt discusses the potentinl release of Restorntion Flows of a different timing
aibe] tnagniwde than thase presented in Bxhibit B of the Settlement, The drafl improperly dismisses
implementing alternatives to the Exhitit B flow schedule because it “would be inconsistent with the
Settlement. This action was oot fetained because it would prevent achieving the STRRD purpose.” Tl
statement is confusing, Were allemative Mows nod considered becowse they would be inconsistent with the
Settlement, or were altemative Nows tot considered because it would provent schieving the purpose af the

| SIRRP, which is to (1) restore spring- snd fall-run Chingok salmon to the upper San Jougquin River and
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M (2) recapture as much of the flows dedicated for Restoration purposes for the benefit of the Friant
Contractors, The Settlement was mersly o means to achieving this end. It was not necessarily the only way
that reintroduction could occur. Reclamation must conduct full NEPA review, including consideration of all
plternutives. The Settlement is but one alternative, Flow recommendations by Dr. Moyle and by Dr. Hanson
should be considered. Further, given that the Phase | projects cannot be fiunded at this time, Reclamation
must consider as an alternative the maintenance of flows at non-damaping levels and whether a salmon
fishery could be restored on the basis of those lower flows,

ECL-141
cont'd

Page 281, Line I. The draft dismisses the utilization of the Chowchilla Bypass to route Interim
and/or Restoration Flows, The draft argues this action was not retained because it would prevent achioving
the SIRREP purpose and need, consistent wiih the Seitlement. Again, the dismissal of this alternative raises a
question of confision between the achievement of the SIRRP purpose, ie., salmon restoration, and the
EEL-142| Qottlement. As stated above, the Settlement is but one aliemative for achieving salmon restoration, It may
be that using the Chowchilla Bypass, Mariposa By pass andior Eastside Bypass is the best and least
environmentally damaging alternative to achieving salmon restoration. While the salmon may not use the
entire length of the “main stem™ of the San Joaguin River, this may be the most practical way to achicve a
self-susiaining population of salmonids.

Page 2-92. Section 2-11 discusses Settlement implementation. The discussion fails to cite the Act

EC1-142
and the applicable provisions thereof,

Pages 2-02 - 2.03, Table 1-8 discusses site specific environmental documentation for Sattlement
actions that ave completed or are in progress, Reclamation is in the midst of assessing miligation measires
for seepage impacts, While NEPA/CEQA documentation is not yet completed, Reclamation should have
started the scoping process for the develapment of interceptor lines and other mitigation measures.

EC1-144

Page 2-%4. Linc 11. The two paragraphs commencing at line 11 and finishing at line 26 identify
actions o be taken before the release of Interim and Restoration Flows, Pursuant to the Act, mitigation
measures were to be in place prior to the release of Interim or Restoration Flows, Reclamation failed to
mstell physical mitigation measures, mstead relying upon its ability to adjust flows to avold damage. These
two paragraphs should be amended to make it clear that mitigation measures will be put in place proor to the
release of any further flows, whether Interim or Restoration Flows.

EC1-145

Page 294, Line 35, Section 2.11.1 describes strategies for implementation. Chse sirategy is (o grougp
site-specific projects. This makes sense, However, when projects are grouped, they also reguire a larger
critical mass of funding. Given the funding constraints, Reclamation should fivst identify “ne regrets”
prajects that will nod involve stranded costs i the event that the program cammot be completed, Chapter & of
these comments identifies some “no regrels™ projects that the Exchange Coniractors recommend be
developed first, Phasing of the program has always been important, It is unrealistic to think the entire
progrram may be completed at once. This acknowledgement of grouping projects i3 consistent with the
phasing concept, Reclamation should identify exactly which projects will be grouped and the order in which
they will be constrcted,

EC1-148

Page 2-93. Line 1. The draft notes that the release of Interim and Restoration Flows would occur
ECL-147) iver time as constrained by channel capacity, among other factors, This section then goss on to explain that

W
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Muntil channel capacity limitations are addressed, the SJRREP would implement additional actions {such as
Paragraph 118 and Paragraph [2 actions) amwd/or increaze Interim and Restoration Flows up to the amounts
specified in the Setilement. No mention is made of the need to develop the Phase | projecis, Le.
Paragraph 1 LA projects, in a consistent manner a3 that described for the Paragraph 118 and Paragraph 12
actions. The Phase | aciions cannot be developed until there is adequate funding wid flows cannot be
increased until mitigation measures are in place.

Page 2-95. Line 13, The draft notes that the SIRRP s being implemented concurrently with other
progrims that other agencies ore considering to modify the San Jowgquin River, The draft nedes thst DWER
has identified deficiencies in flood convevance capacity at several locations in the Restoration Area that were
not identified for channel improvements m the Settlement. The draft then goes on to state “channel
improvements to address these deficiencies in flood protection have not vet been identified and evaluated,
and are not meluded in the Settlement {and therefore are not part of the action alternatives).”" Failure to
include all necessary mitigation measures, including deficiencies in flood conveyance capacity, vielates the
Act. While flood flows may exceed Restoration Flow levels, m general, Restoration Flows at 4,500 ¢f% are a
rate equivalent to that expericnced with flood flows. If the deficiencics in conveyance capacity are such that
these Restoration Flows will cause damage, they muost be mitigated prior to the release of flows at that level.
Reclamation cannot avoid the responsibility to mitigate for these impacts just hecanse D'WR s moving more
slowly. Further, simply because the Settlement did not anficipate these problems is not an excose for
overlooking or ignoving them., Any deficiencies identificd through the WEPA process must be addressed and
mitigated by the Secretary. (See Act, Secfion 10004(d).)

Puge 2-96, Line 1. The drafl discusses flood management and coordmation with the LSILI, The
dralt notes that o chongse in operstions at Friant Dam may impact the guidelines for speration of food
imandagement and water diversion facilities, incleding guidelines for splittmg Interim and Restoration Flows
at bifurcation struetures, Further, & revised plan of flood control may be required that incorporates these
guddelities and changes m eperation. Yet, the deaft does not disciess how any of these changes ave belig
considered or the implications thereof, Certainly, Reclomation and DWR, its partner in the development of
the Draft PEIS/R, have ample experience m flood control matters to be able to identify the mnge of
alternatives that would be necessary to safely convey flood waters and Restoration Flows throughout the
Restoration Area, inchuding the bypasses. Deferring this analysis to another day is inconsistent with the
reguirements under NEPA to tnke o “hord look™ at environmentel impacts.

Page 2-9%, Lines 8 - 1. The financial assistance agreement must be developed for “long-term™
asgistance and recognize that the LEILD's ability to maintain the flood system divectly impacts its abality fo
altain a positive rating from DWR and obladn insurance,

Chapter 5. Biological Resources — Fisheries
Owerarching Fi Discussion

This discussion summarizes the major issues of concem associated with the fisheries review of the
San Joaquin River Restoration Progeam Draft PEISTR.Y The first section of the discussion describes the

¥'™ This discisssion wes prepated by hiologists with the fim of CHIMHILL.
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Avneed to maximize the potential suceess of the restoration peogram by ensuring that all the Phase 1 projects

stipulated in the settlement are fully constructed and operational prior to Chinook salmon being introduced
into the San Joagquin River (SIR). The constrction of these projects in full measure as stipulated in the
seitlement is necessaty to meet the essential life-cyele environmental and habitat requirements of Chinook
zalmon, The second section presents a number of over-arching fisheries related issues and concerns
assnciated with the formulation of the Draft PEIS/E.

I Phase 1 Projects Should be Completed Prior 1o Re-introduction of Salmoea

A suecessful restoration program can only be achieved if all of the priority habitat projects, and
structural improvement work outlined &s Phase | projects, are completed and fully operational prior to the
introduction of salmon. Tmplementation of Phase 1 projocts is required to improve conditions within the SIR
to support the life-cyele needs of Chinook salmon, as shown in Table 1.

To our knowledge a detailed bielogical feasibility assessment of the program has never been
cotducted, Many concerns, uncertainties, amwd limiting factors have been identified and discussed in various
program doguments (Fisheries Management Plan, Reintroduction Strategies, Conceptual Models of Stressors
and Limiting Factors) and expert testimony (Moyle 2005), hut no firm conclisions have heen offiened
regarding the overall probability of success of the Restoration Program. The Program’s Fisheries
Management Plan (2009) notes the following limiting factors need to be addressed to achieve restoration
SUCORSS:

Inadegpuate Streamilow
Entrainment

Excessive Straying

Impaired Fish Pazssage
Unsuitable Water Temperatures
Reduced genatic Viability
Dregraded Wator Quality
Excessive harvest

Excessive Redd Superimposition
Exeessive Hybridization
Limited Holding Poal Habitat
Limited Gravel Availability
Excessive Sedimentation
InsufMicient Floodplain and Riparan Habitat
Limited Food Availability
Excessive predation

While the program intends to address all of these conditions to the extent practical and feasible, there
15 no guarantee that all these issues will be vectified successfully to allow a sustainable population of spring
Chinook salmen to become resstablished in the SJR. There remains considerable uncertainty as to whether
one of the most depraded stream coosystems in the range of Chinook salmon can be restored to again support

- & sustainable salmon run. The life cycle of spring Chinook selmen is very complex, and their survival and
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A persistence in a watershed is dependent on favorable conditions associated with each of their life cycle needs.
Being at the very southern end of the species range makes it even more critical that conditions to meet all of
their life cycle requirements be favorable in most vears.

The following section provides a discussion of the major uncertainties we believe are inherent to the
reintroduction prograom and need forther attention before the Progeam can procesd. These concems are in
addition to those already identified and discessed in the Fisheres Management Plan. Cumulatively, these
concerns highlight the fact thet the success of the Restoration Progrom will depend on adequately addressing
il of the biological bottlenscks, limitations, and constraints facing fish survival, The most serious and
obvious of these problems are sddressed by the completion of the Phase 1 Projects, Therefore, it is essential
2ont'd | by salmon not be intreduced into the SIE until ot least the Phase | improvement projects have been
completed.

EC1-151a

These topica of concern include the following issues:

Addult migration and passage
Spawning and incubation
Downstream migration amd rearing
Genetics of donor stocks, and
Predation

i, Adlt wrigration and passage

Suecessful adult migeation to spawning arcas is a critical requirement for a salmon population 1o
persist. For spring Chinook especially, the migration window 15 namrow ss defined by water temparature.
Artificial delays at in-river struetures or encounters with false or blind pathways can seriously affect
miigration suceess and ultimately spawning success. The Restoration Program has identified most of these
potential barriers and false pathways and plans to construct fishways of exclusion facilities to allow free
passage. While state-of-art (i.e. criterin) fishways (ladders) are usually quite effective, dealing with
exclusion devises is often problematic. To keep adult salmon out of the bypass system, for example, will
require an exclusion bar rack with 1-inch open spacing. These devices are very prone to debris accumulation
during high flors, which will typically oceur during the pesle of the spring Chinook migration.

EC1-151k . .
Table 1, Phase | Projects and Expected Benefits to Fisheries
Phisel  Projict Fregosit Ritorstion Actioss Primary Benafils 1o Fshanies
1 Mdendota Fool Bypess (bod, 50 Comiruct Eypass channe! Fidh pamage
i}
Combruct upsiream bifurcailon truciurs Corwwyance af restnrtion fows
Inszall ish seraens and passage clities Cowar and sharing (wiEr lompersbire)
Croabe ripariss ha bitat Food retouroor
Howtik] praclitios ot MinSata Pod
F Feach 2B erdargement [for Coasirect levee and channg im prowemenis Flsh pauzsage
2,500 cfs)
Rshors rigarian habitat Conseyarnce of resioratinn Tows
Recanstruct San Matea Road crossing Haksitat far upmigrating sdults ard cutmigrating
W
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An adult migration problem that has not been adequately addressed in the program documents nor
even mentioned in the Drafit PEIS/R, is the situation at Mendota Dam when Eings River flood flows are
routed to the Mendota Pool in wet vears, Kings River flood flows have been ronted to the Mendaota Pool in
23 of the last 53 years of operation (USEPA 2007). These flows ocour in the spring when adult Chinook are
migrating, Springtime flows from the Kings River in wet years (approximately 1 in 4 years) range from
approximately 1,000 cfs fo S000 cfs (UUSGS Gage No. 11253500 at Fresno Slough/James Bypass). At these
higher flows Mendoeda Dam is not a barrier to upsiream migrating Chinook salmon. In these wet years many,
if not most, of the adult salmon go up Fresno Slough to the Kings River. Theve they are blocked and not able
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Mo get back over to the SJB us flows recede, Fish stranded in Fresno Slough or Mendota Pool are tepped and
will likely perish due to warm water, entrainment, or predation.

These situations when Kings River water is routed to Mendota Poal typically ccour at the peak of the
spring Chinook run. It is doubtful that the restoration program would be successful if a large percentage of
the adult ranwm is lost every 3 or 4 years, especially given all the other challenges facing the fish, A
suggested solution to this problem might he fo construct an angled bar mck (picket barrier) with -inch
spacing (per standard criteria) in the river halow Mendota Darn to direct fish to a ladder leading to the
Mlendota bypass (Donahue 2005). However, such a structure is not currently identified in the Program and
cont'd | oy notbe technically feasible in a low-gradient sandbed environment with a high debris load during these
high flow flood conditions,

A additional concern is the proposal, described on page 2-47 of the Draft PEIS/R, to rely on trap-
and-haul operations to sustain Chinook salmon o ihe Restoration Arca if all the Phase 1 facilitics (e.g.,
fishways and screens) ame not completed in time o reintroduee fish, The notion of effectively collecting and
trapping adult fish given all of the multiple passape routes, false passage ways, and dead end situations i
unrealistic. The use of trap-and-haul for adults should not be contemplated for the Program under any
conditions or iming, Clearly, all the adult fish passage facilities should be constructed prior to the
introsduction of fish,

b, Spavwning and incybation

EC1-151b

Spawning amd egg incubation suceess for spring Chinook anz very temperature sensitive (Moyle
2005}, Because spring Chinook typically spawn in Septernber and October, temperatures below Friant Dam
may not be zuitable in warm years, thus leading to pre-spavming martality of the adults or high mortality of
the deposited eggs. This problem has been identified as one of the potential limiting factors for successfial
reintroduction of spring Chinoek to the SIR (Fish Managament Plan: A framework for Adaptive
Masagement in the STR Restoration Preogram 20097,

Chinook spawn in numerous sireams in Califormia where the upstream migration is blocked by a
dom. These streams include the lower San Josgquin Kiver tributaries (Stanislens, Merced, and Tuolomne) and
fhe Klamath., A common obscrvation in these cases is that mest spawning activity occurs within a few miles
of the barrier dam even though considerable spawning area s avmlable downstresm. This bebavior was also
observed for Chinook below Friant dam in the few years after the dam was completed (Moyle 2005},
Extrapolating this common behavior (o the San Joaguin spring Chinook restoration program suggests that
spiwning would be expected to actually ocour only in the upperimost section of the 38-mile Reach 1, We
have seen no discussion of this circumstance in the Draft PEIS/R or supporting documents, The telling fact
here 15 that while most of Reach | may appear to provide suitable spawning habitot, the fish iy oaly uiilize
a small portion of the reach. This may not affect the ability to estoblish o sustainable mm, but would likely
mein that the production goal (numbers of fish) described in the program documents 15 unrealistic,

The Reintroduction Strategios Report, Page 10 (SJREP 2011), cites 40 percent as the estimated
survival vate from deposited egg o emergent fry. Yet on page 60 of the 10(a)1({A) Enbancement Fermit
Application (USFWS 2010) it is cited that “survival rates under natural conditions usually do not exceed 40
percent.” 5o the averape expected survival rate would have to be something less than 40 percent. There is
little discussion to support this estimate except to note that it was ebtained from studies done on the
Tuolumne River under suitable water temperature conditions for both spawning and incubation. There is no

EC1-1Ele
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ndiﬁnussinn of how conditions might differ in the expected spawning area of the SIR. However, a brief
review of existing maximum daily water temperatures recorded 1.5 miles below Friant Dam revenl thet
temperatures ave often suboptimal and sometimes critical for both Chinook spawning and incubetion life
EC1-1510) sages (Stillwater Sciences 2003). Implementation of the Restoration Flow Schedule may improve

cont'd | conditions somewhat, ut still would leave frequent periods of suboptimal conditions.  Therefore, we
conclude that the 40 percent egg-to-fry survival rate cited in the Permit Application and the Reintroduction
Strategies Repot is likely an overestimate for application to the STR. Furthermeore, this estimate does not
include any consideration of the anticipated warmer conditions associated with future climate change, which
woitld make temperatire conditions even less favorable,

[ Devensiream migrotion and rearing

There scems o be an assumption for the Program that most of the spring run Chinook fry produced in
the Reach | spawning arca will remain in Reach 1 where they would rear through the swmimer and leave as
yearlings later in the fall , winter, ar possible the next spring (Moyle 2005}, We have found litle support for
this assumption based on studies of Central Valley spring run Chinook. Rather, the literature is mixed
regarding the rearing time and emigration dates for Central Valley spring run Chinook. Much of the
observed differences in emigration behavior may be due to river or stock related (ie. genetic) differences.
For example numerons years of study on Butte Creek indicate the vast majority of the fry quickly leave the
spawning reach and then follow a profracted dispersal or passive rearing/migration in the lower sections off
the stream until they reach a size of 75-100mm hefore smolting and leaving the system as subyearlings in
March —May (McReynolds et al, 2007), This migration pattern is similar to that which is typical to fall
Chinook salinon. Studies on Deer and Mill Cresk (tributaries to the Feather River), on the ather hand, found
that more than half of the juveniles outmigrated as yearlings (reared through the summer) {Harvey-Arrisen
2003), Smdies have consistently demonstrated that final movement will respond to environmental clues such
as photoperiod, flow, amd water temperature (Healy 1991).

The fimate outmigration behavior of the spring run Chinook that are ultimately introduced to the SIR
(from Sacramento River sources) will strongly influence whether the reinteoduction program will be
sugcessful or not, [F most of the juveniles remain in Reach | throwgh the surmmer as Moyle suggests, they
wonld avedd the lethel temperatures and stranding that will secur in downstream reaches. OF course, under
that assumption the available rearing ares in Reach 1 will become the popalation limiting constraint,
Rearing in the lower reaches will be limited to the relatively brief time that vearling smolts cutmigrate to the
Delta,

If jweeniles move out of Reach 1 as fry, ws studies on Butte Creek and (o a large extent on Mill ansd
Deer Creek would suggest, they would have one of bvo fates, Fiest, the fry could grow fast encugh in late
winter and carly spring in the lower reaches to become smolts and leave for the Delta before water
temperature bocome too lethal. This would be the most faverable scenario, Second, the fry that take up
residence i the lower reaches may not reach smolt size prior to summer or they may be genetically
programmed o remain in the river until the fall (as in 3ill and Deser Creek stocks) thereby left fo encounter
lethal conditions in the summer, Therefore, there s considerable uncerialnly as (o how the fry and pre-
smalts will behave in the 5IR, with some of the possibilities presenting significont challenges to the
Vrcstuﬂrau'-:ln program.

BC1-151d
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A The uncertainty about fry dispersal and smolt migration &5 especially of concern given the proposal,
described on page 2-47 of the Draft PEIS/R, to rely on trap-and-hsul operations to sustain Chingok salmon
the Restoration Arca if protective features (c,g. fishways and screens) are not completed in time to
reintroduce fish. The notion of effectively collecting fiv and smolts without having adequate feilities in
place to do so s simply unrealistie, The use of any passive or active methods to collect juvenile Chinook
should not be conternplated for the program under any conditions, Effective and safe collzction of juveniles
could only ke accomplished with a criteria screen and collection facility {including e support and flow-
control dam) capable of handling the entire river flow. Mo such facility is contemplated. Therefore, all of
the Phase | flow routing and screcning facilitics must be completed and operational prior to the introduetion
Ec1-1514 | of fish,

cont 'd The Program (see Reintroduction Strategies Report, pages 10-11) anticipates that the in-river survival
of juvenile salmon (fiy-te-migratory-smolt) will be 3-5 percent based on siadies conducted on fall Chineok
im the Stanislaus River. It is difficult to pssess this rate because the definition of what is a migratory smolt
versns a dispersing parr is necessarily vagee, Nevertheless, the rate seems fo be supported with good
references. The applicability to the San Joaquin River, however, is questionable given that migratory
conditions in the San Joaquin are likely much worse than those in the Stanislaus River from which the rate
eatimate was decived. Although theve are plans to study and address many of the rearing and migratory
problems {e.g. predation) in the lower SJR, there certainly will be realistic limits of what can be done in such
an altered environment, The likelihood of extremely high predation rates foom the known populations of
nonnative fish species (eg stripped, largemonth, and smallmouth bass) oceurring in the lower STR is
especially of concemn, a& discussed below, Effectively contralling populations of such predatory fish has
always been a challenge 1o fish managers.

. Gematics of Dorar Sfocks

Donor stocl from which the experimental SEC salmaon for the SIR will be eventually sourced will
come from other drainage systems including Feather River, Butle Creek and Deer/Mill Creek (preferrad
altermative chosen by the Genetics Subcommities of the STREP), Out of these, the Feather River spring-run
appears fo be significanily hybridized with fall-run Chinook (FRC), as evidenced by the high level of
introgresston with FRC genes, od acknowledped in the Hatchery and Genetic Management Plan (Decomber
20007 (HGMP). [ is also unclear whether the practices recenily adopted by the Feather River Hatchery
(FRIL) to resduce hybridization between spring- and fall-run Chinook salmon are having any measurable
beivefits, Recent genetic anilyses (Gorza ot al. 2008) sugpest that Feather River SEC are heavily introgressed
wilh FRC genes and essentially are not genotypically distinguishable as spring-run fish in the way that Butie
arsd Mill/Deer Creek salmon are,

FPurthermaore, the Feather River spring-run stock consists of both hatchery-spavwned and nabwrally-
sparemed salmon. In contrast, the Butte Creck and Deer/Mill Creek populations show little evidence of
mtrogression and epparently no hatchery mfluence as noted in the HGMP on pages 37 and 40,

EC1-15le

As noted in the Stock Selection Strategy document (November 2010, page 7-1, the genetic risks
posed by the Feather River fish due to hatchery fish influence and hybridization of FRC with SRC, prompted
the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) of the San Joaguin River Restoration Program (SJERF) to
recommend against the use of the Feather River Hatchery stock or any other hatchery origin stock for use in
IJ11:i.1'|tn:|-|:1'uu:.l:iu;u:l (Meade 2007). However, the STRRP still included the Feather River stock in the preferred
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Jm::nﬁ:t;matiwz {alemg with Butte and MillDeer creek stecks), The maticnale that the Genetics Subgroup
provided for using Feather River BRC salmon as part of the donor stock includes the fact that this stock

. appears to reladn remaants of the phenotype and ancestry of the Feather River sprng-ran, and that thiough
EC1-1518 | whrefiy] management of the broodstock, it may be possible to preserve some component of the ancestral
cont'd Ceiteal Walley spring-rum genomic variation. However, the Geneties Subcommities acknowledpes in e
HGMP, pages 84-83 that there 15 no reasonable way to predict the oalcome in tenms of genetic variation and
diversity.

e Predation

The SIRRP will provide perennial flows and improved in-channe] conditions that will benefit
salmaon, but also will benefit ather fish species including nomnative predators of salmon and other native
species. Renefiting e establishment of nonnative salmon predators, which currently already dominate the
fish community in the 3JR (CDFG 2007), would be in direct conflict with the primary goal of establishing
self-sustaining populations of salmon and other native fishes in the SIR. These nonnative game fish
predators are widely tolerant of a range of environmental conditions {Moyle 2002} and, in contrast to native
} | fish, will likely dispropertionately benefit from implementation of many of the proposed restoration actions.
ECL-151L | The PEIS suggests that specifically trgeted and comprehensive eonservation measures will be undertalen to
ensure that salmon and ofher native species have a fair chance of withstanding increased predation pressures
in the Biver, But these Conservation Strategies (as proposed in Chapter 2 of the PEIS/R) are simply general
statements that do little 1o convinee the reader that the very significant threat of predation, and the challenges
it poses T the suecess af the SIREP, can be or will be successfully managed, Elsewhere in the Sacramento
River basin predation has been established as a key factor preventing the recovery of salmon in recant
decades despite expenditires of more than 1 billiod for linplementing habitot restoration, increased flows,
harvest restrictions and other large-scale meoswres {Vogel 20117,

[t 15 also important to wote that predation mothe restoration area will be additive to the predation
already known to be significant in the lower SJR below the Merced River and in the Delia. This adds even
more uneerininty (o the probability of success of the Program.

2. ing Fisheries. I nd Conce
. Comprehensive Feasibility Siudy is Lacking

The SJTREF has forged ahcad with the development of the PEISR without first conducting a
comprehensive evaluation of the hiological feasibility of this program as set forth in the original terms of the
EC1-1519 | settlement, The very Tact that Chinosok salmon were excluded from the evaluation of impacts of the
restoration alternatives in the PEIS/R (between Friant Dam and the confluence with the Mesced River)
highlights an implicit assumption that the Restoration Program s feasible without the benefit of a
comprehensive feasibility study. We recommend that & biological feasibility study be condueted to fully
assess the Restoration Program and set a roadmap for its implementation, in light of the current funding and
seheduling constraints,

The Restoration Goal established in the Settlement iz, “Ti restore and wmadnsain fish populations i “good
endition™ In the i stem of the San Joaguls River hedow Friam Daw o the conffvence of the Merced
‘ﬁi\-'e'r. fncinding naturally repraducing ond sell-sustalning populavions of salwon and ather fish.” To
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Aoachieve this Restoration Goal, the Settlement calls for the release of Interim and Restoration flows from
Friant Dam, varous channel and strectural improvements along the STE below Friant Dam and the
confluence with the Merced River, and reintroduction of Chinook salmon, The chanme] aoed structural
improvements are stipulated in the Settlement, paragraphs 11 and 12, as Phase | and Phase 2 Improvements,
and additional channel'structural improvements that upon implementation, may fcther improve the chances
of achieving the Restoration Goal by improving the environmental and habital conditions in the SJR for
Chinook salmon and other native fish species. According to the draft PEISR, these “Restoration Actions®,
once implemented, would:

+ Facilitate the passage of adulis and juvenile fish in the SJR via in-channel improvemenis and removal
or structural modifications of migration barrers and impediments

*  Reduce or prevent fish straying and entrainment mortality by screening the numerous unscrecned
water diversions that exist along the IR

EC1-151g + Facilitate suitable seasonal water temperatures and water quality through in-channel improvements to

cont 'd secomimodate suitable m-chanel Nows and via shadiig by mpatisn vegetation

+ Improve habitat for native fish by enhancing spawning and rearing habitat, implementing in-channel
habitat improvements, and medifying or ercating floodplain and side-channel habitats

+  Reduee the potential for predation of juvenile salmonids by non-native fish species by
isalatingTilling n gravel pits in Reach 1, bypassing potential predation hotspots such as Mendots
Pool, and creating floodplain habitat and other in-channel habitat features that act as predation
refuges

While the improvements identified in the Settlement will help address many of the limiting factors
that contributed to the extirpation of Chinook salmon from the restoration ares, considerable uncertainties
and concerns remain about the ability of the Restoration Program o achieve the Restoration Goal, as
discussed previously m this memo. A comprehensive biologieal feazsibility study of the Restoration Program
wiotild have helped address many of those concerns, but was not conducted. These unceriainties and
concemns about the Restoration Program are now further compounded by the fuet that funding for the
program may be insufficient and protracted; yet the Program has little chance of success unless all Phase 1
projects, at a minimum, are completed before fish are introduced into the dver, There is thus even more of 3
need now to conduct o comprehensive biological feasibility study thet tekes into consideration the realities in
program fundimg and schedule and evaluates the Restoration Actions under 1 modified tmeline for
intreducing Chinook salmon to the system.

b, Bias in Evalwation of Tmpacis

There 15 an overall bias in the PELS/E towards minimizing negative impacts and embellishing
positive impacts {benefiis) associpted with implementation of restoration action aliematives, while playing
up the negative mmpacts under the No-Action Alternative. This iz often done in the PEIS/R without
providing a safficient basis or appropriate supporting evidence for speeific impact evaluations, as pointed out
|, on severnl oceasions in the detailed Draft PEIS/R fisheries comments.

BECl=152
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M Tin some cases, a closer look at the studies that were cited to support a particular impact evaloation in
ihe PEIS/R revealed that thess studies did ned always sceurately reflect or support the conclasions cifed in
the PEIS/R. For example, one potential impact would be the hvbridization of hatchery-supplemented
rainbow iroul in Reach 1 with Ceniral Valley Steelbead {CVS) that exist in the lower reaches of the SR
(Bselow its confluence with the Merced River) and its major tnbutaries, lmplementation of the restoration
EC1-152 [altematives would provide these hatehery trout access to the lower reaches of the SIR where they could
cont 'd | potentially breed with CVS. The PEIS/E, however, downplays this potential impact from hybridization by
citiing Zimmerman of al. (2009, mistakenly cibed as Zimmerinad et al, 2008 m the PEISR) iadicating that
substantial hybridization of these fish hos already occurmed in the lower tributories, so it will not mattar if it
OECUES &% an tipact fredn implementation of the restoration actions, However, a closer evaluation of the
Limmerman ot al. (20097 article indicates that these authors concluded that the intempretation of theit resulis
was limited by small sample sizes and that additional studies were need to conclusively defermine if
Tybridization has oceurred berween resident roinbow trout and CWS in these tributaries, So tivwe fact remaing
ot livbridization between holchery supplemented rainbow frout and Centeal Valley steelhesd could
potentially ocour snd could be o significant impact from implementation of restoration actions, unless the
PEISE con offer conclusive evidence (other thun Zimmerman ef al. 20097 otheraise,

In ather cases, citations of studies were simply not used cormectly o suppont specific impact
cvaluations {specific detailed comments on this can also be found in the STRRP PEIS/R Dreaft Fisheries
Comments), One example of this is noted in the citation of a study by Moore and Waring {1996) on the
effects of diazinon (a pesticide) on Atlantic zalmon par to support an evaluation of petentially significant
sub-lethal impacts on species such as Sactamento splititail, black bass and striped bass under the No-Action
Alternative, There are two inherent problemms with this:

1. Atlantic salmon 15 used as a surrogate for another sensitive species that exizt in the lower B,
Hewwewver, there is an increasing bady of evidence that has demenstrated the limited effectiveness of
using surragntes as monagement tools and by inference, os tools in impact evaluations, unless it is
first established that the target species and surrogate species will respond similacly to o given set of
environmental conditions (Caro and O Doherty 1999, Caro et al, 2005, Murphy et ol 2001), While
conservation biologists are developing processes and means (o velidate the use of surrogate species
(Caro et al. 2005, Wenger 2008), there was no evidence or justification provided for i5 use in the
PEIR'S.

EC1-153

2. A species such as Atlantic zalmon s likely relatively more sensitive to environmental
depredation than species such as Spernmento splittitail, black bass and striped bass (Brown 20000,

Other examples of incorrectly used citations under the No-Action Altemative are those of stdics by
Mewcombe and Jensen {1 9946) and Bash et al. (2001 on salmonids to support an evaluation of potentiolly
EC1- 164 |significant impacts of sediment discharge and tarbidity on target species such as Sacramento splitttail, black
bass and striped bass. This underscores a commaon theme within the PEIS/R to play up the negative impacts
under the Mo- Action Altemative,

BCL- :hh‘w" . Cher-Nelfiance on a Poorly Defined Conservaiion Strategy
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i Many of the *less than significant™ or “beneficial™ impact conclusions in the Draft PEIS/R arc
dependent o a Conservation Stratepy (Che 2 of the Draft PEIS/R) that is used as a catch-al] solution when
Restoration Action alternatives are found to have potential impaets, Examples of instances where this is
evident in Ch. 5 — Fisheries of the Draft PEIS/R include (detailed comments are in the comments to Ch, §
and the appendices to the Deaft PEIS/R):;

- Tmpact FSH-1 (Resioration Action Alternatives Al through C2): Changes in Water
Temperatures in the San Joaquin River Betwieen Friant Dam and the Merced River - Program level

evaluation.
L [mipact FSH-2 — Restoration Alternative Al through C2: Changes in Pollotant
Drizcharge in the San Joaquin River Between Friant Dam and the Merced River Program level
evalustion.
ECl-155 - Inpact FSH-3 — Restoration Alternative Al through C2: Changes in Sediment
cons'd Dischorge and Turbidity in the San Joaguin River Between Friont Dam and the Merced River —
Progrum level

. linipact FSH-5 - Restoration Allernative Al through C2: Displacement from Preferred
or Required Habitat, Injury, or Mortality in the San Joaquin River Between Friant Dam and the
Mereed River - Program level,

. Impact FSH-E - Restoration Altemative Al throogh C2: Changes in Predotion Levels
it the San Joagquin Fiver Between Friant Dain and the Merced River - Program level,

In each of the sbove assessments, implementation of the Conservation Strategy is invoked to find a
less than significant or beneficial impuct. The Conservation Strateny, however, 15 just a broadly applicable
and diffuse list of general conservation actions that only vaguely apply toa variety of impacts. For several
impnc,Ts that were mnsi:dcrnd, more than one conservation measure listed in the Conservation Strategy could
be expected to prevent or minimize adverse effects (e.g,, avoiding disturbance 1o ripavian vegetation to
maintain shading and using barriers to exclude migrating salmon from the constrection aren, could both be
measures implemented to minimize water temperature effects). Tt is thus left to one’s imagination o guess
which particular conservation actions will be specifically implemented 1o minimize & paricular adverse
impacts preventing a clear mderstanding of the proposed mitigation actions. Mareover, this approach does
not provide sufficient information at all to allow one to assess the relative effectivencss of these conservation
measures, once implemented.

The Conservation Strategy needs to be thoroughly evaluated and comprehensively developed, A
taigeted and expanded discussion of e specilic conservation measires that would be implemented Lo
mvinimize or prevent the potential adverse effects on special-status specics is nesded in the PEIS/R. 11 15 also
mot cleas whether some of these conservation fensiures wall teed o be implemeiited each year m perpetuity,
g1 -1 5¢| and if 5o, which ones in porticular, What assurances arg there that these conservotion measures are feasible
atnd will work? Wlhat assurance 18 there that funding for implementation of these messures s available and
will be available in the future when the Restoration Progrom itself s grossly underfunded? The PEIS/R
fieeds to carelully consider these dssues when developing o comprehensive Conservation Strutegy and 4 plan
for implementation of that strategy 1o ensure that the Restoration Program will not have adverse impacts on
the SIR resouress
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General Comments,

The greatest concemn of the Exchange Contractors with the Dirafi PEIS/R is that it assumes that the
Proposed Action will be sufficicntly and timely funded such that the Phase 1 stractural projects will be
completed and operational prior to the introduction of spring-run Chinook salmon. But we now know that
EC1-157 [there is a large disconnect between the schedule laid out in the Scitlement Agreement and the 2.5 year delay
in enaciment of the legislation, and the fact that the program is grossly underfunded. The Exchange
Comtractors believe that the focus of the program should be on how to achieve the highest level of success,
However, introducing Chincok salneon into a system with multiple sources of certain mortality would be a
guarantee for failure of the restoration program.

There mny bea logical sequence of completing the structral projects, but almeost all of them (e.g.
fishways and screens) must be completely constructed and operational belore any fish are ivtroduced, The
insufficiency and protraction of funding is o reality and cannot be ignoved when assessing the impacts of the
Prospoged Action, The Exchange Coditiuctors recommend that Reclamation consider aother altermative to
E1- 158 |the Proposed Action that meets the Program goals (but meot schedule) that reflects the funding and scheduale
reality,

The Exchange Contractors also recommend that Reclamation condict a feasibility study that nssesses
the Restoration Program and sets a moadmap for its implementation especially in light of the limited funding
g1 - 150 |ovailable and delay in enactment of the legislation, The fact that a biological feasibility study has not been
dene to date perhaps reflects the optimism in getting the Program fully funded. Now that it is certain that
funding will be insufficient and protracted, there is even more of a need to do a biological feasibility analvsis
fior some yet-to-be-defined new program alternative that reflects the reality in funding and schedule.

In reviewing the fishery ineasues and discussion of poteatial impacts, there seens to be an overall
bigs toward minimizing the negative impacts and embellishing the positive impacts, at least as they pertain to
the spring Chinook restoration goal. 1fa component of the Proposed Action resulis in an impact (&g,
increase predatory fish populations) that i tum adversely impacts the species for which the overall Proposed
B - 160 | Action is intended o benelil, these impacts should be eleardy idemtified as such. Plewse see the detailed
comments for Fisheries poges 544 (lines 5-37) anad 5-45 (lines 1-18); pages 5-70 (lines 3-9), 574 (lines 38«
407 and 5-76 (Hnes 5-7); pages 570 10 3-To; page 5-01; and pages 5-94 (lines 38-42) and 5-05 (lines 1-14),
which exemplify this approach undertaken i the PEISR (o minimize negative impacts and embellish
positive tmpacts without providing sufficient basis or eppropriate supporting evidence.

Many of the "less than significant™ or “beneficial™ impact conclygions are dependent on conservation
micasures, many of which will be need to be implemented each year n perpetuity. What assurances are there
that they will work? The “conservation strategies™ cited in the PEIS are too vagoe and general to be
meaningful (please sec detailed comments for Fisherics pages 5-44 (lines 5-37) and 5-45 (lines 1-18); pages

BE1-181 |5 90) {lines 3-9), 5-74 (lines 38-40) and 5-76 (lines 5-T); pages 5-70 to 5-76. Also, what assurance is there
that funding for these measures will mot be cut during the next budget cutting exercise? Again, the overall
impact conclusions for the Proposed Action are predicated on the assumption that the entire program will be
fully fonded each year,
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There is nothing in the PEIS/R that discusses how the program would be implemented in light of the
funding shortfall. W have heard talk of *“work arounds™ {i.c., trap and haul, also mentioned in Ch. 2 of the
PEIS/R) that might allow fish to be introdueed prior to completing all of the Phase 1 structural
improvements. [f such *“work arounds™ are envisioned by the program, they need to be clearly identified and
discussed m this context in some detail, and specitically with respect to any potentially adverse impacts on
the spring-run Chinook salmon and other special status species the program is attempting to restone.

The terms “effects”, “comsequences™, and “imgacts”™ are all vsed, Are these all the same? 17 50
perhaps use one for congistency. If not the same, explain the difference and how each is used

The restoration alternatives considered and described in Chapter 2 of the PEIS'R (Al, A2, B1, B2,
1, C2) focus only on two major aspects of the program — the volume of flows for Reach 48 and recapiure
Incations for restoration flows. Most of the Phiase | and Phase 2 restoration actions, as stipulated i the
Setilement, are grouped and considered under Common Restoration Actions {CILAs) that would require
“future, separate project-specific planning studies and NEPA and/or CEQA documentation analvzing the
effects of implementution.” {pages 2-38 and 2-39 of the PEIS/R). These CRAs include potentially high
privrity babitat improvement projects that need to be undertaken in Reach 1 to enhance the success of
achieving the Restorution Goal of establishing fish populations in “geod condition™ in the SIR, including
naturally-reproducing and self-sustaining populations of salmon and other fish, The isalation/filling of
gravel pits iz &an cxample of Reach | habitat improvement projects that are part of the restoration actions
(gravel pits) identified in Phase 2. The Exchange Contractors recommend that such improvements should be
implemented before introducing fish into the river because Reach | provides critical habitat for salmon; it
supports key components of the life cyele mcluding holding habitat, spawning, egg incubation, cmergence
and juvenile rearing. Thus, maintenance of environmental conditions and ather limiting factors within
ranges that support and promate salmaon survival, reproduction and growth is of uwtmost importance in Reach
1. The existing gravel pits in Reach 1 that are contignous with the maipstem San Joaquin River could
potentially have a variety of adverse effects on salmonid habitat quality and availability (Hanson 2005,
Harvey 2005, Hradilek 2005), These gravel pitz can interfere with geomaorphic processes by intercepling and
trapping sediment {Hanson 2003), thereby affecting spawning gravel recruitment and habitat conditions for
spawning and juvenile rearing (Harvey 20035, Hradilek 2005, Because of their large depths and sizes, gravel
pits will also have low water velocities and high water temperatures relative to conditions in the channel, and
could promete increased abundance of warm water predators (e.g., Targemouth bass) of juvenile salmeonids,
Juvenile salmon could also be trapped and become disoriented in these gravel pits, making them more
potentially susceptible to femperature, predation, and dizepse related mortality {(Hanzen 2005), Iselation and
filling of these gravel pits would represent a major, yet necessary restoration undertaking to ensure the
success of achieving the Restoration Goal,

el fic its,

Page 5-1. Line 17. The draft states it was developed in part through review of scientific literature
and existing data sources and identifics primary documents, The draft fails to identify the expert reports that
were submitted as part of the litigation in NROC v, Rodygers. These reports are highly pestinent to the
SIREP, a= they largely framed the fisheries and facilities issues. In addition, CHZMHIIl performed an
extensive studies in 2003, 2005 and 2007, These studies are being submitted with these comments, They
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EC1-16 ET too represents an additional comprehensive review of issues surounding development and implementation
cont'd of the SITRRP,

Poge 5-1. Line 20, Apparently, sdditional simulations are being prepared to determine the impacis
of the progrom eltemative under existing biclogieal opindons, The results of these simulations will not be
FCL-LES | yygilable until the fnel PEISE. Rechmation and DWE must provide an opportunity for e public ro
review and comment upon these simalations,  Hlow will this opportunity for additional review be
aceamphizhed T

Page 5-9. Line 12, The statement that the Chinook salmon run on the San Josguin Biver was one of
the largest on the Pacific Coast is not supported by the facts. The Lackey report in 2000 reported that the
Columbia River Basin supported a historical run of Between 11 and 15 million and California rivers
supparted & run of 3 to 6 million Chinook salmon.  Assuming the split in California involves the Klamath
anid Russian Fivers as well as some other smaller mns, 200,000 to 500,000 the San Joaguin stll only
represents & maimum of 109 of the overall capacity of California making it unlikely it was one of the
largest rans of any river in the US Pacific Coast area. Furthennore, given the hydrology of the San Joaquin,
the uns were “opportunistic™ with wet years the likely dominant source of the larger mns. Comparing those
conditions to the wetter hydrology of the runs in Oregon and Washington is very suspect from the standpoint
of overal] productivity and'or sustainability, In fact, according to Lackey, the California runs malce up less
than 2% of the total capacity of all the rups of the Pacific Rim.

EC1-167

Page 5-15. Line 1. Section 5.2.3 summanzes the current sgquatic habitet and disteibution of fizh in
the five repches in the Restomtion Aren and the Restoration Area bypasses, At line 5, the draft states thet “A
recent, comprebensive evaluation of pquatic habitat in the Restoration Area has not been peeformed;
information presented nthis section s compiled from existing information.” Thas is & somewhat remarkable
comenent. Feclamation has released Interim Flows for the past two years, One of the purposes for releasing
EC1-168 | the Interim Flows was to conduct an evaluation of the nguatic habitat, Further, DWER has sent watercraft
dewam the river to study the river itself. What have the agencizs been dodng over the past two vears of Inferim
Flowrs andd prior to that time such that they do mot have 8 comprehensive evaluation of pquatic habits? When
will this nformation become available? When will the public be afforded an opportunity to see the analysis
amd comment upon it? Proper characterization of the agquatic habitat 15 cssential to understanding the
feasibility, practicability and likelihood of success for the STREP.

Page 5-15, Line 31, This zection (following on page 5-16) discusses false migration pathways for
adult salrmon, Tncluded are the numerous filse bypass routes in the canal system and bypass systen. The
seriousness of these passage problems afe not discussed in this or a later section of the PEIS/R in terms of
their impact on the meeting of the Restoration Goal for spring-run Chinook, We consider this a major
Bol-1gg | oversight in the Draft PEIS/R. The unintended migration of adult fall-run Chinook into the Eastside Bypass
in the fall of 2000 and the harm that came o these fish atest 10 the serionsness of having adult salmon
attermptiig 1o migeate thiough the bypass,

In addition, the false migration that will scour i the Kings River (Fresno Slough) io high Mow vears
needs 1o be pdded to the list of problem areas. The issue of false passage into the Fresno Slough has been
R previcwsly brought to the attention of Reclumation sz documented in CH2M HILL (2003 and 2005) prepared
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fior the San Jopgquin River Besource Management Coalition and yet theve is no mention of it in the PEIS/R.
The problem will occur when surplus water from the Kings River is routed into Mendota pool. This has
oceurred in 23 of the 53 years of past operation (USEPA 2007). These flows almost always ocour in the
spring when adult SRC would be migrating, Springtime flows from the Kings River in wet years
{approximately 1 in 4 years) are approximately 1,000 cfs to 5000 cfs (USGS Gage Mo, 11253500 at Fresno
Slough/fames Bypass). At these higher flows, Mendota Dam iz not a barrier to upstream migrating Chinook
salmon and adult salmon would pass up into the Kings River/Fresno Slough, There, they would be blocked
and otherwise not able to get back over to the San Joaquin River, They may drop back down to Mendota
pool as flows recede but there they would be trapped and would perish, Losing many if not most of the adult
spring Chinook returns every 3 or 4 years is likely to have severe consequences to the Restoration Program’s
success, especially given ull the other challenges facing the fish, A picket barrier below Mendote Dam was
sugeested in 2005 (Donehue 2005) but is not now included in the Program, perbaps because such facilitics
are penerally considered non-feasible in a sandbed environment and under heavy debris load flood flow
slfuations,

Page 5-17. Lines 29, et seq. This section provides considerable information on the amount of
suppoaedly suitable spawning habitat available below Friant Dam, Although a judgment on suitability is mot
directly discussed, there is an inference that the quality is good, In Table 5-1, footnete 5 indicates that &
maximum pereent fines critecion of 4086 (ecular estimate) was used. However, spawiing substirates that
support good egg and alevin survival generally have less than 2004 fines (Kondol§ 20080, Bjornn and Reiser
19963, Also, an ocular estimate i8 tepically inaccurate becanse mast fimes are found below the surface and
are not visible,

Page. 5-19. Lines 17-18. The statement that “fear riffles were adjacent to snitable holding areas™
mises yet another concem about the ability of the program to successfully meet its goal of producing a
sustainahle population of spring Chinook, The availability of holding habitat near spawning sites, riffles, is
particularly important for spring Chinook because of their nead for extended holding through the summer.
They cannot hold in the lower river (below Reach 1) hecause of unsuitable water temperatures.

Pape. 5-22. Lines 7-8. These lines state that “[t]he unstable sand subsirates and extreme fow
variability, in Reach 2 and Reach 4 are not likely fo suppoert high mverlebrate densities.” Further discussion
is then needed to relate this conclusion to the fect that these reaches (and Beach 3) will be the prmary
rearing wreas for juvenile spring Chineok. Studies in the Saeramento system clearly demonsirate that most
(=%0% in the case of Butte Creek) spring-run Chinvok fiy muigrate downstrexm ot of the spawning reach
quickly after emergence from the gravel (Harvey 1995, McReynolds et al, 2007, German and MeReynolds
200R). In the San Joaquin River, most Chinook fry would be expected to leave Reach | i Janwary and
Febmary and seek rearing in Reaches 2-5. Yot these lower renches admittedly will have low densities of
macroinveriebrates, the primary food source for juvenile Chinook. Low fish growth would be expected to
exteid the tme at which the juveniles reach smaoll size (=80 mm [SIERP Fisheres Management Plan 20097},
possibly delaying these fish in the river ond inerepsing the likelihood of exposure to lethal water
temperaices beginning in late spring of early summer, Further, food-limited and growth-constradned
Juvenile fish are more likely 1o be susceptible to predation and disease-related mortality,
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Page 5-22. Line 35, The draft discusses fish assemblages currently found in the San Joaguin River,
Yet, the draft never discusses the issues contained in the dizcussion in the prior pages regarding habitat and
ather condifions in the Restoration Area that would affect salmanids. Since this program is all about
restoring salmonids to the San Joaquin River in the Restoration Area, it is bizarre that the envirenmental
document docs not contain 2 discussion, in context, of the various environmental conditions that will affect
salmonids, how those effects can be ameliorated, and the types of sctions necessary to create adequate
habitat fior all life stages of salmonids, The Draft PEISR should discnss each reach of the river, the habitat
challenges within each reach, the suitability for salmonids, the interaction between existing habitat and the
proposed Phasa 1 and Phase 2 improvements, olher measires that may be necessary, and the general issses
that will have to be taken into acceunt when the Mational Marine Fishery Service (“NMFS™) develops its
Endangered Species Act 4(d) Rule,

EC1-173

Page. 5-23. Line 13, et seq. Thiz section documents the current fish assemblape in Reach 1 just
below Friant Dam. The reach corrently sees perennial fows and relatively cool water temperatures. Yet it
suppotts a fish sssemblage that is inconsistent with what one would expect to see ina stream supporting a
healthy salmonid population, All of these species would be competitors with or predators of juvenile spring-
min Chinook, Restorution getivities in this reach a5 well as in the downstream reaches will hikely benefit
these species, as is acknowledged later in the Environmental Consequences section, to the detriment of
Chimook survival. However, the impact of benefiting this fish assemblape on juvenile spring-run Chinook
salmon is not addressed.

EC1-174

Page, 5-24, Lines 39-40, The statement that Gsh “could he routed inte the bypasses™ should be
changed to “may become entrained into the bypasaes,” The use of the term “conld he" can be misinterpeeted
to mean that the routing fish into the bypasses might be an intentional program action, which it is not. In
addition, for those years when juvenile fish do become entrained into the bypasses, the Draft PEISR
provides no analysis of the potential harmn that will come to those fish.

EC1-175

Page. 5-27. Lines 1-6. The section iz undoubtedly intended only to indicate that Chinook spawn in
the lower San Joaquin River tnbutaries | Merced, Stanislaus, and Tuolumne). Howewver, the stated
observalion that most spawning activity in these rivers oceurs within a few miles of the lower-most burrier
duatn i @ telling fact, Similar ohservations have been made elsewhere (e, Klamath River below Iron Gate
Dran) at sites with & barrier dom. Extrapolating this typical behavior o the restoration of San Joaguin spring-
o Chinook suggests that spawning would be expected to actually occur only n the uppermaost section of the
38-mile Reach 1. We have seen no discussion of this circumstance in the PEIS/R. or supporting documents,
annd et this is critical to the ability of the Restoration Program to meet its numeric production geals and
sustaitability criteria.

EC1-176

Page 5-30, Line 9. Section 3,3 discusses the regulatory setting that inchides the applicable federal,
E01 -1 77 |state, and local lews amd regulations associated with fisheries in the study area. The deaft does not list the
San Joagquin River Restoration Settlement Act, Title 10, P.L, 111=11, This should be inchuded and discussed
in this section in the context of fishery measures.
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Page 5-36, Table 5-2 mmcludes actions included under the action alterisatives, The table indicates that
cerain actions ave analyzed at the project level and others al the program level, The table should specifically
list those items that ave set forth in paragraph 11 of the Seiilement as Phase | amd Phase 2 projects,

Page 5-37. Table 5-3 contains o summary of environmental consequences for fisheries. A substamntial
portion of the chart is devoted to changes ccowming between Friant Dam and the Merced River. Many of
these changes will affect the bass population and the introdueed salmonid population. Yet, with respect to
salmonids, there 1s no comprehensive discussion in the eotire document that identifics how changes in the
river will benefit or prove to be detnimental to salmenids. For example, salmonids will be introduced into
the zlow flowing, high temperature lower reaches of the upper San Joaguin River. The draft PEIS/E notes at
page 524, lines 11-13, that all native species known to accur in the San Joaquin Fiver in Reach | were also
known to persist in Reaches 2-5, with the exception of rainbow trout and riffle sculpm.  The fact that
rainbow trout do not persist in Reaches 2-5 is an indication that the habitat conditions are not friendly to this
species, The peneral thought is that if minbow trout ecoupy the habitat, that it is also switable habitat for
anidromaus salmonids. The lack of & trout population in these stretches of the mver suggests that there are
problems of substantial significance. Seasonal temperature gains m Reaches 3, 4 pnd 5 of the Restoration
Area are substantial and potentially lethal, To some cxtent, increased flows may create more suitable habitat
for salmonids. Hewever, high temperatures likely cannot be addressed through flow alone without
substantially increasing the flows over dramatic levels, and perhaps other measurcs, The heat gain during
the warm spring, summer and fall months is simply too great.

Page 538, In table 5-3, FHS-10 summarizes the effects o fll-pun Chinook salmon from
hybridization resulting from the reintrodustion of spring-run Chingok salmon (o the Restoration Area, The
impact is identified a8 less than sipnificant. Yel, no actions are identified that will prevent the hivbeidization
of spring-run and fall-ton Chinook salimon. Hybridization has occurred on the Feather River, The Feather
River i3 one of the identified potential Sources of fish for remtroduction under the SIREP. Given that the
spring=run and fall-run Chinook salmaon will be occupying the seme portions of the river, what measures will
be taken to prevent hiybridization?

Page 5-45. Lincs 1-18. Represeatative fish species selected for impact assessments inchuded tag
categories: special-status species, which are all native fish including Keen brook lamprey, hardhead and
Sacramento splittail, aod representative game fish species such as black bass (includes largemouth bass,
smallmouth hass and spotted Tass), striped hass and rainhow trout. For all of the geographic areas
considered in the PEIS/R, excopt the Dielta, the nonnative game fish species considered in the PEIS/R
including largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, spotted bass and striped bass are potential predators of salmon
and other native fish spocies (McBain amd Trash 2002; Fishkie Environmental 2011},

Ciiven the fact thet restoration of self-sustaining populations of Chinook salmon and other special-
status species 15 a key goal of the S3JRE Program, the PEIS/R fails o adequately discoss what it means if the
irnpacts of the alternotives evaluated are found fo be “less than significant and beneficial” to representative
fish species, which includes these nonnative predators of salmon and other native specics. Wouldn't
henefiting the establishment of nonnative salmon predators, which currently already dominate the fish
comamunity in the SJR (CDFG 2007, be in direct conflict with the primary goal of establishing self-

"

fus:aluing populations of sulmen and ether native fishes in the SIR? These nonnative game fish predators
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A'arc widely telerant of a range of environmental conditions (Moyle 2002} and in conirast to native fish will
likely disproportionately benefit from implementation of many of the restoration actions propesad, unless
specifically targeted and comprehensive conservation measures are unfaken to ensure that salmon and other
native species have a fair chance of withstanding increased pradation pressures in the River, The
Conservation Strategies proposed in Chapter 2 of the PEISR are simply “irust me" statements that do linle
ECL-181 | o convince the reader that this very significant threat of predation pressures within the SIR and the
cont'd | challenges that it poses to the sueeess of the STRRP, is being taken seriously in this PEIS/R {see comment for
page 5-73 (lines 19:20) and also the comments for pages 5294 (lines 35-42) and 5-95 (Tines 1-14)).
Elsewlere in the Sacramento River basin, predation has been established as a key factor in preventing the
recovery of salmon in recent decades despite expenditires of more than $1 billion for implementing habitat
restovation, increased flows, barvest restrictions and other large-scale measures (Vogel 200110, A
comprehensive evaluation and discussion of measures that will be specifically undertaken to address
predation and its overall role in the suceess of the SJREP 15 critically needed in the PEIS/R

Page. 5-45. Lines 5-4. We find it strange that the matrix portraved in Table 5-4 contains no
checkmark i the box for spring-run Chinook for the Project Area (Friant to Merced). This basically states
thut the PEIS does not assess the Proposed Action impacts to the very species that is the focus of the
Proposed Action. Is this true?

EC1-182

Page 5-43. Line 14. Table 5-4 identifies fish species considered in the FEIS/E impacts assessment,
by geographic aven, While this table focuses on the San Josguin River, there 1s no analogous table that
BCL-182 | foenses on the streams [n the Sacramento Basin, where the SJRREP anticipates taking fish to benefit this
program, Those impacts should be discussed in this document at the program level.

Page 5-46. Lines 19-23. Only the dircct effect of water temperatire on fish is considered for impaect
assessments in the PEIS/R; that is, known preferred water temperature ranges and optimal temperatures for
migration, spawning, egg incubation, juvenile rearing, etc. ave used to determine pofential direct Impacts on
fish. However, interactive effects of water temperature on other processes such as feeding, discase, pollutant
cffects, ete. were not evaluated because of lack of data. These are extremely important effects that in some
ECL1-184 | onses will likely have a divect bearing on the impact assessment. For example, even though Interim and
Restoration flows may maintain water temperatures just within the physiological limits for a certain life
stage, lack of adequate fond resources may meke the fish susceptible to disease and predation, even if
temperatures are held within their tolerance limits. Lack of such data on these complex interactions, while
understandahle, is nevertheless a significant gap in this FEIS/R and should be stated as a significant
constraint when interpreting water temperature related impact assessments.

Page 5-49, Table 5-6 sununarizes environmental conditions for eech represeniative fish species in
the San Joaguin River from Friant Dam to the Merced River. Under the columns addressing black bass,
there is no indication regarding how water termperature may affect these species. Yet, it 15 known thai these
BCL1-1B5 | species are attracted to warm water aréss, The Interim Flows and Restoration Flows will introduce water to
areas of the river that are currenily not bospitable for black bass or siriped bass. The population of thess
fishes will expand o those meas. Since they are predators of salmnids, this will have an adverse impact on
salmonids, Coiversely, it will have a posilive impact on these uindesivable sk,
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Page 5-4%, Lines 5-50. Figures 5-6 & 5-7. Significant amounts of information on the environmental
conditions that are applicable to ench representative fish species are unavailable or incomplete so as to
infroduce a high level of uncertainty in assessing impacts. Yo, there 15 no attempt at explicitly assiging
levels of nncertainty to each assessment in the PEIS/R. These impact assessments hinge only on a handful of
environmental conditions for which information is available. For example, significant gaps exist in
information availability and'ar our understanding of the impact mechanizms of pollutants, turbidity,
peomorphic processes, habitat, predation, and food resources/food web support for all of the representative
EC1-1ge | fish specics in the 1R from Friant Dam to Merced River (s indicated in Table 5-6). Information s
available for water temperature and its impact mechanism is well understood only for rainbow trout and for
the spawning/ineubation stages for Sacramento splittail, but not for any of the other representative species.
The PEIS/R will benefit from the inclusion of levels of confidence associated with impact aesessments for
cach species based on the availability of, and unceriainty associated with the environmental data that was
considered i these evaluations, Lacking that, one can conclude that the majority of the impact evaluntions
in thiz PEIS'R inherently ave associated with a high degree of uncertainty.

Also, mrbidity is identified as a relevant environmental factor affecting species distribution in the
assessment area in Tablez 5-6 and 5-7, but there is no discussion of it in the enswing text of PFEISR (pages 5=
51 to 5-63).

EC1-187

Page 5-51. Lines 12-14. The drait states “Charscterization of species response was predicated on
EC1-188a | assumptions about environmental conditions that may or may not persist in light of accelerated climate
change.” What are these assumptions? These are ot provided, but could be critical to impact assessments,
and, especially, those related to changes in flow and watcr temperature.

So the fact remains that hybridization between hatchery supplemented mainbow trout and Central
Valley steelbiend could potentially eccur aivd could be a sigpificant impact from implemedtation of
restoration sctions, unless the PEIS'R can offer conclusive evidence (other than Zimmerman «1al 20097 o
shew that it has alresdy occarred in areas below the confluence with the Merced River,

EC1-188b

Page 5-51. Line 23, The draft briefly discusses water temperatare and water quality. The draft
contains no meaningfisl information regarding water temperature in the Restoration Arce, Rather, the reader
@'l -1an| is directed to various appendices accompanying the draft. Under CEQA, a discussion of the technical
appendices is required within the main body of the environmental document.  See Saw Soaguin Rapior
Cantar v, Cotmty of Mereed (2007) 149 Cal. App. 4% 645, Given the importance of temperatore on the
viahility of salmwon reimtroduction, a significant discussion of temperatuee mpacts should be set forth,

Page 5-54, Line 34, The draft discusses program level sctions fo improve or provide fish passage at
existing or polential physical structures. Various actions to provide fish passage and improve habitat
connectivily were listed, Yet, there is no analysis at the programmatic level of the varions actions identified,
Bor-100| Considerable information iz available, for example, on the Mendota Pool Byvpazs Channel, Scoping has
already ocgurred for the project level emviconmental analysis of this project. Such information as is cnrrently
available should have been included in the Draft PETSR, Incleded with these comments are materials msde
sy available thus far conceming the Mendota Pool Bypass Project,
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M The draft goes on to list other actions such as barrier removal or modification; barrder and fish sereen

instellations; habitat restoration o mprove connectivity and passage; scasonal barriers or sereens 1o reduce
enlry into false migration pathways; modifications to road crossings; and trapping snd houling of fsh 1o
upstream and downstream reaches as necessary. Yet, there is no discussion of each of these actions, For
example, where are the barriers and what will removel entuil? Where will fish soreens be necessary” What
types of habitat restoration to improve commectivity and passage are likely to be required? What false
inigration pathways are there that will need to be screened or blocked? What rosd crossings exist that
provide passage impediments? How will trap and houl ocour? Each of these should be discussed as
comprehensively as possible at this point. Yet, there is no meanimgful discussion within the drafl.

EC1-180
cont'd

Pages 5-56 — 5-57, The draft discusses the existence of diversions and pumps located on the
San Joaguin River in the Restoration Area, It notes at page 5-37, ling &, that prevention of diversion-related
losses would primarily benefit migratory species, including striped bass, By preventing the loss of sinped
hass, the striped bass population will likely increase, As mentioned above, increasing flows to ather parts of
the Restoration Area will provide additional habitat for steiped bass and hlack bass and therefore increase
g1 -1n7 | their population, By benefitting striped bass, increased predation on other species, including salmonids, will
cecur. Yer, the drafi indicates that there are less than significant impactg o the striped bass population and
fails to discuss any impacts to salmonids, Increasing the bass pepulation is adverse 1o the program, A
thriving and hungry bass popualation in the Restoration Area could present a fatal flaw to the achievement of
a self-austaining salmonid fishery, The drft PEIS/R should inchide a comparative assessment of predation
based upon conditions prior (o the release of Interim Flows, current conditions amd future conditions, based
in part upon experience in other watersheds, eg, Secramente River (Vogel 2011

Page 5-62. Line 3, The draft notes that implementution of Restoration Flows could provide fish
passape throughout the Restoration Arca, including allowing resident rainbow trout to inferbreed with
21 -192| Central Vallew steelhead. Since the minhow trout are currently stocked and are of hatchery ongm, such
interbreeding could have an adverse impact on Central Valley steelhead. The drafi fails to discuss and
amalyze this significant adverse impact on Central valley steelhead, a listed species.

Page 5-62, Line 15, The draflt discusses the reimtroduction of spring-run Chinook as being a high
priority, Further, the draft makes the assumption that reintroduction of fall-ran Chincok salmen would likely
oceur pasgively as a vesult of “straving” of fall-ron salmon from other San Joaquin tribataries. Yet, the same
paragraph, lines 27-36, states that the Hills Ferry Barrer will be operated (o restrict access by fall-run
ECL-183) Chinook salmon. This is o conflict that needs 1o be reselved. Fither the barrier will be operated, or fall.run
Chinaok will be allowed to migraie wpstream. 17 fall-tun Chinook are allowed 1o migrate upstream, no
analysis of the likelthood of hybrdization is et forth, Given the amount of experience on the Feather River,
specifically by DWE, a comprehensive discussion of hybridization is appropriate.

Page 5-62. Lines 16-14. I[n the discussion on hybridization impacts resulting from smplementation of
the restoration alternatives, it was stated that hatchery supplemented rainbow trout populations that currently
exist m Reach | would have access to areas in the lower reaches of the SIR below the confluence with the
Merced River. These rainbow trout could breed with Central Valley Steelhead that exist in the lower
minstern SJR and its major rbutaries {Merced, Tuolumne and Stanislaos), The PE1S/E, bowever, later
i poes on to downpley this potential impact from hybndization of these two distinct populations of rainbow

EC1-194
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trout by citing a study by Zimmerman et al. 2009 (mistakenly cited as Zimmenmnan ot al, 2008 in the
PEIS/R) indicating that substantial hybridization of these fish has already occurred in the lower Tuolumne
and Stunislans Rivers, and so will not matter if it oceorred as an impact from implementation of restoragion
actions. However, a closer look at that amicle indicates that these authors concluded thar the interpretation of
their rezults was limited by mall zample sizes and that additional studies were need to conclusively
determine if hybridization has ocenrred between resident rinbow trout and steelbead in these Central Valley
rivers [quoting Zimmerman et al 2009 below):

“With such a small sample size we are unable o deaw conclusions about the contribution
of progeny of rainbow trout females to the emigration of smolts. . ... Further work s
needed o azzess the contribution of ainbow trout progeny as smaolts and the fate of these
fish compared with smolis of steelhead maternal origin......... Further work is needed to
hetter assess the contribution of steelhesd nd mimbow trout to the anadromous
population of O, mykiss in streams throughout the Central Valley.™

Page 5-66. Line 19, Scetion 5.4.2 discusses significance criteria. Effecis on fish would be
considered significant if program actions would have any of the deseribed resulis. Among these results
would be to have a substantial adverse impact, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive or special-stams species in any local or regional plans, policies or
regulations, interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish, o
substantially reduce the abundance of any life stage of a federal or state special-statis species oF
commercially important fish species. The draft does not contain & discussion of how the expansion of the
besz population will have an adverse impact on salmon of steelhead. Yer, just below the Hills Ferry Barrier,
the population of hass has expanded tremendoushy as a result of the commencement of Inferim Flows, This
expansion of the bass population has an adverse impact on salmonids, The draft must discuss these impacts,

Pages 5-67. Line 37, Page 5-68, Line 30, Page 5-69. Ling 7. These lines all sinte that the impact of
the Mo Action Alternative would be “potentially significant™ (suggesting adverse). It secms like
Reclamstion fossed m global warming and the Grasslands Bypass Project into the program actions in order
o crente the conclusion that the No Action Altermative will have a significant impact. We rccognize that the
No Action Alternative hes been defined to include cumulative impacts of other reasonably foresesable
actions out to vear 2030 {but this was not so for the action alternatives?). Yot on page 5-646, the discussion of
Significance Criteria, it clearly states that effects are significant if progrewe actions {emphasis added) do the
following: modify, interfere with, pose & hazard, redece, modify. ... The Grasslands Bypass Project and
grlobal warming are not “program actions.” Theretore, the *potentially significant™ impacts should be
chamged to “no impact.

Page 5-67. Lincs 30-41, Page 5-68. Lines 1-23, Impact FSH-1 (No-Action Alternative): Changes in
Water Temperatures in the San Joaguin River Berween Friant Dam and the Merced River — Progeam Level.
See comment below pertaining fo Impact FSH-22 (Mo-Action Alternative) for Project Level, which also
applies to this Program Level inypact.

Poge 5-68, Line 24, Impact FSH-2 (No-Action Alternative) The statement in this finding of a

K

¢ potentially significant impact with the “Mo-Action” altemative is fallocious and inflammatory. The proposed
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A extension of the Grasslands Bypass Project will not increase discharges of agricultural pollutants. The
Girasslands Bypass Project has already decreased the discharge of namral-oceuering selenium and the
extension allows for the ongoing construction of additional projects to reach a poal of zere discharge. 90% of
the sources from agricultoral operations have already been removed, The threat that exists and will continne
to exist and potentially threaten fish and wildlife in the Program and “Restoration Projects™ area with or
EC1-15%8| withoot the Grasslands Bypass Project is the flood flows from the Panoche-Silver Creek watershed which is
cont'd the souree of the selenium. That threat will continue until the upper watershed sources are somelow
acknowledged and managed. The physical natwre of thar watershed dictates the amount and frequency of
introduction of the most significant amounts of selenium into the Program and Project areas, Flooding
events that allow the water and sediment to leave the terminous of the current natural channel on the Valley
floor near Belmont and Olive Avenues only have to travel an additional & 8 miles to reach Mendota Foal,
With an elevation difference of approximately 11 fieet per mile in this final section of the flood discharge,
this is the potentially significant impact, not tie Grasslands Bypass project. Also soe comment below
pertaining to Impact FSH-23 (Mo-Action Alternative) for Project Level, which also applies 1o this Program
Level impact,

Page 5-69, Lines [-26. Impact FSH-3 (Mo-Action Alternative): Changes m Sediment Discharpe and
o1 -19e| Turbidity in the Son Joaquin River Belween Friant Dum and the Merced River — Program level, See
comment below pertaining to Impact FSH-24 (MNo-Action Altemative) for Project Level, which also spplics
to this Program Level impact.

Pape 5-T0. Lines 3-9, Page 3-74, Lines 38-40, Page 5-76, Lines 5-7. Impact FSH-1 (Restoration
Action Alternatives Al through C2); Changes in Water Temperatures in the San Joaquin River Between
Friant Dam and the Merced River — Program level,

The PEIS/R indicates that individual pregram-level actions could have short or long-term effects on
water lemperatures in the Restoration Area associated with construction or operation. There was no further
dizcussion provided on the scope or magnitude of these expected waler temperature impacts on special-status
andfer gume fish species at the program level, except that the impacis could be potentially adverse.
However, o “less then significant” impact assessment was cventually determined inthe PEIS/R for water
femperature effects related to implementation of the Restoration Actions, This determination was based on
invoking the implementation of special-stamus fish conservation measures PL-1 (Pacific lamprey, page 2-73),
CVE-1, CVE-2 (Central Valley Steelhead, pages 2-76 and 2-77 ), EFH-1 and EFH-2 {Essential Fish Habimis
for Pacific salmonids, pages 2-28 and 2-79) of the Conservation Strategy (chapter 2 of the PEIS/R), which
according to the PEIS/R was expecied io minimize or prevent potential adverse effects of water temperature
ot apecial-status species,

Cl-200a

The conservation measures detailed in PL-1, CV8-1, CV5-2, EFH-1 and EFH-Z, however, anly
conzist of a broad list of general conservation actions items not all necessarily related to minimizing or
preventing the potential adverse effects of warer temperatire, but also pertaining to impactz of predators,
contaminants, sediments, conatruction and staging activities, fish straying, migratory barriers, among oflers.
As such, the Conservation Stratcgy 1s a difTuse list of general conservation actions that only vaguely apply (o
a variety of impacts. Furthenmore, more than one conservation measure listed under the five categorics could
vy be expected to prevent or minimize adverse effects (e.n., avoiding disturbance to riparian vegetation to
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hmaintuin shading and using barriers to exclude migrating =almon from the construction arce, could both be
mensures implemented te minimize water temperature effects), 1t is thus left to one’s imagination o guess
which particular conservation actions will be specifically implemented to minimize the adverse impacts, nor
does thiz approach provide sufficient information at all to allow one o azsess the relative effectiveness of
these conservation measures, once implemented. A targeted and expanded discussion of specific
conservation measures that would be implemented to minimize or prevent the potential adverse effects of
witer temperature on special-status species needs to be included in the text.

In some cases, it was not clear how sore of the listed conservation measures could be expected to
directly avoid er minimize impacts. For example, CV5-1 {page 2-76) and EFH-1 (page 2-28) state that,
“Impacts to habitat conditions (i.e., changes in Nows petentially resulting in decreased flows in the
tributaries, increases in temperaiure, inereases in pellutant concentration, change in recircnlation/recapiure
rates and methods, decrease in oodplain conpectivity, removal of riparian vegetation, decrease in quality
rearing habitat, efc.) must be analyzed in consultation with NMFS." While one understands the benefits of

cotsultation with NMFS in terms of agency guidance on species conservation measures, how conld this, in

and of itself, qualify a5 & conservation measure?

In other instances, the conservation measures appear to be quite vague. For example, in CVS-1 and
EFH-1, it is stated that, "Maintenance of conservation measures will be conducted to the extent necessary to
ensure that the overall long-term habitat effects of the project are positive.” 1t is totally unclear what
“Maintenance of conservation measures, .. really means. [s the reference to maintenance of all the other
conservation measures listed under CVS-1 and EFH-1, which does not quite malke sense, or is the reference
to “maintenance of hahitats restored under a particular project?™

Further, the conservation measures listed for CV5-1 and CVE-2 were identical to those listed for
EFH-1 snd EFH-2, respectively, As such, the conservation measures for Central Valley steelliesd and
Essentinl Fish Hobitats for Pecific salmonids {and Stwry founder?) are essentinlly identical, [1is unclear
why these were listed ot all as separate measures, wnd not combined mstead.

For all of the reasons stated above, invoking the Conscrvation Strategy s & hlanket “cure-all™ for
instances when impacts were expected from implamentation of Restoration Altermatives appears to be a
totally unsubatantiated approach, and an uncommen one at that, adopted Ty the PEISR. Rather, it speaks of a
“trust us" approach, rather than relying on data and a logically presented technical basis to support specific
impact determinations {see below).

Page 5-70 - 5-T6. The comments contained m the section above (Impact FSH-1 - Bestoration Action
Alternatives Al through C2) also apply to several other impact assessments where conservalion measures
PL-1, CV5-1, CV5-2, EFH-1 and EFH-2 are similarly invoked i the draft PEIS/R to determine a “less than
significont™ impact from implementation of Restoration Alternatives A1-C2, These include the following:

Page 5-70, Lines 10-22; Page 5-74, Lines 38-4(0; and Page 5-76, Lines 5-7: Impact FSH-2 —
Restoration Aliemative Al through C2: Changes in Pollutant Discharge in the San Joaguin River Between
Friant Dam and the Merced River — Program level, Potentially significant impacts on special-status and
game fish species are expected, resulting from consfruction activities in the restoration area that could

Pmnlial]y introduce hazardous materials such as petrolenm-based fuels and lubricants, paints, fertilizers and
L
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ua
Er1-zqp | herbicides used during site planting, However, implementation of conservation measures PL-1, CVS-1,
CW5=2, EFH-1 and EFH-2 is proposed in the PEIS/KE as g blanket “cure-all™ to minimize or prevent potential

1
cont'd |4 dverse cffects of pollutants on speciul-status fish species.

Page 5-T0, Lines 23-30; Page 5-74, Lines 38-40; and Page 5-76, Lines 5-7: Impact FSH-2 -
Festoration Alternative Al through C2: Changes in Sediment Discharge and Turbidity in the San Joaquin
River Between Friant Dam and the Merced River — Program level, Potentially significant impacts on
EC1-203 | special-status and game fish species are expected, resulting from constrpction activities in e restoration
arca that could potentially infroduce sediments into receiving waters, Implementation of conservation
measures PL-1, CVE-1, C¥5-2, EFH-1 and EFH-2 is proposed in the PEIS/R a5 a “cure-all” to minimiza or
prevent pofential adverse effects of sediments on special-status fish species.

Page 5-71, Lines 19-32; Page 5-74, Lines 38-40; and Page 5-76, Lines 5-7: Impact FSH-5 —
Restoration Alternative Al through C2: Displacement from Preferred or Required Habitat, Injury, or
Mortality in the San Joaquin River Between Friant Dom and the Merced River — Program level. Potemtially
B -2 04| HEnificant impacts on special-status and game fish species are expected, resulting from construction
pelivities in the restoration area thot could potentially displace fish from preferred hobitats or habitats
required for performing essentiel behaviors such as spawning or feeding, Implemeniation of conservtion
measures FL-1, CVS-1, CVE-2, EFH-1 and EFH-2 15 proposed in the PEIS/R as 3 “cure-all” to minimize or
prevent potential adverse effects of displacement of special-status fish species from their habitats.

Page 3-T1. Line 23, Tmpact FSH-6 for aliematives Al and A2 discusses changes in habitat
conditions in the San Joaguin River between Friant Dam and the Merced River. The brief ene paragraph
discussion concludes that improving habitat conditions for fish in fhe Restoration Arca through the ereation
of new flood plain, riparian, and aguatic habitats, and other measures would have an fmpact that would be
less than significant and beneficial. Yet, as discussed above, increasing habitat for bass species will have a
B0l - poc|detrimental impact on all other species that are prey. The draft contains no discussion of this issue. Further,
by introducing flows and improving habitat conditions, other fsh will be attracted bo fhis area that will then
fall prey to the bass fishery. This is not o less than significant or beneficiol impact on those fisheres. The
caly discussion of predation changes occurs at pages 5-72 - 573, Mo gquantification 5 indicated, Despite
stating that restoration actions “coubd increase predation risk for representative special-status fish, especially
Juvenile life stages,” without citing to any evidence the draft concludes that the impact would be less than
sigmificant and beneficial.

Page 5-T%, Lines 40-42; Page 5-72, Lines 1-25; Page 5-74, Lines 38-40; and Page 5-76, Lines 5-7:
Impact FSH-8 — Restoration Alternative Al through C2: Changes in Predation Levels in the San Joaquin
River Berween Friont Dam and the Merced River — Program level.

EC1-2064 Potentially significant impacts from increased predation risk on special-status and game fish species
are expecied, resulting from constroction of fish passage strectures, restoration of side channel, backwater
habitats that would attract fish predators, Implementation of conservation measures PL-1, CVS.1, CVS.2,
EFH-1 and EFH-2 is proposed in the PEIS/R again as a “cure-all” to minimize or prevent potential adverse
effects of increased predation on special-status fish species,
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In all of the above cases where significant impacts are potentially expected from implementation of
Restoration Altematives A1-C2, the blanket and broadly-gencralized conservation measures listed in PL-1,
CVE-1, CVS-2, EFH-1 and EFH-2 are simply invoked to eventually determine a "less than significant”
tmpact without any clarity, further explanation or details provided whatsoever on which specific
conservation measures would apply to each of these specific impacts, how these measures would be phased
and implemented, or the priovitization process applied for implementation in cases where multiple
conservation measures can address & particular impact, Simply providing a list of conservation measures
{Chapter 2} does not substitute for a comprehensive conservation strategy, Lacking this necessary
information, we strongly suggest that all of these specific impacts listed above be re-evaluated with targeted
and comprehensive conservation measures (not just lists of actions) that adequately address how these
potential impacts will be minimized or avoided. A detailed description of each impact and sssociated
congervation measures should be provided,

Page 5-73. Line 9. The deait indicates that incressed predation at fish passage facilities or stmctures
could eccur by creating conditions faverable for predators lying inowait. Restoration of side channels and
backwaters would also increase predation risk, These quict water habitats provide preferred habitat for
predatory fish and could increase their populations. (Page 5-73, lines 14-168). The drafl ciles conservation
mepsunes CWE-1, CV5-2, EFH-1 and EFH-2 in the conservation sirategy to reduce the effects of this impect
tor less than significant. Again, CEQA requines that readers not be required to refer to technical appendices
to understand the basic impacts of the analysis. (See, San Joaguin Rapior Center v Connty of Merced
(2007) 140 Cal. App. 4™ 645) A discusaion of these conservation measures should be set forth in the draft.

Page 5-T3. Lines 19-20. The statement combings the instreamdflondplain conditions with filling of
gravel pits to conclide that largemouth bass populations will be reduced, The filling of gravel pits would
reduce bass populations, but it is incervect that the instream and fleodplain “improvements” would do so,
Rather we agree with the statement made in the previons paragraph of the PEISR {page 5-73, lings 12-14)
that the siream restoration activities will “increase the amount or quality of habitat for piscivorous fish such
as black bazs (e.p., largemouth bass, smallmouth bass and spotfed bass)™ As stated on lines 12-13, this
increase in piscivorous species would increase predation risk on special-status species such as juvenile
spring-run Chinook, We are nol convineed that the conservation measures identified (chapter 2 of the
FPEISR) to address this predation congemn in the restored chammel, side chonmels, and backwaters will work in
the bong term. In fact we see 0o details whatsoever in the cited conservation strategies that would specifically
address these critical issues; rather we only see vagee promises in stated actions such oz, “The San Joaquin
River channel shall be desigmed o decrense or elimmate predator holding habitat, in cosrdination wilh
NMFS," or, “The bettean topography of the San Joacuin River chanoel will be designed 10 decrease or
eliminate predator holding habitat.” We fail to see how these stated actions con be passed off as
comprehensive conservation strategies which are necessary to address critical issues such a3 predation,

Page 5-80. Ling 17, The draft states that water temperatures in Millerton Lake and the San Joaguin
River upstream from the reservoir are expected to increass substantially by 2030. The draft states this could
adverscly affect rainbow trout and other species. Further, air temperatures feom 2041 through 2060 are
predicted to increase an annual everage of 2.5 to 3 degrees F. Average summer air temperature is expected
to rise by as much a3 § degrees F. Summer water temperatures i the San Jeaguin River upatream from the

|reservoir are already stressful to coldwater species such as rainbow trout. The draft states that “predicted
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A incresses in air temperature are expected to produce even mare stressfin] water temperature conditions in the
river by 2000, Surface water temperatures are also expected to rise in Millerton Lake, but meaost of the
species m the reservolr are warm-water species that wonld likely not be adversely affected by the cxpeeted
water temperature increases or potential associated decreases in M) concentrations.” The draft concludes
that this fmpact could be significant.

EC1-209 If water temperatures in Millerton are going to increase substantially and air temperanires are going
cont'd | o increase substantially, this will have o dramatic impact on the success of the reintroduction of salmonids.
In essence, the drafi is stating that somewhere between 2041 and 2060, the water upstream of Millerton will
become inhospitable to salmonids, This t tors will substontially decrense the cold water poal in Millerten,
likely crenting # cascading elfect downstream, ultimately rendering the San Jeaquin River below Millerton
inhospitable for salmoaids, 17 this is the case, it is hard to justify & progeam of this magnitude, [T the project
propanent is stating that it is possible that within approximately 15 or more years following the completion
of the first phase of the program the river is likely (0 become inhospitable to the reintroduced salmaonids,
there is mo analysis of mpacts 1o the STRREP or altemative means o protect the Gsh.

Fage 5-32. Lines 4-8. Impact F5H-22 (No-Action Aliemative): Changes in Water Temperatures and
Dissolved Oxygen i the San Joaguin River Between Friant Dam and the Merced River — Project Lavel.

TPredictions of air temperatures under fulere climates significantly depends on the choice of the
Gilobal Cirewlation Maodel (GCM) ensemble selecied for the analysis, A GCM ensemble consisting of three
EC1-220 | GOMs (CSIRO-ME3I0, MIROCS.Z, and UKMO-HadCM3) was wed in the Drafl PEISR 10 sinulate
projected increases in air temperatures for the restoration area, buf no ratienale was provided for the choice
of thiz specific GCM ensemble over others. Given that the No-Action alternative is the bazeling against
which all other Restoration Action alternatives are evaluated, some mtionale needs to be provided on the
chiodce of this GCM ensemble and its relative advantages over ofher applicable GCM ensembles that could
be used to predict future climates for the region.

Also, on page 5-67 (line 38), it states that climate change impacts have not yet been included in the
SR model. How were air temperatures predicted by the GCM ensemble then related to in-stream water
Erl-211 ]| temperatures in the SIR to determine potential impacts on fish? Was a specific model used fo relate air
temperatures to water temperatures, or wera these only qualitatively related? This was not very clearly
presented in the Diraft PEIS/R. Also, see comments above ve potential impact of rising temperstures on
habitat water quality for zalmonids below Millerton.

Page 5-82, Lines %13, Impact FEH-23 (No-Action Alternative): Changes in Pollutant Discharge amd
Mobilization in the San Joaquin River Between Priont Dam and the Merced River - Project level,

Currently, no existing contamimant-velated water quality impairments have been identified within
BCL-212 | Eeaches | and 2 that may affect special-status and game fish species under constderation for pollutant
discharge impact analysis. The PEIS'R, however, indicates that the lower reaches are currently listed for a
vuriety of contaminants such as arsenic, boron, mercury and pesticides, and that even though the special-
status species (e.g., Sacramento splittail) and game fish species (e.g., black bass, striped bass) in these
renches have been found to be relatively tolerant of environmental degradation (Brown 2000), there may be
sy polential sub-lethal impacts on fish at even low pollutant levels, according to a study by Moore and Waring
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M2000). This particular study, however, focuses solely an pollutant impacts on =salmaonids (specifically,
Atlantic salmon parr), which are generally less tolerant of pollutant stress then the non-salmonid species
(e.g., black bass, striped bass) that are typically abundant in the lower reaches of the SIR, or the generally
less abundant Sncramento splittail {Brown 200K, More scientific evidence is needed that focuses
specifically on these non-zalmonid fish species o suppart the determination of “potentially significant™
impacts from changes m pollutant discharge in the S1R between Friant Dam and Merced River under the Mo-
Action altemnative.

Page 5-82. Lines 14-18, Tmpact FSH-24 (MNo-Action Altemative): Changes in Sediment Discharge
and Turlidity in the San Joaguin River Between Friant Dam and the Merced River — Project level.

The determination of “potentinlly significant” impacts on fish expected due to changes i sediment
discharge and turbidity is questionable and not adequately supported by the studies referenced in the PEIS/R
{1.e., Newcombe and Jensen 1996 Bash et al. 2001). The focus of this impact assessment is the special-
stutus aid game fish groups consisting primanly of Sacramento splittal, black bass (largemouth bass,
smallmeuth bass and spotted bassy and striped bass that are found in the lower reaches (primarilty Reaches 4
amd 5) of the Restoration Area, and where turbidity levels are relatively higher {mean of 20 to 35 NTLU) than
those in the upper reaches of the SJR (mean of 1-3 NTU), The PEIS/R refers to studies by Meweombe and
lensen (1996) and Bash et al. (2001 to support the assumption that the relatively higher levels of turbidity
in the lower reaches of the S1R could result in potentially significant impacts on fish through disruption of a
variety of hehavioral and physiological processes. However, both these studies focus on salmonids, which
are typically far more sensitive to sediment and turbidity than the non-salmonid fishes (Brown 2000) targeted
for impact assessment in the lower reaches,

The PEIS/R then goes on (o state that (Page 5-69, Line 21-26), “.. . although the alfected special-
status species in Reaches 4 and 5 have been found 1o be relatively tolerant to high tarbidity (Brown 20000,
existing waler gquality impairments may be related o contaminant sorption en suspended sediments, wiich
cam case a rangs of impacts ranging from olfactory and neurological impairment to dircct toxicity (Moores
arwd Waring 1996), Therefore, these impacts would be potentially sipnificant.” Theve are two issues with
this approach; (1) petential pmpacts from contaminants absorbed on to sediments is @ pollutint dischange
inpaet that is alresdy covered in FSH-2, and not & sediment‘ourbidity impact per se, and {2) the Moore and
Waring (1996) study that is cited relates to contmminant cffects on salmonids (specifically, Atlantic salmon
panr), which are far more sensitive to contaminants than the nos-salmonid species in the lower reaches
{Brown 20007, Therefore, there i no current basis m the PEIS/R to support the determination of “petentiolly
sigtificent” impacts from changes in sediment discharge and turbidity in the STR between Friant Dam and
Merced River under the No-Action alternative. Additional data is needed w adequately support this impact
determination,

Page 53-90. Line 14, Impact FSH-22 for alternatives 1A-C2 regarding changes in water temperature
and dissolved oxygen concentrations between Friamt Dam and the Merced River is discussed at the project
level, There 15 no discussion of temperature impacts on salmonids, Discussion of temperature 15 out off at
Year 2020 and fails to take into account the substantial warming predicted 1o occur by Year 2041, This is an

II,.1'm:::nﬂ]3-|.v|:t|: analysis,
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M Further, the draft simply assumes that restoring cooler water to currently dry or low-flow arces of the
B01-215 | Son Joaguin River within the Restoration Ares would have a uniformly beneficial effect. As discussad
abowve, the draft fails to take into consideration the creation of additional labitat that could atiract salmonids
into arcas where heavy predation will occur. Any expansion of the wetted area will provide habitat for
predation. This is not a beneficial impact,

cont'd

Page 5-91. Line |, Impact FSH-23, regarding changes in pollutant discharges between Friant Dam
and the Merced River, is discussed at the peoject level. Omitted from this discussion is the impact that
Fo1 - 216 | occurred during WY 2000, when Interim Flows were mismanaged in conjunction with inflow from the Delta
Mendats Canal. As o result of the mismoneement, o substantial degradation in water quality accurred due
o nermal water and agriculiural practices, A discussion of this impact and mitigation measares should be
set forth,

Page 5-91. Lines 1-24, Impact FSH-23 (Altcrnatives Al through C2): Chonges i Pellutant Dischrge
aiid Mobilization in the San Joaquin River Between Friant Dam and the Merced River — Projest level

Page 5-91. Lines 10-13. 1t is stated in the PEIS/R that while the additional water provided by Inferim
EC1-217 | and Restoration Nows is expected 1o dilute the existing level of agriculture-derived pollutants in the STR, it is
net expected (o reduce pollutants o a level that would significantly improve conditions for fish specics,
Simce the target of this impact assessment is representative special-status and game fish, why is this impact
then listed as “Beneficial?™ Rather, a less than significant iopact determination should be sufficient in this
Case,

Page 5-91. Lines 23-24, Further, it is stated that the Interim and Restoration flows are not expected
i to impact the SJR by mobilizing pollntants, but no basis is provided to support this statement, except that
EC1-2183 | {hese flows could be recaptured at the East Bear Creek Unit (EBCU) of the San Luis NWR. It is likcly these
added flows could be sufficient to mobilize pallutants associated with sediment in the river before these
flows are recapiured at the ERCLL

For the reasans stated above, this impoct needs ta be re-evaluated and mode evidence iz needed as

BCl-218b _— P o
suggested above to support a determination of “less than significant and beneficial™ impact,

Page 5-92. Line 22, Impact FSH-23, concerning changes in fish habitat conditions between Friant
Dram and the Merced River, is discussed at the project level. The draft concludes that improved habitat
ECL-21% | conditions would benefit all representative fish species and increase fish abundance and survival. Since the
inereased populations and survival of predators would ocour along with any other fisheries, no analysis is set
fosth regarding the adverse impacits that such inereased predation will have.

Page 593, Line 1. The draft notes that continuows base flow in the rver will provide habitat
connectivity and allow for the increased migration of Sacramento splittail and striped bass, Increasing the
bass population will increase predation. There is no discussion of this effect.

ECL-32D

BC1-331 Pape 5-94. Line 21, The draft notes that severs] diversion (acilities may be used 1o recaplure
= | Restoration Flows, including recapture at the Mendota Pool. [f Reclamation uses a recapture program at the
WMendota Pool by providing Restoration Flows to the Exchange Confractors in exchange for reducing
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Adeliveries from the DMC, will this violate the contract with the Friant Contractors that states that deliveries

of CVP supplics to the Exchange Contractors down the San Joaquin River will not be made unless certain
factors exist such that water from the Sacramento Yalley cannot be delivered via the DMC to the Exchange
Coatraciors? Please explaii,

Page 53-94. Line 38, Impact FSH-27 briefly discusses changes in predation levels between Friant
Dam and the Merced River at the project level, The draft concedes that no quantification of assessment of
predation has been conducted. Yet, the draft concludes that impacts would he less than significant and
beneficial. The draft notes that there are large populations of non-native fish in the Restoration Area and that
“predation pressures on representative special-stams fish species and other native fishes are beligved to be
considerable under current conditions.” Then, the draft concludes, without data, that providing additional
flows that would shift habitat conditions away from the warmer and slower watzr habitat favored by non-
native predators would increase habitat sujtability for native species, “in effect, moving non-native predatory
fish further downstream.” While this is a theory, the additional flow and habitat could simply incregse the
hass population. Creating additional hahitat for these non-native predators downstream puts them exactly
into the locations where salmonids must migrate in order to move up and down the San Joagquin River. The
draft fails to identify actions that will effectively reduce predation. The discussion of changes in predation
levels is inadequate.

Page 5-94, Lines 38-42. Page 5-95. Lines 1-14. Ilmpoct FSH-27 (Alternatives Al through ©2):
Changes in Predation Levels i the San Joaguin River Between Friant Dam and the Merced River — Project
level

The PEIS/T states that, “Interim and Restoration flows would reduce predation by nonnative fishes in
the Restoration Area by ereating in-channel conditions fhat fiavor sativa fish species over nonnative species,
This impact would be less than significant and bengficial ”

We disagree with this assessment. Implementation of Interim and Restoration flows in dry through
wet years would esteblish perennial [ows and increase in habitat for both native {e.g., hardbead, Sacramento
splittail, radobow trout) and nennative fish species (largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, spotied bass and
Striped bass) in the Kestoration Area. Large populations of nonnative fish predators already exist in the
lower renches of the SIR {CDFG 2007}, and their populations can be expected to increase with
implementation of Interim and Restoration flows, potentially resulting in increasing predation pressures on
native specinl-status species (e.g., larval and juvenile hardhead, Sacramento splittail). Although these
monrdtive fish species (e.g, largemouth bass) fevor warmer temperatures and sbower flows than native fish,
ihey generally can tolerate a wider range of envirommental conditions than native fish (Moyle 2002), and can
be found throughout the Restoration Area, mncluding Reach 1 (San Joaguin River Restoration Program 20100
We agres that increased flows m Reach 1 could result in cooler water temperatures that potentially could
favor native fish over predators such as larpemouth bass. Yet, largemouth bass can potentially inhabit gravel
mining pits in Beach | where lower water velocities and warmer temperatures provide these figh with ideal
habitat (McBain and Thrush 2002). Furthermore, based on the SIR30) model results, average water
tefsperatures i the Jower Reaches (4 & 57 would be only 1 1o 2°F lower than the Mo-Action Aliemative
during spring and corly sumimer, and similar fo the No-Action Alternative during other months (PEIS/R

WAppendix H, “Modeling). This marginal drop in average water temperatures in the lower reaches s unlikely
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to shift the balance from a fish community dominated by nommative predators to native fish, Rather, o
perermnizally wetted channel under iterim and Restoration flows could instead promote the colonization of
areas where other nonnative predatory fish are currently not as abundant (e.g., Feach 1), Smalimouth bass,
EC1-2234] for example, are more stream-oriented than other bass and prefer cooler waters than most other nonnative
cont'd | fish species (Brown 2000); this nonmative predator conld potentially become more abundant in Beach 1 with
implementation of Interim and Restoration flows (Fishbio Environmental 201 1), mereasing the risk of
predation for native special-status fishes, Based on these reasons, we disagree with the impect assessment of
“loss than significant and beneficial” in this PEIS/R and contend that predation impacts could potentially be
significant,
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Murphy, D. D, P, 5. Weiland, and K. W. Cummins. 2011, A critical assessment of the use of surrogate
species in conservation planning in the Sacramento-3an Joaquin Delta, California (U5 A). Conservation
Biology Cnline,

Mewcombe, C, P, and 1O P Jensen, 1996, Channel suspended sediment and fisheries: a synthesis for
guimntitstive assessment of rizk and bmpect. North American Journal of Fisheries Matagement 16 693727,

Sun Joaguin River Restoration Program. 2009, Fisheries Management Plan: A Fromework for Adapfive
Management i the San Joaguin River Bestoration Program.

San Joaguin River Restoration Program. 2010, Fisheries Management Plan: A Framework for Adapiive
vManagnmwt m the San Joaquin River Restoration Program.
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L
San Joaquin River Restoration Program, 2011, Reinfroduction strategy for Spring Run Chinook salmon,

Stillwater Seiences, 2003, Drafl Restoration Strategies for the San Joagquin Kiver, Prepared for the Natural
Resources Defense Council and Frimnt Water Users Authority,

U5, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 2007, Tulare Lake Basin Hydrology and Hydrography: A
Sumimary of the Movement of Water and Aquatic Species. April 2007,

EC1-223k| 1L 5. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2010, [0{a)l{A) Enhancement of Species Permit Application for the
cont'd | Reintroduction of Central Valley Spring-Fun Chinook Salmon into the San Joaguin River.

WVogel, In, 201 1. Insights into the problems, progress, and potential solutions for Sacramento River basin
native anadromons fish restoration. Repon prepared for the Northern California Water Association and
Sacramenio Valley Water Users, April 2011,

Wenger, 5. ). 2008, Use of surrogates (o predict the stressor response of imperiled species, Conservation
Biglogy 22: 1564-1571,

Zimmerman, C, E., G. W, Edwards and K. Perry, 2008, Maternal origin and migratory history of
Onecorhiynchus mykiss captured in rvers of the Central Valley, California. Final Report prepared for the
California Depariment of Fish and Game. Contract PO385300.

Chagpter 6, Vemetation and Wildlife

Page 6-51. Lines 7-12. While it 15 true that there is uncertaioty regarding the future implementation
of the USACE policy regarding vegetation on levees, the USACE policy does reflect current policy and
should not be dismissed as “too speculative for meaninglul consideration.” The requirement for the
resforation project to comply with the current policy could significantly affect vegetation and wildlife and
influence the potential success of the restoration project. We recommend that the lkely consequences of
implementation of the current vegetation policy on vegetation and wildlife and restoration project success be
disclosed in the PEIS o inform the public and decision makers on the full range of podential impacts of the
proposed action,

BO1-224

Page 6-57, Ling 27, The Riparian Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (RHMMP) required under
Conservation Measure RHSNC-2 is intendad to guide the development and implementation of actions to
compensate for impacts to riparian, wetland, and other sensitive communities, The Plan should identifi
patential mitigation areas under public owmership to confinn the availability of land to meet the mitigation
requirements, I the Plan anticipates the acquisition of any private land for mitigation purposes, it should
clarify that it would be on & willing seller basis, The Flan also should include a description of how access to
monitoring sites across private land will be achieved and how impacts wonld be mitigated,

EC1-225

Page 6-61. Lines 35-39, Page 6-62, Lines 1-26. Thirty five sensitive plant species are acknowledped
a8 oceurring or having the potentin] to occur in the Restoration Area, Compensatory mitigations For
pragram-leve] impacts to these species are developed by Reclamation in the Chapler 2.0 ef the dealt PEIS/R.
We are concormed that sensitive resources muy develop outside of the Restoration Area due 1o restoration
actions, and thut these resources may be consequently impacted durdng the implementation of otherwise
lawfil petivities on adjacent lands, Program-level indemnities must be put in place to protect land owners
spAram potential prohibitions and prozecutions related to meidental impacts (including “lake™) o sensitive

EC1-226
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rresourees during otherwise lowful sctivities, This same concem applies to all action allernatives, 1o sensitive

wildlife species with the potential 1o associate with existing o created habital areas, and 1o both program-
and project-level actions,

Page 6-65, Tahle 6-6, Table 6-6 indicates that Settlement actions may result in long-term beneficial
effects to riparian and marsh habitats that would benefit bivds breeding in emergent marsh. The Draft
PEIS/R, however, does not assess the potential for thind party impacts resulting from an increased production
of hirds (.g., blackhirds) that are associated with crop depredation. ‘W recommend that the PELS include an
assessment of the potential for these impacts and a description of the methods that would be used to ml'tigatc
any anticipated impacts,

Chapter 10, Ceology and Soils,

Page 10-20. Line 3. The statement in this section reports that the soils in the lower portion of Reach
2b and Reach 3 contain a selenium burden of .14 to 0,36 of ppm {14 to 36 pph where the water quality
ohjective is 5 pph) in the top 12 inches of soil, This statement is not supported by any factual information
and iz inferred from a UGS report cited in the SIVDP 1990 report using a statistical analysis. The inference
of the findings is the soils in this area have the potential o impact surface reoff, ponding or the quality of
subsurface drainage. This finding peses the threat of inverse condemnation of the properties involved and a
dimimution of property values when the Program and Projects need to use the property for implementation.
This finding is umaccepiable. The selenium burden in the seils of these arcas needs testing to confinm any
such conditions before inclnding such findings in this or any other document. The soils in the 28 and 3
eastside areas are sands and sandy loams (California Soil Resources Lab) that have been irvigated for over
100 vears, While over-wash from the source, the Panoche-Silver Creak Watershed, may have left a residual
during some ancient event, the presence would have been in a narural soil peden, not irrigated areas. The
sonrce contained predominately organic selenivm from ancient sea Bed diatoms trapped in the sedimentary
geology of the Coast Range and the erganic forms of selenium are soluble and easily reroved. Ivigation for
ovir one hundred vears has removed (see testing of shallow water in CCC and CCIDY) any vestiges Trom
these soil profiles. In the case of the sedimentary soils of Reach 3 wesiside, the areas that may still have
selenium are those that have been refreshed by the flood events of Panoche-Silver Creek which is a relatively
stall geographic area near Mendota, Soil testing must be conducied 1o support any conjecture about sodl
selenium content and i1z implications,

Page 10-21. Line 4. Same comments as zhove.
Chapter 11, Flood Management
General Comment.

There i5 a lack of focus on the critical Mood isswes in the restorafion area and on the background and
operations of the Lower San Joaquin Levee Distaet (LSJLDY). Many of the descriptions of flood operations
and facilittes are inaccorate.

Page 11-6. Lines 23 - 24, Neads to inelude a desernption of the LSILD and the significance of its

Program

_Uﬂ'DDﬂ operations in the study area between Gravelly Ford and the Merced River. The LSILD was created i
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hl'ﬂﬁ and is responsible for the maintenance and operation of the project flood control facilities, LSILD, in
Er1_231 accordance with its agreement with the State Reclamation Board, is obligated to maintain not only the

bypasses, but the channel of the San Joaquin River in the Project Area, in & condition where the channel will
eont ' d | carry specified flood flows in aceordance with the maximum benefies for flood protection, This obligation
may be in direct conflict with some of the propesed restoration actions, including those that encourage
vegetation growth in and along the river or bypass channels.

EC1-232 Page 119, Lines 24-235, Mendota Pool does not function as a reservoir and hes no operable flood or
wiler conservistion storage,

Fage 11-9, Lincs 31-34, Mendota Fool does not fill with sediment and there is litthe observed
EC1-233| pvidence of sedimentation based on inspections that are carried out every two vears when the pool is
dewatered and the dam is inspected,

BC1-234 Page 11-8, Lines 40-41, Dela-Mendota Canal water flows tnto Mendota Pool and then through
Mewdoty Dam snd down Reach 3 before being diverted into the Avrove Conal at Ssck Dam.

EC1-313E Page 11-9. Lincs 41-42. Flows greater than 600 ¢fs may be diverted into the Amoyo Canal during the
irrigation scason.

EC1-716 Page 11-10, Lines 1-2. Flood flows are not diverted m the Arroyo Canal except for irvigation
purprases. Flood flows generally pass the canal and continue downstream.

Page 11-10. Line 10, The draft needs to define what it means by “excess water”, Further, the draft
EC1-237 | nzeds to define and hetter explain that Kings River flows have priority over San Toaquin River flows in
Mendota Pool during flood events.

Page 11-10. Lines 15-16. The text should clarify that the design capacity of the James Bypass/Fresno
Slough is 4,750 ofs secording to Avmy Corp of Enpgineer Flood Diagrams. The draft also needs to explain
that per current flood control manual operations, the Kings River conveys up to the first 4,750 cfs of flow
into the Sen Joagquin River and then up to the next 4,750 ofs i= diverted to the Tulare Loke Bed, Above o
Kings River flood fow of 9,500 ofs, the remaining Oow is split S050 betergen the San Joaguin River and the
g -zag | Tulare Lake Bed, Kings River food Oows have prionty over Resteration Flows released from Friant Dam
into the San Jeagquin River, The operation of the Chowchilla Bifurcation Structure is coordinated with the
amaunt of Kings River food Dows entering tse San Joagquin Biver system vin Fresno Slough, i San Joagquin
River flood flows are being released from Foamt Dam, The volume of San Joaguin River flow routed into the
bypass system s inereased as the amount of Kings River flood Aows entering the San Joagquin River
inereazes, Under high Kings River flow conditions, all flows mn the San Joagum Biver moy be mowted into the
bypass systein at the Chowclilla Bifuircation Structuze,

Efl-239 Page 11-13. Lines 16-17. The levees constructed in the restocation arca were constructed by the State
as noted on page 11-6 line 13,

B01-240 Page 11-13, Lines 32-37. The drafl needs o acknowledge that there has been significant flood
vdﬂmage consed by seepage of Mows below accepted desipn capacifies, There has also been a significant loss
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of the onginal design Now capacity catised by subsidence, sand build wip, and vegetotion growih in the
channels.

Page 11-14. Lings 37-38. The sentence should note that Table | 1-1 provides original design
capacities and should reference the source of the design capacity information. Many of these capacities have
decrensed over time due o sedimentation, subsidence, and vegetation growth. For example the current
capacity of Reach 2B is estimated to be about 1300 ofs.

Page 11-17. Line 3, Table 111, Add a note stating that the actual Beach 2B capacity has been
reduced to 1300 ofs,

Page 11-17, Ling 3, Table 11-1. Adda note stting that the actua] Reach 4B1 capacity has been
reduced o0 - 200 ofs,

Page 11-17. Table 11-1. Note 1 indicates “Summarized from results of one-dimensional HEC-RAS
hyvdeaulic modeling deserbed in Appendix H, *“Modeling.” Table should be based on and reference actual
design capacities published in DWER or USACE flood fow capacity diegrams, HEC-EAS modeling has no
relevance to design eapacities.

Page 11-18, Ling 38, Should read; Sand Slough Control Structure “was designed” to maintain this
design discharge.

Page 11-23, Lines 11-16, The deseription of the LSILD i3 inadequate consideting the critical role
and health and safety responsibilities the District has in the stwdy ares. The description should include the
following text:

“The LEJLD waz created in 1955 and is responsible for the maintenance and operation of the
project flood contrgl facilities, LSJLD, in sccordance with jts agreement with the State
Reclamation Board, is obligated to maintain not only the bypasses, but the channel of the San
Joaquin River in the project ares, in a condition where the channel will carry specified flood
flawes in gecordance with the maximum benefits for Mloed protection, This obligation may be
in direct conflict with some of the proposed resforation actions, including those that
encourage vegetation growth in and along the river or bypass channels. The LEJLDY is
responsible for the project levees, bifurcation structures, control structurcs, and bypass
chamnels that vowte high flows oot of the San Joaquin River into the bypass system,
moderating flows in Reaches 2B, 3, 4, and 5. Major facilities in the San Joaquin River Flood
Cotrol Project inelode the Chowelilla Bifireation Structure, Chowehilla Bypass, Enstaide
DBypass Conirol Structure, Eastside Bypass, Mariposa Bypass Structure, and Mariposa Bypass,
The LSILD i funded by property tax assessments on lands within the LSILD boundaries that
receive flood control benefits, As a result of comversion of lands to state and federal
owiership (primanly for wildlife areas), the LSILD is facing a disappearing tax base at a fime
when O&M costs are rising,™

Page 11-27. Line 1. An impact assessment methodology needs to be included or be preceded by a

"-.-"CIW description of flood control operations under the Alternatives, The draft PEISR should identify i the
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\pmpw:d Mendota Bypass will be used for Nood control purposes, Be=plumbing of the system will allow
alternate flow paths that will impact flood operations. 1T the Mendota Bypass is constructed, a significant
ECL-247 | inerease in the amount of flood fow that could potentially enter Resch 3. Since increases in flood sk are
cont'd | being evaluated at the project level in this document, a detailed deseripiion of potential changes 1o foed
operations and impocts must be included. In addition, Kings River flood flows from Fresnoe Slosgh must

also be considered in the Nood evaluation,

Page 11-27. Lines 2-3. These models have no ability to simulate the true physical processes that will
impact flocd operations and maintenance in the restoration area, These models do not have the ability to
evaluate how more frequent high flows and flow levels will saturate and compromise levee integrity over
Er]-2ae| time Since minimizing flood risk is being evalwated at the project level, a more rigorous analysis of the
umpacts of creased flow frequency and flow levels should be provided in the draft PEIS/R. The evaluation
of redirected flond impacts cannot simply be hased on & theoretical modeling exercise using outdated
fragility curves,

Page 11-27. Lines 6-7. The draft PEIS/R should include information regarding the calibration and

BC1-243] - . T
prier uspge of these modeling tools that make them oppropriste for use in this impact assessmenl.

Page 11-27, Lines 12-14. The deaft should acknowledge that the UNET model can only provide a
Er1-250 | theoretical estimate of the non-damaging flow capacitics in Reaches 24,21, 3, 44, and 4B, There are many
other physical parameters that must be considered in the evaluation of non-damaging flow capacity that are
not addressed in this deaft.

Page 11-27, Lines 15-18 and Page 28, Lines 1-8. The unpact assessment methodology = thearetical
EC1-251| innature and has very limited applicability to the actual physical river system m the restoration ares, The
docuiment needs o deseribe the limitations of this method and its application to the San Joaquin River's
highly complex and Aow capacity constramed flood management system.

BCL-252 Page 11-29. Lines 13-14. How does the impact assessment methodology provide a meaningtul
asseszment of inereased risk due to underseepage, through seepage, or slope stability?

ECL-253 Page 11-27. Lines 15-16. How does the impact assessment methodology provide o meaning il
assezsment of increpsed rsk due o erosion or associated landside slop stability mechanisms?

Page 11-31. Lines 40-41. The preceding text does not adequately inform the reader what is meant by
BEC1-254| the “lock of recent and consistent information regarding channel and levee conditions in the Restoration
Area” Preceding sections need to cleatly describe these data issues for the reader,

ECL1-255 Page 11-35, Lings 13-16, How will redirected impacts to Reaches 3 and 44 be mitigated?

Page 11-35. Lines 21-24, Localized backwater and redivection effects can cause significant impacts
to lossal fleod and water operations, LSJLI and third party interests need to be included in site-specific
studics wnd designs to ensure that all program-level actions are appropristely refined to eliminate any

potential impacts.

EC1-356
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Page 11-35, Lines 29-32, Tincreased vegetation and sediment deposition can chuge significant impacts
1o Jocal flood and water system operations veluding increased O&M costs, LSJLD and third panty interests
feed to be included in site-specific stadies and designs to ensure that levee and channel impiovemeits ane
appropriately designed to eliminate any petential impacts. Document does not adegquately describe vegetation
management response actions and how these actions will be funded.

Page 11-35. Lines 30-32. The mcreased O&M costs to manage increased vepefation growth and
sediment deposition con cause significant financial impacts to lecal flood and water system operations, A
Iong-term financial ngreement must be in place before this action can be considered less than significant.

Pape 11-41., Line: 31-35. The project level impact and mitigation section must specifically idemtify
and evaluate all potential land use related inundation and anticipated seepage-related impacts to all existing
and propesed land uses such as the City of Mendota®s and City of Firebaugh's well fields and all public
Tacilities and parks (including tolal screage 1o be impacted), including how such impacts will be mitigated.
The Firebaugh City Manager reports that they have fo monitor levees at flows above 4,000 ofs and have to
sandbag if Mows approach 4,200 cfz, The city alse experiences a rise in local groundwater levels that stops
percolation at the waste waler treatment plant seitling poads, requires pumping of construction irenches,
samrates embankments and levees, and floods recreation facilites. Al of these impacts must be addressed in
the Deaft PEIS/R since minimizing flood risk is being evaluated at the project level for NEPASCEQA
compliance.

Page 11-43. Lines 7-8. The actions included in Alternatives Al throwgh C2 should “prevent” or
avoid potential substantial incresses in flood risk which might otherwise opcor. A “reduction™ in flood risk is
only acceptuble if the risk is reduced to the No-Action level.

Pape 11-43, Lines 15, Consistent with comments on Chapiter 2, the proposed Channel Capacity
Advisory Group must have a elear authorized purpose and there must be agreed upon procedures, protocols,
and performance standards in place to guide the review and response to comments provided by the gronp,
There st be o formal process for Reclumation to respond to and resolve comments provided by the group,

Page 11-43. Line 17. Consistent with comments on Chapier 2, the use of one-dimensional HEC-RAS
hydraulic modeling deseribed in Appendix T provides only a theoretical estimate of in-channel flow capacity
and does not mcorporate enoygh information to determine actual then-cxisting in-channel flow capactties,

Page 1143, Lines 20-22. The evaluation of the potential performance of the levees will require,
amang other things, evaluation of the composition of the levess and foundation materials, analysis of several
miodes of potential slope stability failure, as well as evaluation of seepage through and under the levees.
These analyses cannot be addressed with a single factor of safety requirement. The use of the Faclor of
Safery of 14 or greater is inpdegquate for determination of safe lmdting Ioterim and Restoration fows.
Considenng the potential for differences m interpretation of eriteria, it is recommended that a mare detailed
and site-specific set of design critena, considering all potential failure modes and specific USACE District
requiteitients, be estoblished.
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Page 1143, Lines 26-27, There may be locations along the river in the Restoration Area where the
EC1-264 |channel invert elevation s higher than the chevation of the landside levee toe, Therefore, this criteria may not
provide a minimum level of protection in all cesas,

Page 11-43. Lines 28-30. As noted previously, the evaluation of the poential performance of the
levees will require, among other things, evaluation of the composition of the levees and foundation materinls,
analvsis of several modes of potential slope stability fatlure, as well ps evaluation of seepage through and
EC1-265 |under the levees. Limiting Interim and Restoration Flows to levels that correspond to a single Factor of
Safety of 1.4 or higher docs not address all of these performance measures. Considenng the potentiel for
differences in interpretation of criteria, it is recommended that 2 more detailed and site-specific set of design
criteria, considering ell potential faiture modes and specific USACE District requirements, be established.

Page 1143, Lines 30-34, The USACE Factor of Safety of 14 cited in Chapter 2 does not provide a
BECL-265 |minimum Factor of Safety associated with ull the Failure modes contributing to levee erosion and seopage

impacts,

Page 11-44. Lines 19-23. Figure 11-18 shows a particular hvdrelogic sequence when peak snow melt
EC1-267 |releases are avoided, but there may be many other hydrologic sequences where peak snow melt relenses are
not avoided and levees saturated by preceding Restoration flows may be maore susceptible to failure during
high Mlood flow releases. This impact may not be less than significant i many cases.

Page 11-44. Lines 24-29, Peak Interim and Restoration Flews in Apidl-June that socur after major
EC1-268 |rain-flood evenls may coniribute 1o additionn] levee erosion, seepage, and exacerbate existing problams or
delay required mainlenance, This fmpact may noed be less than significant in meny cases,

Pape 11-4%. Lines 9-12. [Immediate and long-term actions associated with mainteining channel
EC1-769 |Cupacities are outlingd in PEIS/R Appendix I (Physical Monitoring and Management Plan), chapters 4 and
5. The Draft PEIS/E neads to provide a more detailed description of how and when these actions would be
mmplemented,

Page 1 1-4R, Lines 1920, Consistent with comments on Chapter 2, the Invasive Vegetation
Monitoring and Management Plan acknowledges the importance of comrolling invasive riparian species, bt
gt oz |1 s vnclear how the program can effectively identify and conirol invasive plant species. The Drafi FEISR
should include an analysis of the feasibility of implementing an invasive plant monitaring and comtrol
program. The Diraft PEISE should describe the potential impacts on vegetation and wildlife, and restoration
project success within the context of ongoing control measures or diminished habital functions resulting
fram invasive plant species,

Page 11-4%. Lines 1-4. Consistent with previous comments, the measures to reduce flood nsk
described in Chapter 2 need to be more specific and thorough, The three measures that Reclumation
proposes o implement to collectively avoid a potentially significant increase in the risk of flood damage, or
ECL1-271 |levee fuilure due to undeseepage, throughseepage, erosion, or landside slope stability need to be further
developed to avoid potential increases in flood rigk. As discussed previously, the safe performance of the
levees canmot be expressed by a single USACE factor of safiety requircment. A more detailed and site
specific summary of the criteria, considering all potential failure modes, should be established,

Final Program Environmental
3.8-162 — July 2012 Impact Statement/Report



EC1-272

EC1-273

EC1-274

EC1-275

EC1-278

BC1-277a

ECL-277h

ECL-278

EC1-279

EC1-280

Chapter 3.0
Individual Comments and Responses

[Duane Morris

Ms. Alicia Forsythe
s, Fran Schuliz
Septermber 21, 2001
Page 87

Page 11-4%, Lines 36-12. Reclamation intends (o enter into a financial agreement to assist LSJLD in
adapiing to changes in O&M activities, Reclamation must provide financial support for increased O&M for
the life of the project, Also, there needs to be fnancial compensation for lost tax assessment revenue caused
by purchase of private lands by Reclamation for restoration purposes, The restoration goals are m conflict
with LSJLD masintenance obligations, The less than significant rating is subject to development of an
adequate financial agreement.

Page 11-50, Lines 2-7. The term of the “long-term agreement™ must be identified wid Qunding
secured before Impact FLI-T can be dismissed as less than significant.

I = P

Page 12-35. Figures 12 -16 and 17. These figures are incomplete or missing and would provide
importent information to assist reviewers in understanding the impacts of scepage to neiphboring properties
in the Program Area,

Page 12-37. Line 13. The presentation in this section Jacks perspective on the relative contributions
of recharge, The permeability of the alluvial sands and sandy loams in the eastem San Joaguin Valley are in
the erder of [ x 10-3 cmses while the clay beds (A through E or Coreoran Clay) are in the order of 1 x 10-8
to 10=12 emsec. That reagnitede of difference of 1 billion wnits is very significant.

Page 12-46. Line 35. Uranium is present in many groundwater avees of the Valley and poses o
significant issuc for drinking water and hence human health, but is not mentioned.

gy — Supface Supplies and Facilitie At

Page 13-T1, Table 13-51 has a program “sction”™ in Reach 481 that inchides a flow goal of 4500 ofs
aind integrated Mood plain managemeit, Which lands are designated for dntegrated flood plain management
amd where have the environmental consequences of any intenitional flooding been described? I the land is
currenily privately held, the impact of such a decision has not been incorporated in the land use and
socieeconomic impact section of the draft PEIS/R.

Chapter 14, Hydrology — Surface Water Cuality

Page 14-12 - Table 14-3, Sarme comment as to Page 13-71, Table 13-51
Chapter 16. Land Use Planning and A pricultural Besources

Page 16-1. Line 20. The width of the testoration area of 15007 froim the viver centerline outward
from both banks is not wide enough to encompass the arcas where “resteration actions could affect cxisting
land uses ot agricoliural resources” as further defined on lines 21 and 22, CCID has submitted monitoring
well data gathered when 2000 and 201 1 Infenim Flows and flood flows were present in the river. The
impacted orea extended about 3 miles west of the centerling of the river in Reaches 3 and 44,

Page 16-1. Line 25, Bven though urban land uses only account for a relatively small percentage of

Vlh-n land used along the San Jowquin River, the area i Beach 3 adjacent to the City of Firebaugh is an urban
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B -7 B.ghurcu. In some cases, this area adjacent to the City of Firebaugh will pose the most limiting maximum flow
cont 4 hydrograph issues due to public safety relative to a potential leves breach, impacts fo seepage into the City's
storm and sanitary sewer system, incressed constriuction costs, efo...

Page 16-2. Lines 3 to &, There are and will be notable exceptions to whether the State has fee or
EC1-281| casement intevest in the remaining reaches, Sueh exceptions inchude, but are not limited, to the State having
sold its imterest to Miller and Lux without any exception, or where lands rezide within one of the Mexican or
Spanish land grants over which the State has no jurisdiction.

Page 16-7. Line 7. The public park, adjacent public mult use facilities, sanitary sewer disposal lend
g1 - ogg | omd facilities, are publicly owned by the City of Firebaugh. In addition, there are canals on each side of the
river which are parallel with, adjacent to, and share the bank of the San Jeaguin River in Reach 3. The
easterly Columbda Canal Company fecility is privately owned, the Peso Canal on the west side is owned by
CCID, & public agency.

BCL-283 Page 16-T, Lines 24 to 29, The Poso Catal and Riverside Canal are parallel with and adjacent 1o the
rver on the west side, all along Reach 44, They are owned by OCTD a public agency,

BC1-284 | Page 16-8. Line 12, The Chowchilla Bypass is not o permissible route for restoration flows.

Page 16-30, Line 39, Impacts to imporiant farmlands, which are identified a3 significant and
unavoidable, must be mitigated as specified in Section 100d)2) of the San Joaquin River Restoration
ECL-285 [ Settlement Act, Unlike the sethack leves footprint impacts, proper selection of barrow areas can ba
conducted to mindmize impacts o important formlands, Accordingly, add the following text: “In general,
every effort will be taken to ensure borrow areas are located so as not to impact important farmland valess
agrecd upon by willing landowners and mitigated appropriately,”

Page 16-31, While it is agreed that future development will likely result in additional impacts (some
being significant and potentially unavoldable), it is unclear what Reclamation and DWR are identifying as
BCL-2888 b hageline condition under both NEPA for the No-Action Altermative? What projects were assumed o
oceur, and what were the assumptions that distinguish the No-Action Aliemative baseline from the
pppronch/essumptions used for the cumulative impacts assessment?

EC1-2B6L Using the same logic as was used for likely impacts to important farmland, it is wnclear ow the
conclusion was reached that conversion of riparian forest to non-forest uses also will not likely occur?

Pupe 16-24_ Line 1. As Beclamation s avare, continued coordination with londowness and water
B - 287 | districts/companies is cssential to the successful implementation of the entire San Joaquin River Restoration
Progrram,  Accordingly, add new first bullet stating the following: *Limit temporary and long-term impacts to
important farmland associated with levee sctbacks through coordination with applicable landowners.”

ECL-28E Page 16-34, Line 1. After the word “excavation” add the following text: “impacts to imporiant
farmland by avoiding such lands to the extent possible as well as”
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Page 89

Page 16-34, Line 21. Add “in close coordination with affected land owners o maximize the potential
for such lands to be used by impacted land owners in the long-tecm, If such lands camot be obtained, lnd
owners will be paid fir macket valwe for their Jand, and sequired sasements will'™ after “use)” and steike “to
b ™

Page 16-34. Line 29, Add "in close coordination with all applicable land owness” after the word
me5m1,-

Page 16-34, Line 23, Add “in close coordination with all applicable land owiers™ after the wedd
“impacts"

Page 16-35, Ling 4. Add “in close coordination with all applicable land owners™ after the word
“mensures”,

Page 16-40, Lines 24 - 35, All potential land vse related impacts need to be identified. Inundation
and anticipated seepage-related impacts to all existing and propesed land uses such as the City of Mendota's
and City of Firebaugh®s well fields and all public fcilities amd parks (including wofal acresge 0 be impacted)
needs to be specifically idemtified and bow such impacts will be mitigated, The City Manager reports that
they have 1o monitor levees ot Qows above 4,000 ¢fs and have to sandbag if flows approsch 4,200 ofs. The
city also experiences a rise o local groundwater evels that stops percolation at the waste water treatiment
plan settling ponds, requires pumping of construction trenches, saturates embankments and levees, and
floods recreation facilities, All of these impects must be addressed in the document since mmimizing flood
tisk 1z being evaluated at the project level for NEPASCEQA comphance.

Page 1&-40. Line 40, How can the additional bundreds of travelled miles due to severed cross access
b considered less than significant?

Page 16-41. Line 200 The discussion of impacis must include an estimated toial acreage of impacts
rather than simply steting “at some locations™ as currently identified in Line 3. The expert testimony of Dr.
Michael D. Harvey submitted August 18, 2005 identified & potential impact to approximately 1,900 acres
associated with Reach 2B, 412 peres for the proposed bypass chonme] sround Mendota Dam, and an
additional 2,518 sssociated with Reach 4B, The only reference found to the amount of potentially impacted
farmland pereage 15 on page [6-45 under Impect LUP-E {Altermatives Al through C2): Substantial
[Hmindshment of Aghculural Lend Besource Quality and Importance Becanse of Altered Water Deliveries —
Project=Level, which claims “implementing Alternatives Al through C2 would on average reduce irrgated
acreages by less than 1000 acres...” What is the basts of this number?

Page 16-41, Line 36, As Reclamation is aware, water districts and landowners have been
participating clesely with Reclamation ag part of the Seepage and Conveyance Technical Feedback Group to
minimize polential secpage impacts in both the short and long texm, It is critical that this group vemain
cogaged and build on the muteal understanding of both known and potential areas of scepage concern,
in::lu::ling accounting for potential future changes in crop patierns {e.g., conversion to archard crops with
agsociated degpear root zones than most field crops). Aecordingly, add the following: “Reclamation has bean

lwvorking closely with water districts and participating landowners ag part of the Seepage and Conveyance
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EC1 -ZSEi'h"l'n:mnil:a] Feedhack Group to minimize potential seepage-related impaets in the short and long term.” after
cone'd | the word “land.”

Page 16-41. Line 41, As diseussed with Reclamation as parl of the Seepage and Convevanee
Technical Feedback Group, landowners continue to be concerned shout the petential for seepage-related
L - 257 | mpaces 1 future crops (e.g. orchards) that generally have a deeper root 2one than curren! row crops, As
such, the following should be added: *(bodh curvent and fure including the potential for additional orchard
cropsy” after the word “practices.”

Page 16-42. Lines 4 — 28, Include potential to install slurry or cut-off walls as a methed of limiting
EUL - 298] seepuge impacts where applicable and agreed to by adjacent landowners,

Fage 16-42, Line 6, Add “sctions implemented as part of the Physical Monitoring and Management

ACL-283 Plan'seepage mondtoring and management plan,” after the word “by™

EC1-300 Page 16-42, Line 11. Add “will work closely with the Seepage and Convevance Technical Feedhack
Group to” after the word “will”
Page 16-45, Lines 20— 21. The Diraft PEIS/R claims “implementing Aliernatives Al through C2
Bl 301 would on average reduce irvigated acreages by less than 1,000 zeres, " What is the bagis of this number? s
the claimed [(d-acre impact only assoginted with reduced water deliveries?

Chapter 20, Public Health and Hazardoos Materials

Pape 20-1. There is no mention of the kazards associated with or the potential impacts to the sewage
treatment facilities adjacent to the San Joaquin River in Mendota and Firebaugh. Should there be a leves
failure, flood event or vandalizm, there is o likelihood of haman pathogens entering the Program and Froject
areas. The re-connection of the River below Seck Dam adds & new element of exposure fo pmans,
especially recreationists, a8 well as animals susceptible to enteric discase-causing organizms. Similarly,
there is no mention of seplic tanks in the Project areas that could fail a8 a result of seepage and high water
tables or by surfece inundotion of the fcilities,

EC1-302

Chapter 22, Sociocconomics

Crengral Comment. The Sociocconormics chapter as currently presented is wery broad in its analysis,
We wnderatand that this is necessitated by the feet that this is a programmeatic BEISR, However, for the
BC1-303 | project specific ELS/R, please provide specific information on: {1 actual agriculmiral acreages lost, (2)
identify, o the extent possible, the location of these lost acres, (3) crops typas grown on these acres, (1)
value of crops curvently grown, (3) identify potential replacement crops in areas where agricultural land will
likely be lost temporarily due to construction but wheare due (o changes in either groundwater, drainage, or
other factors the previous cropping type is no Jonger feasible,

Page 22-52, Lines 2-4. Although the section discusses the potential impacts from reductions i
apriculiural vahee during construction, this is more of a sensittvity analysis and no actual changes in screages
i presented in this chapter. Chapler 16, Land Use, only talks about o potential loss of more than 1,000
W

BEC1-304
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Mrrigated acres, However, the discussion does not include the location of these lost neres. Further, in a recent
public session, Reclamation mentioned there could be #s much as 3,000 acres taken out of production. What
is Reclamation®s best estimate of acrepge to be taken out of production at this point and for what purposes?

0l 24, Uil | Sarvice §
Page 24-11 and 13, UTL 5 and 13 impects sssessment. The draft PEIS/R proposcs that the needs for
incressed emergency sarvices are o less than significant environmental impact. 'We disagree; the Restorntion
areas will likely be an attractive nuisonee for many more visitors with their assogisted accidents and or
incursions onfo private property. Both Shenfls services and fire or medical emergeny equipment will be

undoubtedly called upon to respond Lo the increased visitor activities as o result of the implementation of the
Program and Projects. The impaet should be elevated 1o “significant,™

Chapter 28. Consultation, Coordination sied Compliance

The Chapter provides a programmatic overview of the permitling requirements of the project, but
dees not provide any detail for the specific projects within the program. The DEIS/R should identify the
mechanisms to involve stakeholders i the permitting process, Third-party interests should be sdentified and
incorporated info the permitting process during the following permitiing review processes:

a USACE 404 Public Interest Review- Third-party interests should he invited to attend the
USACE scoping for any Individual Permit review.

. CVFPE Encroachment Permit- USACE review: Third-party interesis should be contacied
prier o USACE review of any CVFPB encroschment pennit approval by the USACE to ensure that
hydraulic analysis includes consideration of impacts to third-party interests.

* California State Lands Commission — Land Lease: Thivd-parly interests should be involved in
any decizion or determination made by the State Lands Conmission,

The Chapter does not include o significent permitting discussion of the San Joaquin Adr Pollution
Control DMstrict or the Indivect Source Beview (ISR). 1SR iz mentioned in the Adr Quality Section (Chapter
4.0 as o mitigation measure, There 15 an assumption that the [SE (RBule 35107 will be utilized o reduce
P10 and NOx, but there is no discussion of the relative cost or challenges associated with the ISR precess
om & program of this magnitude.

Fage 28-30, Lines 1-18. The California State Lands Commission (“SLC") discussion does not
adequately describe the challenges associated with the State Lands Commission or their jurisdiction over the
San Joaquin River channel, The discussion on page 28-30, line 11, describes the river as “navigable in fact™,
bt fails fo acknowledge that numerous izsues, property disputes, and other factors are still undecided on the
issue, Third-party interests and stakeholders should be invelved in the discossions with SLC and USBR as
jurisdiction detenminations ave made by the SLC. Landewners along the San Joaquin River may be impacted
by such decisions by SLC, reducing farmland that is currently in production onee restoration flaws are re-
introduced and projects are developed under tha Program.
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Chapter 28, Table 2-7, ESA Work-windows! Constrisction Timing - Table 2-7 lists the conservation
measures for biological resources on a progrmmatic level. The proposed mitigation measures are so general
and all-inclusive that construction timing, aciua] construction, and permitting would be very difficalt due w
overlapping ESA timing and mitigation consirainis as described in this table, Several proposed mitigation
measure in Table 2-T require lengthy surveys that will delay project implementation. Table 2-7 should be
revised fo include

EC1-309 I. Potential mitigation banks or mitigation options;

Z, The party respensible for abtaining project specific “take™ perimits for species;

1 The party respensible for paying mitigation amf obtaining mitigation credits; and
4. (iptions for project proponents if no mitigation credits are available,

Page 2B-35, line 21-32 indicates that “comments recedved assisted Reclamation and D'WR i

w1 -110 | identifying the final range of actions, altematives, site design options, environmental resounces, ad
initigation mensures that are analvzed in the Draft PEIS/R"; however, most of the concerns ate suppoded to
b addressed at the project level,

Interim flow studies — The document describes several interim flow evaluations! studies that are on-
going as interim flows are implensented, however, it does not state when or if the result of these studics will
be made available, Interim flow studies that identify additional impacts to adjscent landowners and
stakcholders or third-party interests shonld be re-analyvzed and re-civculated for public comment.

BEC1-311

Chapter 28, Table 1-3. Program vs, Project-level Permitting — Table 1-3 describes pecmitfing
coimplisnee at the “Progrum' level for many resources; however, mast of the permitting will oceur at the
BC1-312 “Project” level. This table should be revised/corrected to securately reflect what is contained in the Draft
PEISTR.

Fages Z8-10 1o 28-11. The draft atates that Reclamation and DWR consulted with TSACE and it was
determined that a Section 404 permit will not be needed for actions described at the project-level in the Draft
PEIS/R. s this correct? Yet, subsequent site-specific projects will have to apply for a permit and the
USACE will evaluate to determine whether proposed action is the Least Environmentally Danaging
Practicable Alternative (LEDFA), Further, many projects are discusscd af the program bevel and they will
require a Sec, 404 permit, e.g, Phase | and Phase 2 projects. However, there is no analysis of the LEDPA as
required y the EPA. The altarnatives analysis in the draft PEISR are inadequate to determine the LEDPA
and leaves the requirements of Section 404()(1 3 up to each individeal restaration project for evaluation
during the permitting process. The deaft PEISR alternatives figure in Section 2-1 does not include LEDFA
in the alternatives analysis, The aliematives developed for the deaft PEIS/R are based primarily on the a
fixed tlow determined in the scttlement and a list of projects to be implemented and do not adequately
analyze the LEDPA under 404{h){ 11.

EC1-313

Pages 28-28 to 28-29, lines 33-35, Williamson Act. The Drafl PEIS/E swys that DWER is exemmpt
Trom the nonmal cancellation process because lands would be acgquired via cminent domain; page 28-29,
W

BCl-314
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Hiin:s 67, of the drafl PEIS/R says that Reclametion is not exempt and lands would have to go through the
normil cancellation process,

Br1-114 The draft PEIS/R should state that Motification is required fo be subrmitted to both DOC and the local
governing body respansible for administration of agriculfural preserves ey in the process, as soon as

Lrd . ; i . ; . !
= possible after it appears that land within an agriculteeal preserve will be required for & public vse,

Mevertheless, the Act requires that land be acquired from willing sellers. 1f the STRRP secks to tale
land through o “hostile™ condemmnation process, it will cause a tremendous backlash within the San Joaquin
Valley.

t rtal rmland — & i with

According to Section 154 10b) of the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPEA) (7 US.C. 4202(b)),
Federal mgencies are () to use established eriteria to identify and fake into account the adverse effects of
hedr programs on the preservation of faormland, {B) to consider alternative actions, as appropriate, that could
essen adverse elfects, and (¢} to ensure that their programs, to the extent practiceble, are compatible with
State and units of local povermment and private programs and policies to protect farmland. Established
criteria for the evaluation are found in the FFPA implementing regulations {7 CFR Part 658.5), and include
Tand evaluation {LE) criteria and gite assesement (SA) criteria (2 federal LESA). The Natural Resources
Conservation Service (MRCS) coordinates with the federal lead agency on conducting the project specific
LESA, which ublizes federal Form AD1006. The FPPA applics to projects and programs sponsored or
financed in whole or m part by the federl government.

EC1-315

The dreaft PEIS/R did not identify statutory requiretnents for complying with the FPPA. Therefore,
he discussion regarding compliance is inadeguate,

Mitigation Specified in PEIS/R for Impects on Agriculioral Besources

MM LLUP-Th is primarily complisnce with the Williamson Act, Complisnce with regulatory

requirements is not mitigation. The deall conchedes that spesified mitigation would lessen the impscts on
icultural rescurces but not 1o a less-than significant level, It further stiates that oo additional it gation is

Ffr’;ilfubl.c-tn fully compensate for loss of land wirder the WA and'or loss of Important Farmland,

BO1-316 Additional mitigation is aveilable to further reduce impacts on agricultural lands, and DO has
provided puidance on what they consider to be appropriate mitigation for loss of Important Farmland and
conflicis with WA coniracts. They state:

“Although the direct conversion of agricultural land and other agriculteral impacts
are often deemed to be unavoidable by an agency's CEQA analysis, mitigation measures
st nevertheless be considered. The adoption of a Statemnedt of Overriding
Consideration does not absolve the agency of the requirement to implement feasible
mitigation that lessens & project’s impacts. A principal porpose of an EIR is to present a
discussion of mitigation measures in order to fully inform decision-makers and the public
abont ways o lessen a project's impacts, In some cases, the argurnent is made that
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A mitigation cannot reduce impacts to below the level of significance beesuse agricultural
land will 511l be converted by the project, and, therefore, mitigation is ot required.
However, reduction to a level below significance is not a eriterion for mitigation. Rather,
the criterion is feasible mitigation that lessens a project's impacts. Pursuant to CEOQA
CGuideline 15370, mitigation includes measures that "avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce or
eliminate, or compensate™ for the impact. For example, mitigation includes "Minimizing
impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation

{8153 T0(E))" or "Compensating for the mmpact by replacing or providing substitute

BEC1l-316
resaurces or environments (§15370e))."

cont'd
DO recommends the following types of mitigation:

* Establishment agricultural conservation easements on land of at least equal quality and size ns
pattial compensation for the direct loss of agricultural land. [f o Williamson Act contract ts terminated, or if
growth inducing or cumulative sprcaliural impects are invalved, we recommend that this ratio be incrensed.

* Protecting farmland in the project arca or elsewhere in the County through the use of less than
permanent long-term restrictions on use such as Farmland Security Zone contracts or Williamson Act
contracts.

- Drirecting a mitigotion fec to invest in supporting the commercial viability of the remaining
agricultural land i the project ares, County or region throwgh an sgricultural mitigation bank,

Mitigation of project-level impacts should consider these potential mitigation opportinities.

COMMENTS ON APPENDICES

Appendix I¥ — Fhysical Monitoring Plan — The draft PEIS/R alleges seleniom in the soil profiles in
B -317 | River stretches 28 and 3. The Seepage Management Flan proposes potential mitigation of seepage using
projects such as interceptors, The reault is & need for a Program water quality monitoring element in the
Momitoring Plan,

Appendix G — Plan Formulation = Chapter 1, pg. 7. The NEPA requirements are detailed amd include
the specific requirement that the documents have information that “allow reviewers to evaluate the
comparative merits of the proposed action and altermatives™, The draft PELS/E fails in this requirement as it
relies excluzively on the Setflement and the Act for the environmental impact conditions assessed. There is
no presentation or comparative effort that allows the reader to defermine that this Program and its related
ECT-318 ) projects and actions are the setivities that have the least impact on the environment and yet meets the teed to
estabrlish an dimproved salmonid fishenes in the San Josgquin River, The daft PEIS/R needs to, among other
alternatives, coitpare the environmental and secial cost of restodng of aupmenting salmonids i other San
Joaquin River fributaries or River systems so a3 (o allow the reader to understand the difference in impacts
amang such alternatives, The Settlement and Act make provision for the concept that the Prograim and
Projects may ot meet the intended goals of self-sustaining salmonid populations, but without o discussion of
altermative opportuiities (o reach the goals, the valise of the efforts canitot be weighed properly agaiist the
\Pinrqmcts of the proposed actions. Similarly, a5 mentioned in prior comments, comparison nesds to be made
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to alternatives to the Phase | and Phase 2 impeoveisent projects and the hydeographs in Exhibit B of the
Settlement,

Appendix G — Chapter 3, pg. 3, line 26. To the diseussion of irtigation flow impacts, add: “along the
Son Jopouin Kiver and Mendota Pool”, Furthermore, fucilities m the Mendota Pool could provide an
opporiunity to re-cireulate Friont water, especially if the facilities are expanded. Specifically, Lateral 7 of the
Westlands Water District could be vsed for re-cireulution as it currently is conmected 1o the California
Agqueduct below San Luis Reservoir and the Dos Amigos Pumping Plant thereby eliminating two additional
lifts a5 indicated by dingrams showing pumping points in the lower San Josquin Biver system.

Appendix H — Modeling,

Page 2-5, Lines 13-19, The CalSim model uses o monthly time step that may not be appropriate for
analysis of Bestoration Flow recapture or flood events that occur on a daily or weekly time step. The use of
monihly values may significantly underestimate the potential impacts of the Altematives o water supply,
restaration flow recapture, and flood control operations,

Page 3-7, Lincs 16-20. Many of the differences are likely cansed by the use of a monthly time step
that cannot replicate daily or flood event hase operations, As noted in the previons comment, the use of
monthly values may significantly mask or underestimare the potential impacts of the Alternatives to water
supply, restoration flow recapture, and flood control aperations.

Page 3-20, Line 21, Feleases from Millerton Reservorr to the San Joaquin River can affect the
allocation of water to the West Side CVP Contractors, The assumptions section does not deseribe how the
Allernutives secount for the changes in the timing and volume of water flowing into Mendota Pool caused by
the reoperation, and the resulting impects on West Side Contractor allocations. Initial model simulations
indicate this impact could be around 30 TAF to 1) the restoration allocation, 2) Friant Unit allocetion, or 3)
West Side CVP allocation. This 15 a significant water supply issue that nust be addressed in the draft
PEIS/E since flow-related impects wre being evaluated at a project level of NEPA/CEQA compliance,

Pape 3-25. Lines 15-18. The draft PEIS/R states that “These daily values are not intended 1o
represent proposed of oplimial daily water operations, Instead, USIRDE] analyees represent a potential set of
daily operational values tht can be wsed for further analysis i swpport of comparisons between
alternatives.” [ the USIEBS] daily valies do nol represent proposed water eperations then they saive no
value and cannot be used for analysis of allernative vs, baseline conditions, This is a significant issue that
showld be addressed in the draft since flow related impacts are being evaluated at a project level of
MNEPASCEQA compliance,

Page 3-30. Lincs 4-7. Because flow is being evaluated at a project level of NEPA/CEQA
compliance, the use of & method that sets the minimum aud peak daily waloes at the mean monthly value will
significantly reduce the extreme values and may not provide a reasonable level of detail for analysis of daily
flow related impacts. The analysis must gccount for the range of hydrologic conditions that will be
experienced under future alternative conditions,
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Page 7-1. Lines 20-21, MEI 200Ba page 4 section 2.3 Main Channel Manning’s n-values refers to a
non standard method used to compute composite roughness values, Has there been any peer review or
acceptance by the USACE Hydrologic Engineering Center of this method?

BC1-325

Pape 7-2, Lines 7-2. MEI 20080 page £ section 2.3 Modeling of Roughness Zones refers to a non
- standard method used fo compute composite roughness values, Has there been any peer review or
BCL-326 | geceptance by the USACE Hydrologic Engineering Center of this method?

Page 7-2. Linecs 24-29, The proper definition and application of the seven distinet roughness zong
types is critical to model calibration and the evaluation of altematives, Definition of the zone types should
be consistent with related model applications and he validated by actual physical river conditions, A
roughness greater than 0.1 may need to account for dense vegetation that significantly impedes flow.

EC1-327

Page T-2, Ling 30, The modeling assumplions section should acknowledize and describe that a non-
stamedard method 15 used to compute composite ronghness values, This pssumed methodology could have
EC1-328 | significant infleence on the capacity analvsis and impact analyses of the Alternatives, Has thers heen any
peer review or acceplance by the USACE Hydrologic Engmeering Center of this method?

Page 7-3. Lines 10-13. What does “the model was validated o the extent possible™ mean? Madel
calibration and validation docoments should be referenced here similar to what was provided for the CalSim
EC1-32%| model. Was the model independently calibrated and validated hased on different low and high flow events?
What i= the level of confidence associated with the mode] for nse to evaluate channel capacity, fish passage,
and sediment transport?

Page 7-3, Lines 22-39. Text should state that the model only provides a theoretical evaluation of
nob-damagmg fow capacity and does not account for all the ether physicel parameters that are affected by
the changes in flow frequency, duration, and magnitede. These impacts include increased levee saturation,
seepipe, piping, and underflow.

ECL-330

Page 7-3. Lines 22-2%, MEI 2008c page 1 section 2.1 Water-Surface Profiles states that it is
recognized that discharges of this magnimde may not acteally oceur in the downsiream portions of the reach
ECL-331 | under existing conditions due to seepage, irrigation diversions, and eperating procedure at the large diversion
siructures along the reach; thus, the discharges and estimated water-surface elevations used in the this
fleoding and inundation analysis are believed to represent the upper limit of those that are likely to ocoor in
each of the subreaches” This qualifying text should be included in section 7.1.3 with the flow capacity
amalysis,

Page 74, Table 7-1. The notes at the bottom of the table should include o note scknowledging that
the non-damaging capacity of Beach 2B is limited to 1300 ofs based on actunl flew conditions. Table 7-1
needs to include ernor bounds on stmulated values since additional mode! calibration is recommended to
imyprove the model.

EC1-332

Page 7-4. Lines 5-6. Are the resulis of the sensitivity analysis available for review? Were the
BECL-333 | fimitations of the model acknowledged in the resulis?
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Page 7-5. Lines 5-8. Interim and Restoration Flows will need to be reduced if Kings River flows are
entering Mendota Pool under flood conditions. Kings River flows may completely occupy the flood flow
capacily in Reach 3 below Mendota Pool.

Page 7-5. Lines #-10. What changes in the operational criteria at the bifircation strvetires are being
proposed? These should be documented & part of the Nood flow oparations analysis, The operational rules
should acknowledge that the Mendota Pool Bypass will not be used for lood flow purposes under any
conditions,

Page 7-5. Lines 17-18. Tetra Tech 2009 page 2 Section 3 Evaluation of Likely Failure Points (LFF)
refers (o use of the Comp Study UNET model to cvaluate which locations would requine strengthening under
project conditions, The analysis is limited to the companson of water surface profiles for advertised {design)
capacities based on the steady-state HEC-RAS model and does not account for other physical parameters that
influence levee stability due to changes m flow frequency, duration, and magnitude. Potential impacts
include increased leves saturation, seepage, piping, and underflow. The comparison of the LFP to the
computed advertised water surface profile is not an adequate evaluation,

Page 7-5. Lines 17-18, Tetea Tech 2000 page 3 Section 3 Evaluation of Likely Failure Polits (LFF)
notes that the results of the UNET analysis highlight the need for a detailed study of both the geotechnical
stahility and top-of- levee profiles in Reach 3 and 4A before 3 determination can be made regarding the need
to strengthen them as part of the Restoration project. This need for a detailed study should be acknowledged
in the PEIS/R section on Mood control.

Page 7-5. Lines 119, The Model description section necds to state if the non-standard method nsed to
compuis composite roughness values in HEC-RAS was also applied to the Comp Study UNET model. This
assumed methedology could have significant influence on the capacity analysis and impact analyses of the
alternatives.

Page 7-6, Lines 13-22, Due to the sandy composition and condition of many of the levess, likely
failure is not simply a function of a defined water surfice but of the duration and frequency of Mow in the
channel, An analysis based on likely failure points for gréen water surfoce elevations does nol adequately
capiure the increased flood sk in the Restoration area as o result of Interim and Bestorotion Mows.

Page 7-8. Lines 21-23. It should be clearly stated in the draft PEIS/R Alternatives description and
assumptions that the proposed Mendote Paol Bypass will not be operated for flood flow convevance.

Appendix L. Biolpgical Resources - Vegetation and Wildlife
Attachment: Invasive Vegetation Monitoring and Management Plan,

Page 1-1. Lines 29-31 and Attachment 2-1 Line 17, The Tnvasive Vegeration Monitoring and
Management Plan acknowledges the importance of controlling invasive riparian species by stating that
“Unless the spread of invasive riparian species is controlled, achievement of the restoration objectives of the
Settlement could be seriously compromized by invasive species.” The plan deacribes monitoring effons thar

wywould be implemented to document the spread of invasive species and guide conteol efforts; however, it is
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ﬂum!ﬁar how the pregram can effectively identify and contrel invasive plant species if it is restricted to
publicly accessible lamds, Given the reasonable likelihood that invasive ripatian plants will colonise
BCL-341m restoration areas, the draft PEIS/T should include an analysis of the feasibility of implementing an invasive

plant menitoring and control program without sceess o all lands adjoining the river and bypasses. In
cont'd addition, the draft PEIS/R should desceibe the potential impacts of invasive riparian plants on vegetation and
wildlife and the prospect of restoration project suceess within the context of substantial long-term control
mieasures and diminished habdtat functions resulting from invasive plant species,

The Invasive Vegetation Monitoring and Management Plan foruses on four invasive riparian plants
that have the potential to influence the suceess of the restoration project. The plan does wot address other
agquatic invasive planis, such as Soath American spongeplant (Limnobiuom laevigatum). This invasive
species, which was recently established (2008) in the San Joaquin River system, is the subject of ongoing
eradication efforts by the Californin Depariment of Food and Agriculture. According to the Califoriia
Department of Food and Agriculture, the establishment of spongeplant has the polential o adversely affect
fush and wildlife, recreation, native vegetation, flood control, canal memtenance, and vector control {Akers
2000, Accordingly, the draft PEIS/E should specifically analyze the following.

d The potential effects of Restoration Flows and continuoug wetting of the river channel on the
EC1-%341b reproduciion amd spread of spongeplants;
J The potential effects of Restaration Flows on the ability to provide sdeguate eradication or

control measures for spongeplant;

. The podential efTects of estublishment of spongeplant on native vegetation communities and
associated fish and wildlife in the San Joaquin River

d The potential effects of establishment of spongeplant on third-party flood ceniral and
irmgation facility operation and maintenance.

We also recommend the inclusion of South American spongeplant in the Invasive Vegetation
Maositoring and Mabagement Plan atd encourage Feclamation to work with the California Departiment of
Food and Agriculiure and affected third-parties to develop an effective eradication program.

CEID currently manages invasive species within its system using both mechanical and chemical
methods, Non-native plants that are particularly challenging include water hyacinth and, mone recently,
South American spongeplant. California Department of Food and Aprculture (CDFA) resource specialisis
suspect that Interim Flows and Restoration Flows may spread exotic squatic and riparian plants more
extensively, and at a greater mte, than pattemns observed over the last several decedes. These restoration-
reluted range expansions of invasive plants could create additional muintenance demands on CCID and other
water districts, and could reduce the functional efficiencies of the water system.

EC1-341ea

Costs incuered by CCID and others fo manage invasive aguatic species that can be reasonnbly
attributable to restoration actions must be bomme by Reclamation as mitigation cogts,

ECl-341d

EC1—342¢ Appendiz M. Geomorphelopy, Sediment Transport, and Yegeialion Assessment

Final Program Environmental
3.8-174 — July 2012 Impact Statement/Report



EC1-343

cant'd

EC1-343

BC1-344

EC1-345

EC1-34¢

BEC1-347

Chapter 3.0
Individual Comments and Responses

I 1uane l'\a‘iﬂi‘ 115

M. Alicia Forsyihe
Mz Fran Schulte

September 21, 2011
Page 09

d Page 5-16, Lines 25-26. The section of text on Resch 24 deseribes the results of the SRH-1D
sediment transport and vegetation response modeling. The text states “the base flow under Project
Conditions in this reach will substantiolly incresse the amount of vepelation in the reach”, Lines 33-35 state
that “native plant productivity doubles from Baseline Conditions when Alternative & flow is introduced”,
Invasive plants also increase by 18%. Lines 37-38 state “In the downstream subreach of Reach 2A,
Alremative A flows increased base level of Low llows and subsequently increased vegetation covernge along
the banikes.”

Thaese model predictions suppart the need for a comprehensive sediment‘vegetation management plan
and development of a long-term O&M agreement between Reclamation and the LETLD to provide financial
support for on-going sediment and vegefation management in the Restoration Area,

Page 5-21. Limes 7-10, The section of text on Reach 2B desoribes the results of the SRH-1D
sediment iransport and vegetation response modeling. The texd states “Sond transporl was estimated to
ingrease fram 4,300 tons'year 1o more than 33,000 wons/year. This is a seven fold increase in the amount of
sand transported in tiis reach”, Lines 21-24 state “Levee and food control mepsires are recommendad i
this teach to account for foture depesition.” Yet, there is no discussion of mitigation or how the additional
sund will affect operations,

Page 5-21. Lines 25-29. The section of text on Reach 2B describes the results of the SRH-1D
sediment transport and vegetation response modeling. The test states “The increase in base flows in this
reach under Project Conditions is anticipated to increase the amount of vegetation in the channel. ...
Increases in hase flow will support a riparian vegetation community”, Page 5-22 lines 12-13 states *Average
plant productivity width in this reach is estimated to increase by a factor of 1,5 to 2, relative to Baseling
Cenditions.” Yet, there is no diseussion of mitigation or how the additional vegetation will affect operations,

Page 5-32, Lines 24-26, This text on Resch 44 notes that Baseline simulations in 4o pradicted
almost contmuous flow, but acknowledged that the reach is generally dry a majority of the time, This causes
an ervor in the impoct analysis since the conclusion on lines 33-34 iz that there iz very little difference in
pradicted vepetation between Alternative A and bascline conditions, In fact, there will likely be significant
vegetation crowlh as g vesult of Interim and Restoration Flows mn Reach 44, Thiz impact shoald be
documentzd in the draft PEIS/E.

Page 5-35. Lines 9-12, The section of text on Reach 4R1 recommends the following “Future levee
design to protect adjacent properties should be incorporated in future modeling run o accuraiely predict
sediment iransport and geomorphic clannel change in fhis reach. Results preseated herein are preliminary
and do not represent the influence of possible levees”, Since Reach 4B | may be expanded to convey up to
4500 ofs, it is critical that a thorough sediment transport and geomorphic analysis be condueted to evaluate
potential channcl migration, vegetation, and O&M issnos,

Page 5-35, Lines 24-26. The summary findings for Reach 481 predict an average erosion of 1% feet
under the 4500 e¢fs scenaro over o 17-vear simulation period. This evosion must be considerad in the design

process to aceount for sdditional seepoge potentizl and impacts to leves stability.
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Page 5-318. Lines 33-34, The section of text on Reach 4B2 describes the results of the SRH-1T»
sediment transport and vepetation response modeling, The text states that “The Alteenative A flows had
EC1-348 |approximately 15 to 20 percent more native plant productivity in this reach”,

All of these model predictions above support the need for & comprehensive sedimentvegetation
mamagement plan and development of o long-term O&M agreement between Reclamation and the LSILD to
previde financial support for on-poing sediment and vegstation management in the Restoration Aren.

Page 5-43, Lings 4-3. The section of text on Reach 5 describes the resultz of the SEH- 1D sediment
transpost and vegetation respense medeling, The text states “The simulated plant productivity under
BC1-349) Aliemative A flows was approximately 30 percent greater in Reach 5a and 38 percent greater in Reach Sh.
Altemative™, This significant increase again demonstrates the need for a comprehensive sediment/vegetation
management plan to prevent increases in food risk.

Page 5-47. Lines 34-35. The section of text on the Eastside Bypass states that “Under project
conditions, fows are restored to Reach 481 and less flow s diverted to the Bastside Bypaess, This may be
BC1-350 | yrye under the condition of 481 at 4500 ofs, but with 4B1 at 475 ofs Festoration pulse flows will need w
flowr through the Bypass on a more frequent basis and will result in an increase in vegetation growth. This
increase in vegetation growth needs to be documented in the PEIS/R.

) Section 5. General, The gecmaorphic, sediment transport, and vegetation analysiz needs to evaluate
BCL-351 | potential impacts to the Chowchilla Bypass. Changes in sediment transport and river form in Reach 2A may
cause changes to sediment transport and deposition in the Chowchilla Bypass,
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III.  Recommendations and Assessments for o Practical Approach and Alternatives to
Implementation of the SJRRP

Introduction

The SIBRT is faced with significant challenges, Reclamation must restruchure the development of
the SJRRT to reflect the funding realities, Congress will not be providing the large sums of money according
to the timetable that was anticipated when the Act was passed, At best, Reclomation can expect more
BC1-352a | modest appropriations spread over many years,

When negotintions were conducted over the legislation that resulted in the Act, the Exchange
Contrctors made it clear that development of “half a project” was untenable, We believe the Settling Parties
and the sponsors of the legislation were in accord. [n order to avord a siteation where an unsuceessful
project is developed, the Exchange Contractors requested their consuliants, CH2MHILL, review the Phase 1
md Phose 2 improvement projects and prioritize them in terms of projects that shouald be developed. Further,
they were requested to reassess the costs of the SIJRRP and to develop a schedule of development based upon
en assumed funding stream. The following pages include set forth the results of these assessments.

SIRRF Phase 1 and Mitigation Projects Priocitization and Implementation
Based on Conditions Known as of %20/2011

The Exchange Contractors requested CH2ZMHII to review the Phase 1 and Phase 2 projects together
with the pouls of the SIREP. The following is o product of the work.

The BRMC is unigue in that it represents the interest of landowners, agencies and other stakeholdars
EeL-352h | throughout the entire project area, all of which have the potential to bear substantial economic and
environmental costs that could result from direct and indirect impacts from the implementation of the
Restoration Program, Without appropriate mitigation, RMC members will be sabstantially impactad as result
of divect and indirect impagts if restoration actions are nol theroughly evaluated and careflly implemented,
Likewise, as the water supply agencics, the Exchange Conteactors bear a rigk that if the SIRRP is not
successfil, they could be looked to for assistance, Further, their water operations could be adversely
impacted as a result of project effects and/or the presence of protected species. A SIREP thart is not fully
functional, implemented and operational, but rather is implemented in a partially completed state, is not in
the best interests of the Exchange Contraciors,

Beclamation should prioritize mitigation and Phase 1 project actions to initiete engineering analysis
il design as soon ss possible. Engineering analysis and design should consist of two major components:
{17 determine the existing levee and channel constraints by Resch, and (2) conduct an analysis of possible
alternatives for levee and channel improvements. The alternatives analysis should incerporate historical
ECL- 352 | knowledge and local understanding and be coordinated closely with local agencies and landoamer
representatives. Additionally, agreement on the appropriate assumptions for the analyses with local agencies
umdd landowners should be obtained carly in the process, These analyses should be based on the best available
information, inchade field studies and data collection as needed, and be conducted to professional stendards
using established enginecring practices. All engineenng design should be conducted to Reclamation, DWE.,
amdl'or USACE design standards and guidelines, as appropriate,
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Prioritkeation of Mitigatlon and Phase 1 Projects

The comprehensive plomming and design process muest consider all the restoration wetions oz pat of a
complets implementation effort and ensure that the construction phasing of netions i one reach of the river
does nod ereate unintended impacts n other reaches. Destgn snd construction activities should begin with
needed mitigation projects and then proceed to higher priority Phase 1 projects that do not impose potentiol
impacts on third parties and local land owners,

Tahle | provides a priority ranking of needed mitigation and Phase | projects. Mitigation projects
that allew for zafe conveyance of restoration flows should be completed before initiating construction on
Phase 1 projects. Required mitigation projects in Reach 4A, Reach 3, and Reach 2A are ranked with a
priu‘rjr}r level of | through 3 and constitate a substantial portien of the infrastructure improvenents necasgary
to safely comvey Interim and Restoration Flows, including necessary integration with flood flows, incleding
those from the Kings River. Mitigation improvements include lovee stabilization, installation of slurry walls
umdl interceptor drains, vegetation management, and increased funding for operations and maintenance.

Phase [ projects that do not require additional mitigation and do not cause redirected impacts, “no-
regrets” projects, should be the next priority. Another benefit of these “no regrets" projects ts that they will
ot become stranded assets if future funding is deleyed. As shown in Table 1 priority levels 4 through 9,
EC1-3524 |hese Phase 1 “no-regrets™ projests include:

Arroyo Canal Fish Screen and Sack Dam Fish Passage
Hills Ferry Fish Barrier improvements

Ml anel Salt Slowgh adult fish borriers

Madify or demolish the Sand Slough Control Structure
Modify Reach 4B headgate

Modify Eastside and Mariposa Bypass structures

- @ & & 8 &

Phase | Projects that require mitigation as part of project design and constrection or to prevent re-
directed impacts, shonld be implemented subsequent to the *no-regrets™ projects, only if full funding is
vailable to complete the project, Table | shows these projects as priority levels 10 through 13, These
projects inchude:

Enstside amd Mariposs low-llow channe]
Mendota Pocl Bypass

Feach 2B enlargement to 4500 ofs
Keach 4B1 enlargement to 475 oz

Omce the Phase | projects are implemented, then Fhase 2 projects should be considered. The
exception is if the Reach | gravel pits are determined to be a significant predation issuz, then aptions to fill
or isolate the pits should be elevated to a higher priority.
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Implementation of Mitigation and Phase 1 Projects

Comprehensive funding for construction and future operation for any Reach st be in place prios to
initiating any project construetion activities within that Reach. All sestoration improvements, operations and
maintenance (O&M) agreements, and mitigation measures must be constructed and fully functional before
salmoenids are re-introduced to the wpper San Jeagquin River to ensure succeszfil implementation of the
Settlement and fo prevent unintended impacts to thind parties,

A camprehensive planning process must be undertaken to prevent and mitigate direct and mdivect
impacts of the Restoration Program to third purties. To ensure that actions in one Reach of the river do not
crente unintended impacts in other areas, this comprehensive planning process should consider all the
restoration actions os part of o complete implementation effort and avoid taking half measures. Likewise,
comprehensive funding for the restocation progrvm is required to ensure that all reguired restoration and
mitigation actions are fonded and implemented,

The SIRRF will increase the frequency and magnitude of flows in the San Joaquin River below
Friznt Dam, This increase in flows will exacerbate existing levee stability and seepage problems and may
excecd channel flow capacities in some reaches. Levee and channel improvements are needed in Reaches
IA,ZB, 3, 44,481, and 482 to safely convey the Restoration Flows, Tmprovements o reduce or eliminate
EC1-352e | impacts to levee stability and adjacent lands from increased seepage nust be eoordinated throughout all
Reaches, with other improvements such as riparian habitat restoration, water supply, and flood control
operations, Detailed engineering analysis and design must be conducted for all proposed levee and channel
improvements.

Resches 28 and 3 of the San Josgquin River provide eritical water supply comveyance for the delivery
of water under existing water rights. Implementation of the SIRREP has the potential to impact these water
supply operations through insuificient channel copacities and operstions of new structures, including the
proposed Mendota Pool Bypass. Restoration actions must be carefolly planned and designed to maintain
flexibility m water supply operations throughout the tver systern,

Flaod control operations on the San Joagquin River include conveyance of flood flows from the San
Joagquin River and the Kings River and operation of the Lower San Joaguin River Fload Control Project,
Restoration actions, inchuding lewes and channel improvements, the Mendota Pool Bypass, and revised
operating criteria for the Chowehilla Bifuveation Structure have the potential to confliet with the routing of
flood flows, Proposed restoration actions should not reduce the chamvel design capacity or the system’s
overall ahility to convey flood flows. Existing chanmel design capacities and Nood operafions must be the
first priority and maintained o protect public safety,

Fish passage and scocening facilities are needed in all Reaches. This mcludes facilities to allow fish
passage around or over exisling or proposed structures, screens on diversions to prevent entramment,
reconstruetion of road crossings, and permanent barriers on sloughs. These facilities should be designed in
ageordance with KMFS Fish Screening Criteria for Anadromous Salmonids, criteria cstablished by the
CDFG, other applicable critena at the time of construction, and in accordance with established professional
vl‘lcngiml:r.ing praciices. Fish passage and sereening facilities will require sdditional O&M to maintain,
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EC1-352a
cont'd

Duane

orris

Avincreasing (WM costs for the owner or aperator, O8M agreements and funding to cover increased O&M
casts would be needed,

Creation of riparian hebitat restoration is needed in all Resches of the San Joaquin River. However,

Ms. Alicia Forsythe
Ms. Fran Schulte

ihis action may be in direct conflict with the LSILD's channel and flood contrel obligations. An overall
“lamdzcape” design should be used o the engineering and hydraulic analysis conducted for levee and channel
improvemenis, and sgreement with local agencies and landowners on eritical assumptions for the analyses
should be sought early in the process. This landscape design should inchude sufficient detail (o be used as o
guide for long-term management of riparian vegetation by a local muintaining agency, and be the basis for
the redkesign of flood control channed cross sections to account for the establishment of fature mature
vegetation in the channel.
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Table 1
San Joaquin River Restoration
Draft Phase 1 and Mitigation Projects Prioritization
Priority Project Reach Project Observed Issues prior to Initial Impacts from Macassary Mitigation
Ranking Autharity Description Restoration Program Restoration Acticns before fish
reinfrodisction
1 PL111-11 Sec | 44 Levee and Limited short-term Signiflcantly increased Yes Sabilize leveas; install slumy
1004(d} | drainags seepage during flood frequency and magnitude of walls and interceptor drains;
impravements eveants mainly from the flows inclease seapage, wegetation managament;
Kings River resulting in crop damage and increased O&M funding
exacarbaling existing leves
stability problems
|2 PL111-11 Sec | 3 Levee, urban | Limited shori-term Significantly Increased Yes Stabilize levees; install slurry |
1004(d} utility, and seepage during flood frequency and magnitude of walls and interceptor drains; |
drainage: events mainly fram the flews will increase ssepags, vagetation management;
= improvements | Kings River resuliing in crop damage and increased O&M funding
1
~ exacerbaling exisiing leves urban utility improvements o
ol stability pro_‘nlcms: po'_(-gmnal sewer and water systems
w urban floading and utility
ﬁ | problems
3 PL111-11 Sec | 24 Levee and Piping and seepage Increased frequency and Yes Stabilize levees; insiall slumy
1004(d) drainage abserved at flows magnitude of flows increase | walls and interceptor drains;
improvements | greater than 4,000 cfs seepage, resulting n crop | Increased O&M funding
well below the design damage and exacerbating
capacity; historical leves | existing leves problems
fallures
4 Setthernant 3 Arroyo Canal None Fish entrainment Yes No
Paragraph Fish Screan
11{a) Phase 1 and Sack Darm
Impravement Fish Passage
5 PL111-118ec |5 | Improve and - Existing barrier has False pathway for up migration | Meeded during | Improve barier; increased
1004(n)i4) maintain Hills limited ability to prevent | of Salman interim flows D&M funding
Ferry fish salmon up migration
barrier

Final

3.8-180 — July 2012

Program Environmental
Impact Statement/Report



Ms. Alicia Forsythe
Ms. Fran Schulte

Chapter 3.0

Individual Comments and Responses

DuaneMorris

September 21, 2011
Page 106
Priarity Project Reach Project Observed Issues prior 1o Initial Impacts from Mecassary Mitigation
Ranking Authorily Description Resteration Program Restoration Actions before fish
reintroduction
& Setilemeant 5 Mud and Salt None Fizh entrainmant Yes Mo
Paragraph Slough adult
11{a) Phase 1 barriers
Improviement
7 Setllemant Sand | Modify or Serves no purpose | Significantly increased Yes No
Paragragh Slough | demalish Sand frequency and magnitude of
11(&) Phase 1 Slaugh Control flows increase seepage,
Improvermnant Struciure resulting in crop damage and
o o and exacertbating existing leves
g0 11(b)(1)(4) stability problems
] Setlement 48 | Modify Reach | MNone | Mone Yes— No -
o;n Paragraph | 4B headgate 1 assuming fish
e 11(z) Phase 1 | for fish 10 be routad in
Improvement | passage and 4B1
water 1
conveyance
] Satllement Flood Modify Moneg Mone Yes Mo
Paragraph Bypass | Eastside and
11(a) Phase 1 Mariposa
Improvement Bypass
struciures for
| fish passage
10 Settlameant | Flood Eastsida and Existing flood bypass Increased frequency of flows Yes— Install slurry walls and
Paragraph Bypass | Mariposa channgls nol intandad increase ssepage, resulling in assuming fish interceplor drains; vegetation
11{a) Phase 1 Bypasses low- | for fish passage or crop damage and exacerbating | routed in management; increased
Imaraverment flow chanmnel restoration flows exiating levas stability Ezstside Q&M funding
| praoblems; increased Bypass
vagetation growth
DuaneMorris
Ms. Alicia Forsythe T
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Frionty Project Reach Project Ob=erved lssues prior to Initial Impacts from Necessany Mitigation
Ranking Aurtharity Description Restoration Program Restoration Actions before fish
: reintroduction
11 Settlement 2B Mendaota Poal | Nane Bypass flows will impact water | Yes Install slurry walls and
Paragraph Bypass (o quality and water supply interceptor drains; relocate
11(a} Phase 1 4,500 cfs) operalions; seepage Calumbia Canal Company
Improvement intake, infrastructure
replacement; increasad O&M
funding
12 Sattlement 2B Reach 2B Sespage and leves Increasad frequency of flows Yes Install sturry walls and
Paragraph enlargement stability problems at may increase sespage, interceplor drains;
11(a) Phase 1 (for 4,500 cfs) | flows greater than 1300 | resulfing in crop damage and infrastructure replacement;
Improvemant cfs exacarbaling axisting loves wagatation managament;
a m | stability problems; increased increased Q&M funding
S S weagatation growth
r'_' ,_LI 13 Sefflement 4B1 FReach 481 Lack of leveas Inadequate capacity for Yes - assuming | Construct leveas with slurmy
[sPL)| Paragraph enlargement ta | throughout much of the restoration flows: lack of fish to be walls and interceptor drains;
:'\Jh 11{a) Phasa 1 475 cfs reach; lack of defined comorehensive leves systam, routed in 481 infrastructure replacement;
) Improvement river channel o flow channel, and wegetation management;
floedplain; potential seepage increased O&M funding
induced high groundwater and
| resulling crop damage
Phase 2 Setflement 481 Reach 481 Lack of levees Inadequate capacity for No — depends Caonstruct levees with slury
Paragraph channel throughout much of the restoration flows; lack of an fish routing walls and intarceplar drains;
11(b) (1) enlargement to | reach; lack of defined comprehensive levee system, infrastructure replacement;
4,500 cfs river channe! low fiow channel, and vegetation management;
floodplain; potential sespage increased O&M funding
induced high groundwater and
resulting crop damage
Phase 2 Settlemnant 28 Maodify Structure not designed Poiential to impede ficod flows | Yes - Depends | Increased Q&M funding
Paragraph Chowchilla o prevent fish passags depending an improvements on fish lossas
11(0)1)(2} Bifurcation
{ Structure
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Priadty Brogct Fenach Tropel Cimsanend lsauos pror o il Impacts Fom [ Witigarion
o m|| Pankng HAutharity Deacriplion Festoration Program Festoration Actions. before fish
7 reintroduction
g A
E g Prase 2 | Sesomem 1 Fillorisolain | Exdsting granel pilts High potential for sigrificant You-Exent | Mo
B Parngraph grawnipitsin | provide habitat for predation lnsses depends on
™ TN N FAeach 1 preduoen predation
bawte
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Wildlife Resources and Constroction Schedule

In the Executive Summary Draft PEIS/E there i3 a Table ES-6 “Conservation Measuras
fior Binlogical Resources that may be affected by Selement Actions”™, This information is
presented in Table 4-5 and velated text in Section 4,2.4 Conservation Strategy, of Appendix G,
Plan Formulation,

The concern is that the draft PEIS/R does not address any potential solutions or effects of
the various sensitive times for the various biological resources and a potential constmction
schedule, if projects are achunlly going to get built.

Mg an example, CHEMHIL Jooked at just the fsh and wildlife biological resources Tated
in thee two tables and compared the restricted work period as presented with the assumed open
wotk peviod. We did not look at the plant species. This is presented graphically i the Following
Table,

SIRAF - Blsfoglzal B and £ Alon Werk Parledi
Speanr Fl FlM]alm]d 4 A | 5 ¢ | N | D
Ce. Tippar Salsmander _[ T
Giant Garter Sndie
BC1-352g E5id Exg 8 ot e
St Harre
Oither o ]
Dther binds pratasied by the
P lgrai iy Bied Tewaly At
Burrowing Owil
San uaguin fevelop Squi ral
Fresno Kargaroo Fat
San oaguln Bif o 1 |
Pacific Lamgrey
DoltaGrmeh
Cantral Walley Seeihend
Facraments Valley winberrun
hincck sakson
il Walley usting-sun

Chinsck dilimon o
Essenilal fish habitat [Pacifie
le.n'lL B warry owrsdng)
Source: Tabke 4.5 0f Appendbs § Fisn Formalstion®
Herrrlwnne

W B

Final Program Environmental

3.8-182 — July 2012 Impact Statement/Report



EC1-352g
aant 'd

EC1-35Zh

Chapter 3.0

Individual Comments and Responses

DuaneMorris

Iels. Alicia Forsythe
Bela. Fran Schulte
September 21, 2011
Page 110}

I As shown i above Table, it is highly prafbable that theee is no available time for
construction during a calendar year, Obviously, if the SIRRP is to be succesaful, a number of
lagge projects will have to be congtructed. In order to be efficient with the state and federal
dollars allocated to the SIRRP, work will have to be conducted throughout the year. Therefore
the various state and federal fish and wildlife agencies will need to cooperate so that construction
can oecur nan expedited and officient manner thropghout a given calendar year.

Patential Implementation Schedule for Phase 1 Projects

We have listed the nine major Phase 1 projects as identified in the draft PEIS/E sod have
also included one mitigation project (Leves and Dramage Improvements) i a proposed
implementation schedule shown below,

The implementation schedule is based on our SJTRRP experence, our experience on other
large complex progrms, and our experience in the implementation of large infrastructure on the
Sacramento River from the 1990"s through today 1o protect endangered and threatened fish
species. The implementation schedule assumes that funding is not a limiting factor, and that the
wark started on four projects in the spring of 201 1 will continue {Amoyo Canal Fish Screen/Sack
Dam Fizh Pazsage, Mendota Pool Bypass to 4,500 ¢fs, Reach 2B enlargement to 4,300 cfs, and
Reach 4B1 enlargement to 475 cfs). For the six projects that have not started yef, we assumed
that two would start in Jaouery 2012 smd the remaining four would be spread out every & maonths
thereafter,

For each project we have listed seven major tasks'phases from a feasibility study to
construction. The following provides the assumptions for each of the major tasks:

17 Feasibility Study, Duration is dependent on the complexity of the project, from &
months to 2 years,

2) MEPA/CECQA envimamental decumenis. [ the project is relatively non-controversial
then we have assumed it will be an Environmental Assessment (Federal¥Initial Study
(State) resuliing in o Finding of Mo Sigaificant Impact (FederalyMegative Declaration
(State). If the project is relatively complex and controversial then we have assumed it
will be an Bavironmental lnvpact Statement (Federal)yEnvironmental Impact Report
(Statg) resulting in # record of decizion, Dwration is dependent on the corplexity of the
projeet, from 12 months to 2 years,

3) Final Design, Final design would nof start until the NEPASCEQA process is complote.
Dration is dependent on the complexity of the project, from 12 months to 2 years.

4} Land aequisition‘epsements. Bach project will require some type of land acquisition or
construction easement, of right-of-way casement.  This process can usually not accur
until final design has started bot can be a time consuming process. Duration is dependent
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A .
on the number of Jand owners and the complexity of the propect, from 12 months to 3
Vears.

5 Construction Permits, Obtaining constrestion permits from local, state, and federnl
agencies is usually done during the final design stage. Ideally the permits should all be
oained prior to bidding, but often the last of the permits do not come in until the start of
construction. Duration 15 dependent on the complexity of the project, from 12 months to

18 months,

EC1-352h
cont'd &) Bidding and Construction Award,  The time to bid the project, evaluste the bids, and
obtain the necessaiy bonds wnd insurance from the apparent low bidder, and pward &
comtract takes o minimum of five months sssuming its going through Beclamstion
procurement. The Aroyvo Canal/Seck Dam project iz going through HMRD and is
assumed to be at the most fowr months,

Ty Construction. Duration is dependent on the complexity of the project and the potential o
e bnpacted by Mlood waters. We have assumed 12 inonths to five years.

This implernentation schedule has the Program starting in February 2011 and ending in
s ugust 2020, over about a 10-year period.
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T

N Potential Implementation Schedule for Phase 1 Projects — Funding Restricted

Another implementation schedule that we have developed assumes that available funding
EC1. 35y | i limited to either $25 millian per year or $50 million per year, The implementation schedules
for the individual projects as presented in the schedule above would stay the same, except that
cont'd their initial atart dates would be greatly stagpered and the time for constroction would be
expanded,

As presented in the cost assumptions update by CH2M HILL, the overall cost of the
Program 1s abowt 31.5 billion assuming the mid-point of construction s 2007, At $25 million of
availeble funding per year, the program would take over &0 years to implement. At $50 million
of gvailable funding per vear, the program would take over 30 vears to implement.

Assumptions for San Joaguin River Restoration Cost Estimate (August 5, 2001)

Channel and Lever Improvements

Channel and leves improvement costs were developed based on a restovation flow of
4,500 cubic feet per second {efs) through Reaches 1 through 5, The Expert Witness Report of
Peter 1. Headilek, Ph,D. seived as the basis for this cest estimate, aloag with recent work on the
Arroyo Canal Fish Screan and Sacl Dam Fish Passage Project and Mendota Dam, The
asgumptions for the channel and levee improvements and fish passage and screen cost estinsics
are described in detail below

1. Reach |

BEC1-3521 The channe] and leves improvement ¢ost estimate for Reach | was taken direetly from
Hradilek’s Expert Report, Mo adjusiment was made 1o quantities or unil costs,

+  Reach 1 extends from River Mile (RM) 267.5 1o BM 229 (35.5 miles).
. Reach 28 amd Mendota Pool Bypass

Costs for Reach 2B and the Mendota Fool Bypass were obtained from estimates
presented in the Mendata Pool Bypass and Reack 28 mprovemeniz Prajecs, First Adminisiraliive
Diwvaft, Praject Descviption Technical Memorandum, by USBR in bay 201 1 (hereafter refecred to
us First Administrative Draft).

The First Administrative Dealt acknowledges the need for seepage mitigation measures
for all new leveas and potentially impacted lands. The costs for the Mendota Pool Bypass and
Reach 2B alternatives presented in the First Administrative Draft range from 3452 million 1o
377 million, which is based on 2007 labor, equipment, and material rates. The distribution of
W ocost for levee and channel improvements and fish passage and screens was not provided, The
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A enzts presented in the First Admimizieative Deafl include the resources to procure and manage
contractors, constiugt the project, and purchase land, Costs include contingencies based on the
puidelines presented in the USBR March 1989 “Cost Estimating Handbook”,

It iz mesumed that all neceszary costs have been ncluded in the capital cost estimate and
fior the purposes of this evaluation $500 million (2007 dollars) will be assumed for Reach 2B and
the Mendota Pool Bypass.

A, Reaches ZA through 4B (excluding 2B)

The assumptions for material quantitics and unit costs for Reaches 2A through 48
{exciuding 2B) are described in detzil below. lu peneral, these quantities and unit costs are
consistent with those used in Hradilck's Expert Report, with the exception of the following: (1)
slurry wall quantities and unit costs; (2] inclusion of interceptor deains () land acquizition costs;
{4) channel and leves improvements in Reach 4A; and {3) sand removal from the Enstside
Bypass.

& Reach 2A extends from RM 229 to BM 216 (13 miles),

& Reach 3 extends from EM 204 8 to BM 152 (228 miles).

*  Regch 44 extends from RM 152 to BM 1685 (13,5 miles).
+  Rench 4B extends frorm RM 168.5 to BM 135.8 (32.7 miles).

o, Levee Constriction or IRyrovemients

EC1-3521
cont'd

Costs for leves construction or improvements will depend on a varety of site-specific
faetors including levee design, local geology and other local conditions, and the source of
construction materials. For the purposes of the cost estimate, a unit cost of 39.00¢/cubic yard was
usedd for all levee construction or improvement actions. This unit cost assumes that local
materials would be used for construction/improvement actions, With regard to design
characteristics, this unit cost assumes a levees crown width of 20 fieet, 3 feot of freeboard at
design flow, and that the levees would be constmcted in accordance with standards set forth by
the TS, Army Corps of Engineers and the California Department of Water Resources, This unit
cost is the same a5 was used in Hradilek™s Expert Report.

b Slirry Wall fnstallation

The depth of a slurry wall will depend on & vaniety of site-specific factors, and Hradilek's
Expert Report assumed a 60-foot shurry wall depth. Sixty-foot slurry walls may or may not be
appropriate as scepage barriers. Mamy site-specific stedies will be required to determine the
|, appropriste shury wall depth. However, a depth of 60 foct is extremely conservative given the
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A shallow depth of the water in the chabnel and the short height of the levees. Based on our
experience, it was assumed that a 50-foot sluery wall would be sulTicient and unit costs were
reviged accordingly, In addition, Hradilek assumed a unit cost of §14,(aquare foot for slemy
wall canstruction, This unit cost is very high based on cost information provided by the LS,
Army Corps of Engineers, A value of $8.00/%quare oo was wsed based on the long open
sectiong of the project and the reduced depth of the shamy wall, Preliminary estimates provided
by the San Joaguin Kiver Exchange Contractors Water Authority (SIRECW A) indicate the
fn]lnwiﬂg length of slurry walls will be required for each reach:

e Reach 3 7.0 miles (includes both levees)

o  Reach 44: 5.0 miles {includes hoth levees)
.| ® Feach4Bl: 3.4 miles (includes both levees)
EC1-3521
ookt d & Reach 4B2: 3.6 miles (includes both levees)

c. Iwtercepior Dvain Insiallation

The depth of interceptor drains was assumed to be & feet balow the adjacent ground
surface on the land side of the levee. Site specific studics will be required to determine the
appropriate intercepior drain depth. A value of $250lincar foot was used based on the long open
sections of the project, Preliminary estimates provided by the SIRECW A indicate the following
length of interceptor drains will be required for each reach:

#  Reach 2A: 26 miles (includes both levess)
= Reach 3: 38.0 miles {includes both levees)
+  Reach 4A: 22 miles (inclodes both levees)
*  Pepch 4B1: 35.6 miles {(includes both levees)
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i o, Rock Slope Protection, Clearing and Grubbing, Channe!
Excavation

Rock slope protection, clearing and grubbing, and channel excavation costs are
sumimarized below and were taken directhy from Hradilek’s Expert Report. The quantities and
unit costs in Hradilek's Expert Report were reviewsd and determined reasonable, and no
adjustments were made to these quantitics or unit costs.

Aetion Unit Cost Raach
H.nrJLSa:p-n.Pmmnlhn F61,36®an . FAranh 22
Glaaring and Grubbing 52,500 wre Reachas 44 and 48, Easlsida Bypass
Channed Excavation S6.00youbic yard Hrach 48 and Easlskie Bypass

e Land Acguisition

Although not included in Headilek's Expert Repot, the attached cost estimate includes
BO1-382i land acquisition costs. Approximately 5,130 acres would be acquired based on estimates
provided in the Expert Wimess Report of Dy, Michael [, Harvey, Per scee land costs were
cont'd assumed to he §15,000 based an infermation provided by the SIRECWA.

A Chavnel and Levee Improvements in Reach 44

Channel and leves improvements were added for Reach 44, Unit costs were the same as
were used for the other reaches, and it was assumed that both left and right levees would need to
be itnproved for the entire reach {13.5 miles) with a height based on the average of the nearky
areas,

2 Eastzide Bvpass

Channel improvements include removal of sand from the Eastside Bypass, [t was
asgiimed 630,000 cubic vards of material would be removed from the bypass beginning at the
Sand Slowgh Control Structure and extending approximately 2 miles downstream, based on
information provided by the SIRECWA, For the purpeses of the cost estimate, a unit cost of
F13.00/cubic yard was used for sand removal, This value assumes a haul distance of 1) miles or
20 mwile roundirip.

At this time there s insufficient information upon which to address costs for the Eastside
W und Mariposa Bypasses.
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A Fish age and Screens

The Expert Witness Report of BEdward E. Donahue served as the bagis for the fish passage
and sereens cost estimare, Denahwe's Bxpert Report presented conceptual-level designs for the
various fish passage and sereens based on juvenile fish passage design guidelines propared by the
Mational Marine Fisheries Serviee and the California Depariment of Fish and Game.

Costs were taken from Dionghue’s Expert Report for all reaches except Reach 5. The
Reach 5§ costs are comprised of two main components: (1) screening riparian diversions; and, (2)
sereening Mud and Salt sloughs. Costs for sereening riparian diversions were derived from
Domahue’s Expert Repert. Costs for screening Mud and Salt sloughs were pssumed to be similar
to screening & large diversion pump ($523,000 for each slongh). Costs for hydraulic structres,
fish screen structures, and fishways were revised bosed on construction cost estimates prepared
for multiple fish passage improvement projects on the Sacramento River.

Cost Estimate
1. Contingencies and Mark-ups

sel E: Sas Contingency costs reflect (he level of detail and completeness of the cost estimate, as
2omEd el as the degree of unceriainty of fagtors and assumptions used in the cost estimate. Mark-up
costs inclede mebilization'demobilization, insurance and boads, planning and engineering,
construction management, and environtmental documentation and permitting, Mark-up costs are
costs that will be incurned by the project and that generally incrense with incieasing project size
and complexity, The following contingencies and mark-ups were used:

Camingency/Mark-up Amount
T T ———— % of Cansiruction Cosls
Insuramoe and Bonds 3% of Conslruclion Cosls
Consirudion Contingen cies E5% af tha Comslnuction Sublatal
Plannimg and Engineering 12% aof the Total Prabable Conslruclion Cosle
Construdion Management 10% af e Total Frobable Construction Costs
Envimpnmenial Documerntation and Penmilling T af the Told Probable Canglnuclion Costs

Meta:  Comminactian Subtatal = Construsdian cosds + mebilizatinn!demcilization + insuranes and bands
Tatal Probably Construction Costs = Construchion Subliotal + construction conlingencies

Becauzse of the relatively high uncertainty for the restorafion actions, including the
limited amount of design infarmation and limited information on local conditions (such as
geotechnical data), the cost cstimate should be viewed as a relative order-of-magnitude estimate,
yJ/Dretailed estimates cannot be prepared a1 this time as there is not sufficient information, The
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A\ consmruction contingency and mark-ups are intended to capture costs that cannot be included ina
moge detailed estimate at this time,

1, Cost Egcalation

The eriginal cost estimate was prepared in 2005, The Enginzering Mows-Record
Constrection Cost Index at the 20-cify average was vsed to adjust cost o the 2011 market value.
All costs were escalated at 3 percent per vear to the mid-point in construction, which is now
anticipated to be 2017,

3 Probable Program Cost

The estimated cost for the San Joaguin River Restoration Program assumes a restotation
flow of 4,500 cfs and a midpoint of construction in 2017, The following costs were estimated by
reqch:

— —

S

Reach Chanmal and Leves Fish Passags and Total
knpravemants Sereens”

BC1-3521

1 £47 B8, 00 $14 461,000 25,085,000
comt 'd o ' -

28 §130,438,000 §082.000 5140,380,000

2B See Total® San Tatal' $581,087 000"

3 §220,248,000 §26,263,000 £255,512,000

af F137 564, 000 11,748,000 Bl Tad,000

48 S26T 770,000 §37 A40,000 E427 065,000
Enstside Bypass” $17 658,000 0 517,690,000
& $0 £1,884,000% £1,884,000

Tatal - . $1.680,785,000

Genoral Mote: Costs hove bron sdusted from 2008 (o201 1 wsing the 20 Cigy Avarage from EMR GELand
escalnbed from 2011 to 2017 (assumed midpoint of construction) using an escalation rate of 3% per year.
*Fish passage and screen costs from Danaiue Expert Report and experiences with simiar projects on the
Sacramento River,
*Tha Mamdata Peol Bypass and Reach 28 Improvaments Project, Fiest Adminstetve Omaff, Projact
Dascription Techmical Memorandum did not inchide a distribution of cost for leves and channel improvements
and fish passage and screans.
“Cosis for Reach 28 and the Mandola Pool Bypass waere chiained from estmates preseréed in fne Mondals
Fool Bypass and Reach 28 impravaments Projedd, First Admindsfaiive Drad, Frofect Description Technical
tdemorandum, The cast has bean adjusied fram 2007 to 2011 using the 20 Gty Averaga from EWR GCI and
:ll:i]lbﬂd from 201 1 to #0117 {essumad midpoint of constnsction) 1sing an escalation rabe of 3% per year.
nchudes oosd o remove approsimately 650,000 oy of sand from tha Easiside Bypess and dminage
improwemenls.
“inchudes cosst for sesesanal barriers on Mud and Salt skoughs.

' uane Norris
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Thanle you Tor the opporlunity to conment on the Drafl PRIS/R, 1T you have any
questions concerning hese comments, please conliet the unders]pned,

Sincerely yours,
Thomas M, Berliner

TMB:la
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Documents Heferepced in Comments and Provided Electrenically on Accompanying DV

ClAppraisal Report — San Juaquin River Settlement Agreement and Legislation

San Jongquin River Settlement Agreement aid Legislation, Septermber 20, 2007

Appendices to San Jopgum Fiver Settlement Agrecment and Legislation, September 20,
2007
CIEC and RMC Objection — Proiesi Concerning USBR WY 2000 Petitions for Temporary
Transfers of Water

Exchange Contractors Protest to USBR Temporary Petitions for Temporary Transter
Permmits, Aupust 31, 2009

Addendum to Exchange Contractors Protest to USBR Temporary Petitions for
Temporary Transter Permits regarding Mendola Pool, Seplember 21, 2000

Resource Muanogement Coalition Protest to USBR Temporary Pefitions for Temporary
EC1-3527 Transfer Pennits, August 31, 2009

CEC-RMC Objection — Protesi Concerning USBR WY 2011 Petitions for Temporary
Transfer of Water

Exchange Contractors and Resource Management Coslition protest to K. Mrowka,
EWRCE Division of Water Rights, August 16, 2010, with attachments [-10.

COEC-RMC Objection - Protest Concerning USER WY 2012 Pefitions for Temporary
Transfer of Water

Exchange Contractors and Resource Muonagement Coalition protest to K. Mrowka,
SWRCE Divizion of Water Rights, September 9, 2011, with attachments 1-13.

CIExpert Testimony — NRDC v. Rodgers
[CIFriatt Experts

Expert Witness Report of Edward E, Donahue, “Fish Pazsage within the San
Joaquin River”, August 2005

Expert Report of Charles H. Hanson, “Lower San Joasquin Fiver Salmonid
Restoration™ August 22, 20035, and including supplemental declaration of Charles
H. Hansoi, July 23, 2004
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a Fxpert Report of Michael D Harvey regarding Geomorphic Requirements for

Restoration of an Anadromouns Fishery in the Upper Sun Joaguin River, August
18, 2003

Expert Witness Feport of Peter 1, Hradelik, “Lower San Joaguin River
Restoration Infrestructure Insproveiments Strategy Report™, August 22, Z005

Expert Report of Daniel B. Steiner, “Effects to Water Supply and Friant
Oyperations due to Changes in Releases to the San Joaquin River”, August 19,
2003

CIMRD Experts
Plaimtiffs” Expert Designations, August 15, 2005
Expert Beport of Michael L. Deas, August 2005
Faxpert Report of Kenneth W, Kirby, August 2005
Expert Beport of G, Matthias Kondolf, August 20405

Buxpert Report of Peter B, Movle, Aagust 2005 including supplemental insert of
Auguat 22, 2005

CIUSEE Expers

Expert Report of Merlynn Bender, “Millerton Lake CE-QUAL-W2 Temperatune
Maodeling”, August 2005

Expert Beport of Joseph P, Kubitschek, “San Joaquin River Physical Condition
and Engineering Congiderations for Rehabilitation”, Angust 2005

Expert Report of Donald 1. Smith, August 2005

Expert Report of Tracy B, Vermeyen, “Millerton Lake and San Joaguin River
Temperatre Monitoring and Flond Release Data Collection Activities”, August
2003

Expert Beport of Rodney 1. Wittler, “Bestoring or Enhancing Fisheries By
Rehabiliating A Repuleted Fiver”, August 2005

Final

Y ClHatehery and Geneties Management Plan — December ZOL0
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Bci-3saj

cont'd SIREF Hatchery and Genetics Managervent Plan, December 2010

Clinterim Flaws — Environmental Review
Comments of the Exchange Contractors regarding WY2012 Interim Flows, July 21, 2011
Draft FOMSI, Supplemental EA 2012 Interim Flows Project
Dieaft Supplemental EA, 2012 Tnterim Flows Project
Dwaft Supplemental EA - Appendix & G, 2012 Interim Flows Project
Deaft Supplemental EA - Appendix H_I 2012 Interim Flows Project
FOMS, Supplemental EA 2011 Interim Flows Project
Final Sopplemental EA, Part 1, 2011 Interim Flows Project
Final Supplemental EA, Part 2, 2011 Interim Flows Project
Final Supplemental EA, Part 3, 2011 Interim Flows Project
EC1-362k Final Supplemental EA; Attachment A-1, Part 1; 20011 Interim Flows Project
Final Supplemental EA; Aftachment A-1, Part 2; 20011 Intesim Flows Project
Final Supplemental EA; Attachament A-2; 2011 Interim Flows Project
Final Supplemental EA; Appendix A, Part 13 2011 Interim Flows Project
Final Supplemental EA; Appendix A, Part 2A; 2011 Interim Flows Project
Final Supplemental EA; Appendic A, Part 2B; 2011 Inferim Flows Project
Final Supplemental EA; Appendix B; 2001 Interim Flows Praject
Draft Supplemental FONST 2011 Interim Flows Project
Drraft Supplemental EA 2011 Interim Flows Project

Draft Supplemental EA - Appendix & Part 1; 2011 Interim Flows Project

e Divaft Supplemental EA - Appendix A, Part 2; 2011 Interim Flows Project
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A

EC1-352k

I

Draft Supplemental EA - Appendix B; 2011 Interiim Flows Project

Dreaft Supplemental EA - Appendic C; 2011 Interim Flows Project

Draft Supplemental EA - Appendix Iy 201 1 Interim Flows Projoc

Dreaft Supplemental EA - Appendix E; 2011 Interim Flows Froject

Diraft Supplemental EA - Appendix F, Part 1; 2011 Inferim Flows Project
Dieaft Supplemental EA - Appendix F. Part 2; 2011 Interim Flows Project
raft Supplemental EA - Appendix Gy 2001 Interim Flows Project
Signed FOMSI, 2010 Interim Flows Project

Final EASLS - Chapters 1-3; 2010 Interim Flows Project

Final EA/S - Chapters 4-8; 2010 Interim Flows Project

Final EATS - Appendix A, Settlement, Part 1; 2000 Interim Flows Project
Final EAS - Appendix A, Settlement, Part 2; 2000 Interim Flows Project
Final EAS - Appendices B-C; 20010 Interim Flows Project

Final EATS - Appendiz D; 2010 Interim Flows Project

Final EAJS - Appendix E; 2010 Interim Flows Praject

Final EAS - Appendix F; 2000 Interum Flows Project

Final EATS - Appendix G, Chap. 1-7, Att.1; 2010 Interim Flows Project
Final EAJIS - Appendix G, Att2; 2000 Interim Flows Project

Final EAMS - Appendix G, Att.3; 2010 Interim Flows Project

Final EASS - Appendix G, Att4-5; 2010 Tnterim Flows Project

Final EASTS - Appendix G, Att.6, Part 1; 2010 Interim Flows Project

Final EASS - Appendix G, Att.6, Part 2; 2000 Interim Flows Project
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Final EAJS - Appendix T, Chap.
Final EAJS - Appendix [, Chap
Final EASS - Appendix [, Chap.
Finnl EAAS - Appendix [, Chap
Final EAAS - Appendix [, Chap.
Final EAS - Appendix [, Chap
Final EASS - Appendix [, Chap.
Frmal EAAS - Appendix [, Chap

Final EASS - Appendix [, Chap.

Chapter 3.0
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A Final EAAS - Appendix H; 2010 Interim Flows Project

1-2; 2010 Interim Flows Project

3, Part 13 2010 Interim Flows Project
3, Part 2; 2010 [nterim Flows Project
3, Part 3; 2010 Interim Flows Project
4, Part 1; 2010 Interim Flows Project
4, Part 23 2010 Interim Flows Project
4, Part 3; 2010 Interim Flows Project
5, Part 17 2010 Interim Flows Project

5, Part Z; 2010 Interim Flows Project

EC1-352k Final EAS - Appendix 1, At 1-4; 2000 Interim Flows Praject

cont'd

Diuft EAJS - Appendis B; 2010

Diaft EAJS - Appendix F; 2010

Program Environmental
Impact Statement/Report

Iraft EAJS - Draft FONSI, Chap. 1 - 2; 2010 Interim Flows Project
Drmft EAJS - Chap. 3-8; 2010 Interim Flows Project

Daft EAJS - Appendix A main body; 2000 Intedm Flows Project
Diraft EAS - Appendix A exhibits; 2000 Intarim Flows Project
Draft EA/S - Appendix B; 2010 Interim Flows Project

Duft EASS - Appendix C; 2010 Interim Flows Project

Trraft EAJS - Appendix D 2000 Intenm Flows Project

Interirn Flows Project

Interim Flows Project

Drraft EAJIS = Appendix Gy 2000 Interim Flows Project

Drraft EAJS - Appendix H; 2000 Interim Flows Project
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CIRecireniation of Recaptured Water Year 2000
Draft EA, Recireulation of Recaptured Water Year 2010 SJRRF Interim Flows
Drafll EA, Appendix A-D

EC1-3521
Final EA, with Addendum to the final EA and Appendices to the Final BA
Diraft FONSI, Recirculation of Recaptured Water Yeor 2010 SJRRP Inferim Flows
Final FOMSI
Updated FOMNSI

EIRecirculation of Recaptured Water Year 2001

ECL-262m Draft EA, Recireulation of Recapiured Water Year 2010 SIREP hiterim Flows
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Draft FOMS], Recirculation of Recaptured Water Year 2010 SIRRP Interim Flows
Final FOMNSI

ClReferences - PELS Fish Comments

Bash, J., C. Bermam, and S, Bolton, 2001, Effects of turbidity and suspended solids on
salmonids. Center for Stream Studies, University of Washington, Tdp

Bjornn, T.C. and D)W, Reiser, 1991, Habitat requirements of salmenids in streams. Pages
3138 in W.R, Meehan, editor, Influence of forest and range management on salmeonid
fishes and their halkitats, Am, Fisheries Society, Special Publication Mo, 19, Bethesda,
M.

BC1-352n . i . .
Brown, L. B. 2000 Fish communities ad their essociations with envirenmental
variables, lower San Joaguin River deainage, Califomia, Environmentul Biology of
Fishes 5T: 251-269,

CDFG, 2007, California Department of Figh and Game: San Joaguin River Fishery and
Aguatic Resources Inventory, Final Report, Sept, 2003-2005,

Caro, T, M., and G, O'Doberty. 1999, On the use of sumopate species in conservation
i biology, Conservation Biology 13: BOS-814.

Final Program Environmental
3.8-198 — July 2012 Impact Statement/Report



Chapter 3.0
Individual Comments and Responses

uane 5
Ms, Alicia Forsythe DuaneMorris
Ms, Fran Schalte

September 21, 2011

Page 127

M Cara, T, M., I. Eadie, and A. Sih. 2005, Use of substitute species in conservation
biology. Conservation Biology 19 1821-1826,

Donahue, B, 2005, Expert Witness Report of Edward E. Donahue. Implementation of fish
pussage measures fcilitating the upstreom and downstream migration of adult and
Juvenile salmomids withio the San Joaquin River from Frient dom to the Merced River
contluence. NEDC v, Rogers, Case No, C1Y, 5-88- 1658-LEKRAGGH, U8, Distriet Court,
Enstem District of California,

Fishkio Environmental, 201 1. Comuments in the USFWS™s September 29, 2000,
10(a)1{ A}, Enhancement of Species Permit Application for the Reintroduction of Central
Walley Spring-Fun Chinook Salmon into the San Joaquin River.

CGarman, C.E and T.R. McReynolds, 2008, Butte and Chico Creecks spring=run Chinook
salmon lifie history investigations 2006-2007, Report Mo, 200E-1. California Dept. of Fish
and Game,

Garza, J.C., 5.M, Blankenship, C, Lemaire, and G, Charrier, 2008, Genetic population
structure of Chincok salmon {Onchorfiynchus tshawytscha) in California’s Ceniral
EC1-352n Walley, Final repost for Calfed project “Comprehensive evaluation of population strocture
cont'd and diversity for Central Valley Chinook Salmoa.”

Hanson, C. H. 2005, Lower San Joaquin River Salmonid Restoration — Expert Repoil,
Case Mo, 5-88-1658-LEK/GGH United States District Court, Sacramente Diviston ad
MRDC {plaintiffs) v. Kitk Rodgers et al. (defendants). 57 pages.

Harvey, C.Ib, 1995, Juvenile spring-run Chinook salmon emergence, rearing, and
outmigration patierns in Deer Creek and Mill Creek, Tehama County for the 1994
broedvenr, California Dept, of Fish and Game,

Harvey. M. D. 2005, Geomaorphic Requirements for Restoration of an Anadromous
Fishery in the Upper 5an Joaguin River, California — Expert Report. Case No. 5-88-1638-
LEK/GGH United States District Court, Sacrumento Division and NEDC (plaintifls) .
Kirk Rodgers et al. (defendants). 59 pages.

Harvey-Arrison, O, 2003, Spring-run Chinook salmen life histery investigations in Mill
and Deer Crecks, Tehama County for the 1998 brood year, Californiz Department of Fish
and Game.

Healw, M.C. 1991, Lile history of Chinook salmon {Oncothynchus tshavartscha), P23 13-
393, In C. Groot and L, Margolis (eds). Pacific salmon life histories. UBC Press,
Wancouver, CAN,

Program Environmental Final
Impact Statement/Report 3.8-199 — July 2012



San Joaquin River Restoration Program

| Juane Mo;gis_

bls. Alicia Forsythe
M. Fran Schulte
Septemiber 21, 2011
Page 128

A Hradilek, P. 1. 2005, Lower San Joaguin River Restoration Infrastructore lmprovements
Strategy Report — Expert Report, Case No. 5-88-1658-LKK/GGH United States District
Court, Sacramento Division and MRDC {plamtifls) v. Kok Rodgess ot al. {defendants),
26 pages.

Kondalf, G.M, 2000, Assessing salmonid spawning gravel quality, Transactions of the
American Fisheries Society 129:262-281.

MoReynolds, T.R., C.E. Garman, P.D. Ward and 5.L. Plemons, 2007, Butte and Chico
Creeks spring-run Chinook salmon life history mvestipntions 2005-2006. Admin. Report
Mo, 2007-2, Califormia Dept. of Fish and Game,

Meade, B, 1. 2007, Recommendations on restoring spring-run Chinook salmon to the
upper San Joaquin River, Prepared for San Joagquin River Restoration Program
Restoration Administrator Roderick J. Meade Consulting, Ine, Prepared by San Joaquin
River Restoration Program Technical Advisory Commitice,

Moore, A, and C. P, Waring. 1996, Sublethal effects of the pesticide Diszinon on
sr1-3sen | olfsctory function in mature male Atlantic salmon parr. Journal of Fish Bielogy 48: 758-

conkt'd T

Moyle, P, B, 2002. Intand Fishes of California, 2nd Edition, University of Califomia
Press,

Movle, P.B. 2005, Expert Report of Professor Peter B. Moyvle, PH.D. NRDC v, Rogers,
Case No. CIV. 5-88-1658-LEK/GGH, LS. Distoct Courd, Eastern District of Califomia,

Murghy, D, I, PS5, Weiland, and K. W, Commins, 2001, A critical assessment of the
wse of surrogate species in conservation planning in the Sacramento-5an Joaquin Delta,
California {LU.5.A.), Conservation Biology Online,

Meweombe, C. P, amd 1. O, P, Jensen, 199, Channel suspended sediment and fsheries: a
synthesis for quantittive sssessment of risk and impect. Morth Amenican Joumal of
Fisheries Manaogement 16: 693-727,

San Joaguin River Restoration Program. 2009, Fisheries Management Plan: A
Framework for Adaptive Management in the San Joaguin River Restoration Program,

San Jonguin Kiver Restoration Program. 2010, Fisheries Management Plan: A
e Framework for Adaptive Management in the San Josquin River Restoration Program,

Final Program Environmental
3.8-200 — July 2012 Impact Statement/Report



Chapter 3.0
Individual Comments and Responses

nevVjorris
s, Allicia Forsythe
Mz, Fran Schulte
September 21, 2011
Page 129
A San Joaquin River Restoration Program. 2011, Reintroduction strategy for Spring Fon

Chinook saltmon.

Stillwater Sciences. 2003, Draft Restoration Strategies for the San Joaquin River.
Prepured for the Natural Resources Defense Coungil and Frient Water Users Authority,

1.8, Environnental Protection Agency (EPA), 2007, Tulare Lake Basin Hydrology and
Hyidrography: A Sumtsary of the Movement of Water and Aquatic Species. April 2007,

L. & Fish and Wildlife Service, 2010, 1Ie)19A) Enhancement of Species Permit
Application for the Remtroduction of Central Valley Spring-Run Chinook Salmon inte
the San Joagquin River.

Vogel, [ 2011, Insights inte the problems, progress, and potential solutions for
Sacraments River basin native anadeomons fish restoration. Report prepared for the
Morthern California Water Association and Sactaments Walley Water Users. April 2011,

Wenger, 5. 1. 2008, Use of surrogates o predict the stressor response of imperiled

species, Conservation Biology 22: 1564-1571.
EC1-352n

contd Zimmerman, C. BE., G. W, Edwards and K. Perry, 2008, Maternal origin and migratary
history of Oncorhymehus mykiss captored in rivers of the Central Valley, California.
Fimal Beport prepared for the Califosnia Department of Fish and Game. Contract
POIES300,

CReferences == Yegelwlion Comments

Akers, P., California Department of Food and Agriculture, “South Amercan spongepland,
Limmobieme laevigaiuny, A Threat Worse than Water Hyaemth?"

2 jpex files of spongeplant
C15an Joaquin River 20010 Annual Technical Report

2010 Anmual Technical Beport (Apnl 200 1), with Appendices A-G
[M15an Joaguin River 2011 Drafi Annual Technical Report

Spritg 20011 Deafl Avnval Techiical Repost (Tuly 2001, with available Appendices A-E,
amd Appendix [

% [“18an Joaguin River Restoration Program Public Workshop

Program Environmental Final
Impact Statement/Report 3.8-201 — July 2012



San Joaquin River Restoration Program

DuaneMorris

Mz, Alicia Forsythe
Mz, Fran Schinlte
September 21, 2001
Page 130

A San Joaquin River Restoration Program Public Workshop Materals Cover and Table of
Contents

1 Additiona] Doguments:

Letter from Commissioner Michael Connor to Hon, Dennis Cardoza, Novernber
10, 2010

San Joaguin River Bestoration Program Study Area Map

Testimeny of San Joaguin Exchange Contractors Water Authority to
Subcommittee on Water and Power, hMay 3, 2007

Talking Points Docoments regarding HLR, 2475, 7
P resenations

Panel 1 -- San Jeaquin River Historical Perspective
EC1-352n Panel 2 — Excerpts from legislation
cont'd .

Panel 4 - 20010 Impacts and Potential Other Impacis from SIREP Flows
CExcerpts of Kecord concerning *“No Injury Principle”, with 17 attachments

Maotice of Lodgment of Stipulation of Setflement, NRDC v, Bodirers, September
13, 2006

Motice of Filing of Memorandum of Understanding Betwesn Settling Partics and
State of California, NREC v, Rodgers, Scptember 13, 20006

Statement by the San Luis & Delta Mendota Water Awthority in Support
of Settlement and Entry of Judgment, NRDC v Rodgers, Oetober &, 2006

Memortandum  of Understending  Among  Third  Porties  regacding
[rplemeniation of Seitllement, N8O v, Rodeers, February 26, 2007

Statement of Jason Peltier before the House Subcommittec on Water and Power,
March 1, 2007

W San Joaquin River Litigation Settlement, Questions and Answers

Final Program Environmental
3.8-202 — July 2012 Impact Statement/Report



Chapter 3.0
Individual Comments and Responses

DuaneMorris

M=, Alicia Forsythe
Mz, Fran Schulte
September 21, 2011
Page 131

Statement of Sen. Dianne Feinstein in Support of San Jeaquin River Settlement,
A May 3, 2007

Statement of Mark Limbaugh before the Senate Subcommittes on Water and
Power, March 3, 2007

CRS Report for Congress vegarding San Joaquin River Settlement, November 9,
2007

Senator Dianne Feinstein Press Release regarding Settlement, May 7, 2008
Report HR, 4074 for codified legislation, SJIRR Settlement Act
Correspondence from D, Glazer to 5, Chedester, Novemnber 6, 2008

Senator Dianne Feinstein statement in the Congressional Record, Tanuary 14,
L

Correspondence from . Glazer to 5. Chedester, March 16, 2004
ECL-352n Talking Points Documents regarding HR. 24/ 8.7

cont'd
Senator Dianne Feinstein Press Release regarding Public Lands Bill, March 30,
ooy

Correspondence from Congressmen Dennis Cardoza and Jim Costa to
Commissioner Michael Connor, September 27, 2010

[CExcerpt of Record conceming “Secpage™

San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority, “Impacts of the San
Joaquin River Restoration Flows", November 12, 2010

CISeepage Management Plan

Seepage Management Plan (Drafth, San Joaquin River Restoration Program, March 28,
2011, with Apperdices A-K

[COSeepage Project Hundbook

Seapage Project Handbook (Drafi), 3an Joaguin River Restoration Program, August 2,
W 200 1, wath Appendix

Program Environmental Final
Impact Statement/Report 3.8-203 — July 2012



San Joaquin River Restoration Program

DuaneMorris

Mz, Alivia Forsythe
Ms. Fran Schulte
September 21, 2011
Page 132

A COSIRRF Reach 2B and Mendota Pool Bypass Value Planning

US Department of Interios, Busean of Reclamation, Value Flanning Report (Draft), San
Joaquin River Restoration Project Reach ZB and Mendota Pool Bypass, May 20, 2011

US Depaitment of Intemor, Burean of Beclimation, Value Planndng Smdy, Outbiief
Presentation, San Jouquin River Bestoration Project Reach 2B and Mendota Pool Bypass,

Bay 20, 2011
ECL-352n| CllUpper SIR Conceptual Restoration Phase 1 Manning Docoment
cont'd
CH2MHI for San Josquin River Resource Management Coalition, Upper San Joagquin
Biver Conceptuel Restoration Phase 1 Planning Document, August 2003, with
Appendices A-Dy
ClUpper SIR Conceptual Restaration Plan Phase 2 Report
CH2MAHIN for San Josgquin Biver Besource Management Coalition, Upper San Jeaguin
River Conceptunl Restoration Phose 2 Report, December 2005
Letter from Commissloner Michael Connor to Hon, Dennis Cardoea, U5, House of
Representatives, dated November 10, 2010, regarding interim flows
Final Program Environmental

3.8-204 — July 2012 Impact Statement/Report



	3.8.4 San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority and the San Joaquin River Resource Management Coalition (contd.)

