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Response to Comment from Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee 
STAN-1: Comment noted. Text has not been revised. 
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Responses to Comments from State Water Contractors 
SWC-1: Comment noted. Text has not been revised. 

SWC-2: Increased diversions at Jones and Banks pumping plants consistent with 
applicable laws, regulations, BOs, and court orders in place at the time the water is 
recaptured are addressed in the Draft PEIS/R at a project level of detail. The potential for 
the action alternatives to impact special-status species, sensitive communities, and 
habitat, including vegetation, wildlife, and fisheries throughout the study area, including 
in the Delta, is described in Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources – Fisheries,” and Chapter 
6.0, “Biological Resources – Vegetation and Wildlife,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Specific 
analyses include Impacts FSH-31 through FSH-39 (pages 5-98 through 5-111), Impact 
VEG-14 (page 6-79), and Impact VEG-24 (page 6-105). As described on page 5-101 of 
the Draft PEIS/R, Alternatives A1 through C2 would increase Delta exports during most 
months and water year types. The increased diversions alone would result in higher 
entrainment risks for fish located in the south Delta. However, increased San Joaquin 
River inflows, and associated ratios of the inflows to reverse flows predicted for 
Alternatives A1 through C2, are expected to result in no net change in fish entrainment. 
This conclusion supports the findings of the Draft PEIS/R that Impacts FSH-31 through 
FSH-39 would be less than significant (or less than significant and beneficial). 

Potential changes in CVP and SWP deliveries and storages as a result of changes in 
diversions at existing Delta facilities are summarized beginning on page 13-187 of the 
Draft PEIS/R.  Detailed impact analyses of the economic effects of changes in water 
deliveries to CVP and SWP water service areas are found in Chapter 22.0, 
“Socioeconomics,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Recirculation of recaptured water to the Friant 
Division long-term contractors, a program-level action, would be subject to available 
capacity within CVP/SWP storage and conveyance facilities. Available capacity is 
defined as capacity that remains after satisfying all statutory and contractual obligations 
to existing water service or supply contracts, exchange contracts, settlement contracts, 
transfers, or other agreements involving or intended to benefit CVP/SWP contractors 
served water through CVP/SWP facilities. Therefore, the increase in Delta pumping 
would not impact the CVP’s and SWP’s ability to pump to meet their contractors’ 
requirements. 

This comment includes text introducing comments SWC-3, SWC-4, and SWC-5. See 
responses to comments SWC-3, SWC-4, and SWC-5. 

SWC-3: The analyses and impact assessment presented in the Draft PEIS/R were 
completed using the best available modeling tools and information.  The modeling tools 
used in the Draft PEIS/R analyses were selected because they are publicly available, have 
a knowledgeable user community, and are widely accepted for use in similar systemwide 
analysis of resources in California’s Central Valley.  The modeling assumptions, 
modeling analyses and results, and baseline conditions used to support the environmental 
analysis in the Draft PEIS/R were based on the best available information and modeling 
tools at the time the Draft PEIS/R was prepared. The sensitivity analyses contained in 
Appendix C to this Final PEIS/R were completed using the same set of tools and 
information, as modified only to reflect an interim representation of the RPAs set forth in 
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the 2008 USFWS CVP/SWP Operations BO and 2009 NMFS CVP/SWP Operations BO 
(2009a).  

The analyses presented in the Draft PEIS/R were based, in part, on a water supply 
operations modeling tool, CalSim-II. The CalSim-II model is widely accepted as the 
standard for simulating the long-term effects of operational changes to CVP and SWP 
facilities.  At the time evaluations were completed in support of the Draft PEIS/R, there 
was no representation of the full set of RPAs set forth in the 2008 USFWS CVP/SWP 
Operations BO and 2009 NMFS CVP/SWP available for use in the CalSim-II model. 
Therefore, the baseline for analyses presented in the Draft PEIS/R was developed using 
the best available information, remains the most defensible baseline, and has not been 
revised in the Final PEIS/R. At the time the sensitivity analyses were completed in 
support of the Final PEIS/R, Reclamation and NMFS continued to discuss and work 
toward the representation of the 2008 and 2009 RPAs into a singular CalSim-II baseline. 
However, a representation that sufficiently captures the range of potential RPA 
implementation scenarios was available at the time the sensitivity analyses were 
developed, allowing for an evaluation of the potential for the 2008 and 2009 RPAs to 
change the anticipated effects of the program alternatives from those presented in the 
Draft PEIS/R.  

The sensitivity analyses presented in Appendix C of this Final PEIS/R were performed to 
represent a comprehensive range of RPA implementation scenarios and evaluate the 
potential for the 2008 and 2009 RPAs to change the anticipated effects of the program 
alternatives from those presented in the Draft PEIS/R, which are based on the conditions 
evaluated in the 2005 USFWS and 2004 NMFS BOs. The CalSim-II simulations for the 
sensitivity analyses presented in Appendix C to the Final PEIS/R were developed to 
identify the range of potential operation changes that could occur under any RPA 
implementation scenario. CalSim-II output from these simulations was then used in 
analyzing the potential for the RPAs to change the anticipated effects to related resources 
using the same set of tools and information used in the Draft PEIS/R, including Delta 
hydrodynamics (using DSM2), groundwater (using the Schmidt Tool and mass balance 
method), agricultural economics (using CVPM), regional economics (using IMPLAN), 
and long-term power system power generation to reflect the updated surface water model. 
The sensitivity analyses results demonstrate that the overall impact mechanisms and 
significance determinations presented in the Draft PEIS/R would not change under a 
baseline that includes the RPAs set forth in the 2008 USFWS CVP/SWP Operations BO 
and 2009 NMFS CVP/SWP Operations BO. 

In comparison to the results presented in the Draft PEIS/R, the results of the sensitivity 
analyses presented in Appendix C to the Final PEIS/R do not identify new significant 
environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental 
impact, and do not create a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that would 
clearly lessen environmental impacts of the action alternatives (including the proposed 
project).  Therefore, inclusion of the sensitivity analyses in the Final PEIS/R does not 
trigger a need to recirculate a revised Draft PEIS/R under either NEPA or CEQA. Rather, 
the sensitivity analyses demonstrate that the overall impact mechanisms and significance 
determinations presented in the Draft PEIS/R would not change under a baseline that 
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includes the RPAs set forth in the 2008 USFWS CVP/SWP Operations BO and 2009 
NMFS CVP/SWP Operations BO, confirming that the analyses and conclusions 
presented in the Draft PEIS/R are thorough, accurate, and unlikely to change in light of 
the RPAs. For the reasons set forth above, Reclamation and DWR believe that the 
PEIS/R provides a thorough, appropriate analysis of all relevant impacts of the action 
alternatives (including the proposed project) and the alternatives as required by NEPA 
and CEQA.  

SWC-4: Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources – Fisheries,” of the Draft PEIS/R and 
especially Impacts FSH-12, FSH-26, and FSH-35 discuss the potential for changes in 
entrainment as a result of the SJRRP, and concludes that increased entrainment would not 
occur. The potential for this conclusion to change under the USFWS 2008 Biological 
Opinion (BO) on the Coordinated Operations of the CVP and SWP (2008 USFWS 
CVP/SWP Operations BO) and the NMFS 2009 Final Biological and Conference 
Opinion on the Long-Term Operations of the CVP and SWP (2009 NMFS CVP/SWP 
Operations BO) (2009a) is analyzed in Appendix C, “CVP/SWP Long-Term Operations 
Sensitivity Analyses,” of this Final PEIS/R. The analyses presented in Appendix C 
conclude that these impacts (FSH-12, FSH-26, and FSH-35) would not change from the 
Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been revised.  

SWC-5: The reintroduction of Chinook salmon is analyzed at a program level in the 
PEIS/R. All actions evaluated at a program level in the Draft PEIS/R must complete 
additional analysis pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA at a project level of detail, including 
an analysis of the potential to impact water users, where appropriate. See also response to 
comment SWC-2. 

SWC-6: The commenter summarizes the concerns raised in comments SWC-2 (measures 
that may be taken to avoid impacts to the SWP), SWC-3 (consideration of CVP and SWP 
operations under the CVP/SWP Operations BOs), SWC-4 (risk of entrainment at Jones 
and Banks pumping plants), and SWC-5 (impacts of reintroduction of spring-run 
Chinook salmon on CVP and SWP water supply and operations), and concludes that the 
issues identified in those comments would necessitate revisions to and recirculation of the 
Draft PEIS/R. For the reasons set forth in response to comments SWC-2 through SWC-5, 
no changes to the PEIS/R are necessary, and recirculation of the PEIS/R is not required. 
For additional information responding to the points raised in this comment, see responses 
to comments SWC-2 through SWC-5.   
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3.8.24 Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District 
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Responses to Comments from Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District 
SWID-1: Comment noted. The Friant Water Authority comments and responses are 
shown in Section 3.8, “Regional and Local Government Comments and Responses,” of 
this Final PEIS/R.  See responses to comments FWA-1 to FWA-74 in Section 3.8 of this 
Final PEIS/R. 

SWID-2: The PEIS/R provides a program-level evaluation of the potential impacts to 
water quality associated with the recirculation of recaptured Interim and Restoration 
flows through a regional evaluation of the potential water quality impacts within the 
Friant Division. As such, the Draft PEIS/R does not explicitly evaluate potential effects 
of introducing more Delta water into the lower end of the Friant-Kern Canal.  Introducing 
recirculation water into the Friant-Kern Canal would require a site-specific project-level 
analysis once additional information is known. During subsequent site-specific analyses 
of recirculation, the project proponent would work with Friant Division long-term water 
contractors to formulate alternatives that would avoid, minimize, or reduce adverse 
impacts to environmental resources, including water quality. Reclamation understands 
that Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District is concerned that the introduction of Delta water 
into the Friant-Kern Canal would degrade water quality due to high salinity of Delta 
water and that the buildup of such salts and other constituents of concern in Shafter-
Wasco Irrigation District’s groundwater basin could result in substantial water quality 
changes that could adversely affect beneficial uses. 

Recirculation of recaptured Interim and Restoration flows either at existing facilities or at 
new infrastructure on the San Joaquin River between the Merced River and the Delta, and 
associated impacts to water quality, are addressed at a program level in the Draft PEIS/R. 
The specific locations for delivery of recaptured water in the Friant Division are not 
known at this time, and the Implementing Agencies acknowledge that additional analysis 
pursuant to NEPA and/or CEQA will be required in the future for activities addressed at a 
program level in the Draft PEIS/R, after specific project details are identified. At that 
time, the Implementing Agencies would require compliance with the applicable 
mitigation measures set forth in the PEIS/R, as well as any new project-level mitigation 
measures and conditions for approval of subsequent actions. 

Based on the significance criteria in the Draft PEIS/R for surface water and/or 
groundwater quality and anticipated continuation of water exchanges within the Friant 
Division of the CVP, program-level recapture of Interim and Restoration flows either at 
existing facilities or at new infrastructure on the San Joaquin River between the Merced 
River and the Delta are expected to have a less-than-significant impact on water quality.  

Reclamation is in the process of developing a Recapture and Recirculation Plan, pursuant 
to Paragraph 16 of the Settlement, in consultation with the Settling Parties, Third Parties, 
and the State, and will conduct a subsequent site-specific evaluation of implementation of 
the Recapture and Recirculation Plan, in compliance with NEPA and CEQA, as 
appropriate. Because sufficient details to support project-level evaluation were not 
available at the time the Draft PEIS/R was prepared, the Draft PEIS/R presents a 
program-level evaluation of recirculation. Any action to introduce recirculation water 
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into the Friant-Kern Canal as a component of the Recapture and Recirculation Plan 
would require additional analysis at a project level of detail. 

In response to this comment, text on page 2-36, line 16, of the Draft PEIS/R has been 
revised to clarify that the Draft PEIS/R does not evaluate the direct discharge of water 
from south-of-Delta facilities into the Friant-Kern Canal at a project level of detail.  If 
discharge of water from south-of-Delta facilities into the Friant-Kern Canal is proposed 
as part of the Recapture and Recirculation Plan, it would require further review pursuant 
to NEPA and/or CEQA. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R.  
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3.9 Comments from Special Interest Groups and Responses 

This chapter contains copies of comment letters (and any attachments) from the special 
interest groups listed in Table 3.9-1.  As noted previously, each comment in the comment 
letters was assigned a number, in sequential order (note that some letters may have more 
than one comment). The numbers were then combined with an abbreviation for the 
organization (example: AUD-1). For some comments, letters were added alphabetically 
to further identify related comments (example: COAL-2a). 

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

Table 3.9-1. 
Special Interest Groups Providing Comments on 

Draft Program Environmental Impact Statement/Report 
Abbreviation Special Interest Group 

AUD Audubon California 

COAL 
California Water Impact Network, California Sportfishing Protection Alliance, 
AquAlliance, Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations, Planning 
and Conservation League, Institute for Fisheries Resources 

FFFC Fresno Fly Fishers for Conservation 

MILL Mill Creek Conservancy 

NRDC Natural Resources Defense Council and The Bay Institute 

PRBO PRBO Conservation Science 

RIV River Partners 

SJRP San Joaquin River Partnership 

SJRPCT San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust 

TNC The Nature Conservancy 
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3.9.1 Audubon California 
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Responses to Comments from Audubon California 
AUD-1: The action alternatives described in the Draft PEIS/R are generally consistent 
with the “living river ecosystem” recommended for development by the commenter. 
Recognizing that agencies and stakeholders may have different approaches and objectives 
that go beyond those described in the Settlement, Act, or PEIS/R, the Implementing 
Agencies have developed the action alternatives with as much flexibility as possible so 
that implementing the Settlement would not preclude any future opportunities to modify 
or expand the river corridor to meet other goals, such as those identified by the 
commenter. 

The purpose, need, and objectives of the project (described on page 1-13 through page 1-
14 of the Draft PEIS/R) establish the basis for developing a range of alternatives to 
achieve the stated purpose and objectives. The purpose, need, and objectives of the 
project are consistent with and responsive to the direction provided to the Secretary in the 
Act, which states, “The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized and directed to 
implement the terms and conditions of the Settlement in cooperation with the State of 
California.” Identification of alternatives that are evaluated in the PEIS/R was the 
culmination of an extensive process undertaken by Reclamation and DWR and involving 
the Implementing Agencies in coordination with Settling Parties, other stakeholders, and 
interested members of the public.  The potential range for each Restoration and Water 
Management action was represented within the alternatives presented in the IPAR 
(SJRRP 2008). As the Initial Restoration and Water Management alternatives were 
developed, the Implementing Agencies also identified data requirements for their 
evaluation. 

In recognition of the data limitations associated with the SJRRP and reliance on future 
monitoring data, the action alternatives are defined broadly and include provisions for 
flexibility when implemented. Accordingly, action alternatives evaluated in the Draft 
PEIS/R address large-scale systemwide variations, with flexibility for different methods 
of implementation. The different methods of implementation represent key decision 
points, including the ultimate extent of channel modifications and flow routing within the 
Restoration Area, and the extent and location of long-term water recapture opportunities. 
The living river ecosystem recommended by the commenter fits with and complements 
this essential aspect of the action alternatives, and none of the action alternatives 
precludes developing and implementing a more holistic river corridor strategy in the 
future. 

Similarly, a living river ecosystem complements two key pieces of the project description 
that are common to all action alternatives: the Conservation Strategy and the Physical 
Monitoring and Management Plan. As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of 
Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, all action alternatives include the Conservation 
Strategy, which consists of management actions necessary to provide a net increase in the 
extent and quality of riparian and wetland habitats in the Restoration Area, to avoid 
reducing the long-term viability of sensitive species, and to be consistent with adopted 
conservation plans. Additionally, as described in Chapter 2.0 of the Draft PEIS/R, the 
action alternatives include many actions to encourage, incorporate, and conserve 
functional floodplains, riparian and wetland habitat, and natural river hydrology and 
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morphology. In addition to actions identified in the Settlement to incorporate integrated 
floodplain habitat in Reaches 2B and 4B1, the action alternatives include program-level 
actions to modify floodplain and side-channel habitats beyond Reaches 2B or 4B1 (as 
described on pages 2-45 and 2-46 of the Draft PEIS/R), as well as implementation of the 
Conservation Strategy (described in Section 2.4.4 of the Draft PEIS/R). The Conservation 
Strategy consists of management actions that would result in a net benefit for riparian and 
wetland habitats in the Restoration Area, to avoid reducing the long-term viability of 
sensitive species, and to be consistent with adopted conservation plans. Text has not been 
revised. 

AUD-2: As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, 
the action alternatives include many actions to encourage, incorporate, and conserve 
riparian, aquatic, and wetland habitat, which is anticipated to provide benefits to many 
species, including migratory and resident birds. 

For instance, in addition to actions identified in the Settlement to incorporate integrated 
floodplain habitat in Reaches 2B and 4B1, the action alternatives include program-level 
actions to modify floodplain and side-channel habitats beyond Reaches 2B or 4B1 (as 
described on pages 2-45 and 2-46 of the Draft PEIS/R), as well as implementation of the 
Conservation Strategy (described in Section 2.4.4 of the Draft PEIS/R). The Conservation 
Strategy consists of management actions that would result in a net benefit for riparian and 
wetland habitats in the Restoration Area, to avoid reducing the long-term viability of 
sensitive species, and to be consistent with adopted conservation plans.   The 
Conservation Strategy includes measure RHSNC-1 to avoid and minimize loss of riparian 
habitat and other sensitive natural communities, and measure RHSNC-2 to compensate 
for loss of riparian habitat and other sensitive natural communities, including 
development of the Riparian Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. These measures 
would identify, map, and quantify riparian and other sensitive habitats in potential 
construction areas, and ensure the creation and conservation of those habitats or 
compensation for unavoidable loss of those habitats, as feasible within the scope and 
purpose of the SJRRP, consistent with Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game 
Code and in coordination with the USFWS or DFG, as appropriate. 

All action alternatives also include implementing the Physical Monitoring and 
Management Plan (described in Appendix D and Section 2.4.3, “Physical Monitoring and 
Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R). The Physical Monitoring and Management 
Plan includes a component plan for propagating native vegetation. The plan includes 
monitoring and immediate and long-term management actions designed to achieve the 
objective of establishing and maintaining native riparian habitat, which could provide a 
benefit for multiple species. 

See also response to AUD-1, which provides further information on restoration of the 
river ecosystem beyond fish habitat.  Text has not been revised. 

AUD-3: Comment noted. Because increasing public access to the San Joaquin River is 
not an objective of the SJRRP, and is not considered necessary to support the purpose and 
need of the project, actions to increase public access are not described as part of the 
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action alternatives. Consistent with one of the purposes of the PEIS/R (to disclose the 
potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of implementing the Settlement, as 
directed by the Act, consistent with NEPA/CEQA requirements, as described on page 1-7 
of the Draft PEIS/R), Chapter 21.0, “Recreation,” of the Draft PEIS/R assesses potential 
impacts of the Settlement on recreation. Where implementing the Settlement would 
potentially cause significant impacts to recreation, mitigation measures are proposed (see 
Mitigation Measures REC-3, REC-4, REC-5, REC-9, and REC-12 on pages 21-30, 21-
33, 21-35, 21-42, and 21-50 of the Draft PEIS/R, respectively) to reduce the significance 
of those impacts. Increased recreational opportunities, while not an objective of the 
program, is a beneficial impact in some portions of the Restoration Area. Moreover, none 
of the action alternatives preclude future development and implementation of improved 
public access and/or amenities. 

While increasing public access to the San Joaquin River is not an objective of the SJRRP, 
the lead agencies recognize the importance of working with downstream land owners and 
districts, flood system planners and managers, conservation organizations, public and 
private wetlands agencies, and/or counties and communities to achieve the Restoration 
Goal in a manner that benefits those who live, work, and play on the river. The 
Implementing Agencies have conducted and will continue to conduct extensive public 
and stakeholder outreach activities to engage and inform interested parties of SJRRP 
activities early in the scoping process, throughout the development of the PEIS/R, and 
into the future as SJRRP actions are implemented and monitored. Public involvement and 
outreach activities conducted by the Implementing Agencies seek to create an open and 
transparent process through which the general public, stakeholders, affected Third 
Parties, and other interested parties can track and participate in SJRRP activities. 

Text has not been revised. 
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3.9.2 California Water Impact Network, California Sportfishing Protection 
Alliance, AquAlliance, Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s 
Associations, Planning and Conservation League, Institute for 
Fisheries Resources 
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Responses to Comments from California Water Impact Network, California 
Sportfishing Protection Alliance, AquAlliance, Pacific Coast Federation of 
Fishermen’s Associations, Planning and Conservation League, Institute for 
Fisheries Resources 
COAL-1: Comment noted. The rationale for selection and selection of the 
environmentally preferable/superior alternative are presented in Chapter 27.0, “Other 
NEPA and CEQA Considerations,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  NEPA and CEQA requirements 
to identify an environmentally preferable/superior alternative are not the same as NEPA 
requirements to identify a preferred alternative.  The preferred alternative is identified in 
Section 1.5, “Preferred Alternative,” of this Final PEIS/R.  Text has not been revised. 

COAL-2a: The lead agencies appreciate the statement of support from the California 
Water Impact Network, California Sportfishing Protection Alliance, AquAlliance, Pacific 
Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations, Planning and Conservation League, and 
Institute for Fisheries Resources regarding the successful reintroduction of fall-run and 
spring-run Chinook salmon in the San Joaquin River. Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources 
– Fisheries,” of the Draft PEIS/R evaluates the potential impacts of implementing the 
Settlement on existing populations of Chinook salmon in the study area, including fall-
run Chinook salmon in the San Joaquin River below the Merced River confluence, and 
all runs of Chinook salmon within the Delta. Chapter 14.0, “Hydrology – Surface Water 
Quality,” of the Draft PEIS/R evaluates the potential impacts of implementing the 
Settlement on water quality, including selenium concentrations, within the study area. 
However, the PEIS/R does not evaluate the potential impacts of implementing the 
Settlement (or other projects such as the  Grassland Bypass Project) on reintroduced 
spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon because this is outside the scope of NEPA and 
CEQA and, therefore, outside the purpose of the PEIS/R. The Implementing Agencies 
would coordinate with other programs and projects within the study area, including the 
Grassland Bypass Project, to the extent feasible and when it supports the purpose, need, 
and objectives of the SJRRP. 

Although the Draft PEIS/R does not address the potential impacts of implementing the 
Settlement or other projects, such as the Grassland Bypass Project, on reintroduced 
spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon, all action alternatives include guidelines for 
observing and adjusting to changes in physical conditions within the Restoration Area 
through the Physical Monitoring and Management Plan (Appendix D of the Draft 
PEIS/R), as well as monitoring and management guidelines related to biological 
conditions for fish in Appendix F, “Fish Management Plan.” Currently, water quality and 
bed sediment analyses are conducted as part of the SJRRP, including analysis of selenium 
concentrations in San Joaquin River water. Additional information is provided in the 
SJRRP 2011 Annual Technical Report (SJRRP 2012c). 

Potential cumulative impacts of the action alternatives taken together with other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects (including the Grassland 
Bypass Project as a component of the San Joaquin River Salinity Management Plan) are 
evaluated in Chapter 26.0, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 
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See also MCR-1, “Analysis of Program Feasibility, Potential to Achieve Restoration and 
Water Management Goals,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final 
PEIS/R for additional information relevant to assessing potential impacts of 
implementing the Settlement on reintroduced  spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon. 

Text has not been revised. 

COAL-2b: It is beyond the purpose of the PEIS/R (see discussion in Section 1.2, 
“Purpose and Uses of the PEIS/R,” of the Draft PEIS/R) to require USGS to conduct an 
analysis of the potential impacts of continued selenium discharges on efforts to restore 
Chinook salmon to the Restoration Area, as suggested in the comment. The commenter 
also states that parties contributing to pollution, as identified in the comment, should be 
held responsible and discharges ceased to protect fish, wildlife, and public health. While 
these steps could contribute to the restoration of Chinook salmon in the Restoration Area, 
they would do so indirectly, and are beyond the SJRRP purpose of implementing the 
Settlement consistent with the Act.  For these reasons, the PEIS/R has not been revised to 
include actions to identify and hold parties responsible for pollution to protect fish, 
wildlife, and public health. 

The PEIS/R evaluates the potential impacts of implementing the Settlement on existing 
populations of Chinook salmon in the study area, including fall-run Chinook salmon in 
the San Joaquin River below the Merced River confluence, and all runs of Chinook 
salmon within the Delta. The PEIS/R also evaluates the potential impacts of 
implementing the Settlement on water quality, including selenium concentrations, within 
the study area. However, the PEIS/R does not evaluate the potential impacts of 
implementing the Settlement (or other projects such as the  Grassland Bypass Project) on 
reintroduced spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon because this is outside the scope of 
NEPA and CEQA and, therefore, outside the purpose of the PEIS/R. Although the Draft 
PEIS/R does not address the potential impacts of implementing the Settlement or other 
projects, such as the Grassland Bypass Project, on reintroduced spring-run and fall-run 
Chinook salmon, all action alternatives include guidelines for observing and adjusting to 
changes in physical conditions within the Restoration Area through the Physical 
Monitoring and Management Plan (Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R), as well as 
monitoring and management guidelines related to biological conditions for fish in 
Appendix F, “Fish Management Plan.” Additionally, the Implementing Agencies would 
coordinate with other programs and projects within the study area, including the 
Grassland Bypass Project, to the extent feasible and when it supports the purpose, need, 
and objectives of the SJRRP. 

See also MCR-1, “Analysis of Program Feasibility, Potential to Achieve Restoration and 
Water Management Goals,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final 
PEIS/R for additional information relevant to assessing potential impacts of 
implementing the Settlement on reintroduced  spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon. 

Text has not been revised. 



Chapter 3.0 
Individual Comments and Responses 

Program Environmental Final 
Impact Statement/Report 3.9-25 – July 2012 

COAL-3: Determining that the source of selenium in the San Joaquin River is outside the 
scope of the analysis in the PEIS/R; however, existing water quality issues of the San 
Joaquin River are addressed in the existing conditions section of Chapter 14.0, 
“Hydrology – Surface Water Quality,” in the Draft PEIS/R.  This comment is 
substantially similar to comments COAL-2a and COAL-2b.  See also responses to 
comments COAL-2a and COAL-2b. Text has not been revised. 

COAL-4: The purpose of the proposed action, as stated on page 1-13 of the Draft 
PEIS/R, is to implement the Settlement consistent with the Act. Nothing in the Settlement 
or the Act (see Appendix G, “Plan Formulation,” of the Draft PEIS/R), suggests that a 
comprehensive selenium monitoring program for the Bay-Delta estuary and the San 
Joaquin River is needed to achieve the purpose of the proposed action. The Draft PEIS/R 
identifies guidelines for observing and adjusting to changes in physical conditions within 
the Restoration Area through the Physical Monitoring and Management Plan (Appendix 
D of the Draft PEIS/R), as well as monitoring and management guidelines related to 
biological conditions for fish in the Fisheries Management Plan (Appendix E of the Draft 
PEIS/R).  Currently, water quality and bed sediment analyses are conducted as part of the 
SJRRP, including analysis of selenium concentrations in San Joaquin River water. 
Additional information is provided in the SJRRP 2011 Annual Technical Report (SJRRP 
2012c). 

The Conservation Strategy, described in Section 2.4.4 of the Draft PEIS/R, includes 
measures to avoid impacts to water quality and to monitor water quality to support 
conservation of listed and sensitive species and habitats. A comprehensive selenium 
monitoring program for the Bay-Delta estuary and the San Joaquin River, with triggers to 
be implemented when water quality standards are being violated, is outside the scope of 
the SJRRP and is not included in the PEIS/R.  However, the Draft PEIS/R does contain 
an adaptive approach to water quality monitoring, including selenium.  Appendix E, 
“Fisheries Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R describes the framework for 
addressing specific actions related to fisheries, and lays out a structured approach to 
adaptively manage the reintroduction of Chinook salmon and reestablishment of other 
fishes.  The Fisheries Management Plan describes monitoring as a critical component of 
the adaptive management process and necessary to assess the performance of the SJRRP.  
Water quality monitoring is specified in Section 7.2, “Habitat Objectives Monitoring,” 
and actions to improve degraded water quality, if necessary, are described in Section 
5.2.7, “Degraded Water Quality,” of the Fisheries Management Plan.  Active monitoring 
throughout implementation of Settlement actions will ensure that if water quality 
becomes a problem, it can be identified and addressed appropriately.  See also MCR-1, 
“Analysis of Program Feasibility, Potential to Achieve Restoration and Water 
Management Goals,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R 
for additional information relevant to assessing potential impacts of implementing the 
Settlement on reintroduced  spring- and fall-run Chinook salmon. 

Text has not been revised. 
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COAL-5:  The commenter mentions an enclosure from biologist Dennis Lemly.  The 
comments in that enclosure are numbered COAL-A-1 through COAL-A-4.  See 
responses to those comments at the end of this section. 

The PEIS/R evaluates the potential impacts of implementing the Settlement on existing 
populations of Chinook salmon in the study area, including existing fall-run Chinook 
salmon in the San Joaquin River below the Merced River confluence, and all runs of 
Chinook salmon within the Delta. The PEIS/R also evaluates the potential impacts of 
implementing the Settlement on water quality, including selenium concentrations, within 
the study area. However, the PEIS/R does not evaluate the potential impacts of 
implementing the Settlement (or other projects such as the Grassland Bypass Project) on 
reintroduced spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon because this is outside the scope of 
NEPA and CEQA and, therefore, outside the purpose and need of the PEIS/R. 

Although the Draft PEIS/R does not address the potential impacts of implementing the 
Settlement or other projects, such as the Grassland Bypass Project, on reintroduced 
spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon, all action alternatives evaluated in the Draft 
PEIS/R include guidelines for observing and adjusting to changes in physical conditions 
within the Restoration Area through the Physical Monitoring and Management Plan 
(Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R), as well as monitoring and management guidelines 
related to biological conditions for fish in Appendix E, “Fisheries Management Plan.” 
Currently, water quality and bed sediment analyses are conducted as part of the SJRRP, 
including analysis of selenium concentrations in San Joaquin River water. Additional 
information is provided in the SJRRP 2011 Annual Technical Report (SJRRP 2012c). 

The potential cumulative impacts of the action alternatives taken together with other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects (including the Grassland 
Bypass Project as a component of the San Joaquin River Salinity Management Plan) are 
evaluated in Chapter 26.0, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

See MCR-1, “Analysis of Program Feasibility, Potential to Achieve Restoration and 
Water Management Goals,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final 
PEIS/R for additional information relevant to assessing potential impacts of 
implementing the Settlement on reintroduced  spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon. 
See also responses to comments COAL-2a, COAL-4, and COAL-A-1 through COAL-A-
4. 

Text has not been revised. 

COAL-6: Text on page 5-100, lines 13-16, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised to 
reflect potential for short-term surface water quality impacts associated with mobilization 
of constituents, including pollutants associated with agricultural practices in the region, 
and long-term improvement in San Joaquin River water quality conditions due to 
increased flow and decreased concentrations of constituents. Text has been revised to be 
consistent with discussion of these potential impacts, on pages 14-24 through 14-27 of 
the Draft PEIS/R. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. The inclusion of this 
discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R. 
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COAL-7: The criteria used to determine whether a project or action was evaluated in the 
cumulative effects analysis presented in Chapter 26.0, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, are described in that chapter. The projects the commenter suggests for inclusion 
in the analysis do not meet these criteria because they are not considered “reasonable 
foreseeable probably future actions,” because they are not “currently under construction, 
approved for construction, or in final stages of formal planning” (see page 26-3, lines 27 
through 29, of the Draft PEIS/R).  Potential impacts on Delta flows, water quality, 
fisheries, and other resources under the cited programs are outside the scope of the 
SJRRP and beyond the purpose of the PEIS/R (see discussion in Section 1.2, “Purpose 
and Uses of the PEIS/R,” of the Draft PEIS/R). Text has not been revised. 

COAL-8: This comment introduces the overarching theme of comments COAL-9 and 
COAL-10, which describe the commenter’s concerns in greater specificity. The 
Grassland Bypass Project is described as part of the San Joaquin River Salinity 
Management Plan in Chapter 26.0, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  The 
descriptions of the San Joaquin River Salinity Management Plan and the San Joaquin 
River Water Quality Improvement Project are sufficient for the purposes of the 
cumulative impacts analysis for which they are presented. Existing discharges into the 
San Joaquin River from Mud Slough via the Grassland Bypass Project are not part of the 
SJRRP.  Therefore, an analysis of the impacts of these existing discharges into the San 
Joaquin River is outside the scope of the PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

COAL-9: The description of the San Joaquin River Salinity Management Plan is 
sufficient for the purposes of the cumulative impacts analysis for which it is presented. 
Like other project and action descriptions presented in Chapter 26.0, “Cumulative 
Impacts,” of the Draft PEIS/R, the descriptions of the San Joaquin River Salinity 
Management Plan and the San Joaquin River Water Quality Improvement Project 
(presented on page 26-21, lines 12 through 35) briefly explain the plan or project, and 
then summarize the effects of its actions on the most relevant resource topics. In the case 
of the San Joaquin River Salinity Management Plan, discussion of impacts focuses on 
water quality. This allows evaluation of the potential cumulative impacts of the San 
Joaquin River Salinity Management Plan, the San Joaquin River Water Quality 
Improvement Project, and other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future 
projects and the SJRRP to be analyzed in Section 26.6.1, “Air Quality,” through Section 
26.6.21, “Visual Resources,” as appropriate. 

It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the Grassland Bypass Project Extension 
in the statement that discharges of water with high selenium content “…have been 
sanctioned by regulators until the end of 2019…” The impacts of the Grassland Bypass 
Extension Project were analyzed in compliance with NEPA and CEQA in the Grassland 
Bypass Project, 2010 – 2019: Final Environmental Impact Statement and Environmental 
Impact Report (Reclamation and SLDMWA 2009; State Clearinghouse Number 
2007121110) before implementation of that project.  The impacts analyzed in that 
document are not reassessed or described in detail in the Draft PEIS/R.  As stated in 
Table 2-3 on page 2-12 of the Draft PEIS/R, the Grassland Bypass Project Extension is 
assumed to be in place as part of the No-Action Alternative. Analysis of the potential 
impacts of the No-Action and action alternatives on water quality is provided in Chapter 
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14.0, “Hydrology – Surface Water Quality,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Potential cumulative 
impacts of the action alternatives taken together with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable probable future projects (including the Grassland Bypass Project as a 
component of the San Joaquin River Salinity Management Plan) are evaluated in Chapter 
26.0, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

Text has not been revised. 

COAL-10: The description of the San Joaquin River Water Quality Improvement Project 
is sufficient for the purposes of the cumulative impacts analysis for which it is presented. 
Analysis of the potential impacts of the action alternatives on water quality is provided in 
Chapter 14.0, “Hydrology – Surface Water Quality,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Existing 
discharges into the San Joaquin River from Mud Slough via the Grassland Bypass Project 
are not part of the SJRRP.  Therefore, an analysis of the impacts of these existing 
discharges into the San Joaquin River is outside the scope of the PEIS/R; however, the 
existing water quality issues of the San Joaquin River are addressed in the existing 
conditions section of Chapter 14.0, “Hydrology – Surface Water Quality,” in the Draft 
PEIS/R. 

It is beyond the purpose of the PEIS/R and requirements of NEPA and CEQA to address 
funding or technological issues associated with the treatment plant identified in the 
comment. The potential impacts of the San Joaquin River Water Quality Improvement 
Project have been analyzed in compliance with CEQA and were found to be less than 
significant, according to the Notice of Determination issued by Panoche Water District in 
2007 (Panoche Water District 2007; State Clearinghouse Number 2007041100). 

Text has not been revised. 

COAL-A-1: The comment is part of a letter from biologist Dennis Lemly reviewing a 
report developed by USFWS presenting a technical analysis of selenium risks to Chinook 
salmon and steelhead associated with the Grassland Bypass Project, and USFWS 
comments and Reclamation responses to those comments, presumably related to the 
Grassland Bypass Project EIS/EIR. Responses to comments on the Grassland Bypass 
Project Draft EIS/EIR were published in the Grassland Bypass Project Final EIS/EIR and 
are publicly available at 
http://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/nepa_projdetails.cfm?Project_ID=3513.  The letter from 
Dennis Lemly is submitted as part of an attachment to the COAL letter containing 
comments COAL-1 though COAL-10, specifically in support of comments COAL-2a 
through COAL-5.  

Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources – Fisheries,” of the Draft PEIS/R evaluates the 
potential impacts of implementing the Settlement on existing populations of Chinook 
salmon in the study area, including fall-run Chinook salmon in the San Joaquin River 
below the Merced River confluence, and all runs of Chinook salmon within the Delta. 
Chapter 14.0, “Hydrology – Surface Water Quality,” of the Draft PEIS/R evaluates the 
potential impacts of implementing the Settlement on water quality, including selenium 
concentrations, within the study area. However, the PEIS/R does not evaluate the 
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potential impacts of implementing the Settlement (or other projects such as the  
Grassland Bypass Project) on reintroduced spring-run and fall-run Chinook salmon 
because this is outside the scope of NEPA and CEQA and, therefore, outside the purpose 
of the PEIS/R. The Implementing Agencies would coordinate with other programs and 
projects within the study area, including the Grassland Bypass Project, to the extent 
feasible and when it supports the purpose, need, and objectives of the SJRRP. 

See responses to comments COAL-2a through COAL-5 for additional information 
relevant to this comment. 

COAL-A-2: See responses to comments COAL-2a through COAL-5 for additional 
information relevant to this comment. 

COAL-A-3: See responses to comments COAL-2a through COAL-5 for additional 
information relevant to this comment. 

COAL-A-4: See responses to comments COAL-2a through COAL-5 for additional 
information relevant to this comment. 

COAL-B-1: Comment noted. This is a technical qualifications statement attached to the 
first attachment to the letter containing comments COAL-1 through COAL-10. 
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3.9.3 Fresno Fly Fishers for Conservation 
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Response to Comment from Fresno Fly Fishers for Conservation 
FFFC-1: The action to reintroduce fall-run and spring-run Chinook salmon is addressed 
at the program-level in the PEIS/R because the specific details of this action are not 
known at this time.  As this action is developed further, additional NEPA and/or CEQA 
documentation would be prepared, as required, for fish reintroduction actions.  The 
Implementing Agencies recognize the need for additional law enforcement resources to 
address poaching.  However, the specific need for additional law enforcement resources, 
including the number of officers and similar resources, is not known at this time given 
that specific fish reintroduction actions are still under development.  Additional law 
enforcement resources would be considered during subsequent site-specific studies 
specific for spring-run Chinook salmon reintroduction. 
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3.9.4 Mill Creek Conservancy 
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Response to Comment from Mill Creek Conservancy 
MILL-1: A response to this comment was provided on May 25, 2011, clarifying that the 
public meetings referenced in the comment were held in relation to release of the Draft 
PEIS/R, which includes environmental impact analysis for the area upstream from Friant 
Dam, between Friant Dam and the Merced River, the area from the Merced River to the 
Delta, the Delta, and the CVP and SWP water service areas, and does not necessitate a 
public hearing outside the study area, as requested in the comment. Because spring-run 
Chinook are a threatened species, specific details of the spring-run Chinook salmon 
reintroduction process, including genetics and stock selection, must be permitted through 
NMFS. The action to reintroduce spring-run Chinook salmon is analyzed at the program 
level in the PEIS/R and will be analyzed in project-level detail in the future by NMFS 
through its own NEPA process for the reintroduction of spring-run Chinook salmon to 
the San Joaquin River. The NEPA process will include further future outreach and 
coordination with stakeholders and members of the public who could be impacted by the 
stock selection process. 
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3.9.5 Natural Resources Defense Council and The Bay Institute 
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Responses to Comments from Natural Resources Defense Council and The Bay 
Institute 
NRDC-1: As stated on page 2-36 of the Draft PEIS/R, any mutual agreements to 
facilitate the actions under Paragraph 13(i) would be negotiated so as not to increase 
water supply reductions to Friant Division long-term contractors beyond what would 
have been caused by releases in accordance with the hydrograph releases in Exhibit B of 
the Settlement. Such agreements may require additional environmental documentation. 
Listing these actions explicitly in the locations mentioned would go beyond the level of 
detail appropriate for the identified tables and text and would require undue speculation; 
thus, the text has not been revised. 

NRDC-2a: The commenter provides no specific documentation of the concern raised nor 
does the commenter provide the basis for their comment regarding the “conservative 
approach to management of potential flood and seepage impacts from implementing the 
SJRRP.” The approach to minimizing potential increases in flood risk and seepage 
impacts due to the release of Interim and Restoration flows involves implementing 
specific measures presented in the project description (see Chapter 2.0, “Description of 
Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R) with any action alternative.  Collectively, 
implementing these measures will minimize flood and seepage impacts due to Interim 
and Restoration flows and, thus, will maintain impacts at a less than significant level so 
that mitigation measures would not be required.  Text has not been revised. 

NRDC-2b: The PEIS/R evaluates flow provisions of the Settlement consistent with the 
schedule in Exhibit B.  The PEIS/R also includes flow modifications that could be 
implemented based on recommendations from the RA, consistent with the Settlement.  
The RA is responsible for making recommendations to the Secretary on the release of 
Interim and Restoration flows.  The RA’s recommendations would be taken into 
consideration by the Secretary in making decisions or taking specific actions to be 
implemented under the Settlement. The action alternatives, as described, do not prohibit 
flexibility in the release of Interim and Restoration flows, as constrained by then-existing 
channel capacities. The USACE factor of safety criteria provide the best available criteria 
for determining channel capacity in such a way as to minimize increases in flood risk. 
Text has not been revised. 

NRDC-3: Page 11-44, lines 19 through 23, of the Draft PEIS/R acknowledge that release 
of Interim and Restoration flows could create additional space in Millerton Lake during 
early spring months, thereby reducing, delaying, or avoiding peak snowmelt releases and 
reducing levee stability risks during these events.  In particular, and as shown in Figure 
11-18 of the Draft PEIS/R, if Exhibit B flow releases precede flood releases in the spring, 
additional flood storage space may be created in Millerton Lake, reducing or delaying 
flood releases. 

Text on page 11-23, lines 11 through 16, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to this and other comments to expand the description of LSJLD responsibilities, 
facilities, and operations.  See Chapter 4.0, "Errata," of this Final PEIS/R. 
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NRDC-4: Compliance with the Act is identified in the statement of purpose set forth in 
Chapter 1.0, “Introduction,” of the Draft PEIS/R. The Act is thoroughly described in 
Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance,” of the Draft PEIS/R, 
including how sections of the Act relate to the content of the Draft PEIS/R; therefore, 
these descriptions are not repeated in Chapter 16.0, “Land Use Planning and Agricultural 
Resources,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

In addition to the State regulations listed in Chapter 16.0, Chapter 28.0 discusses 
compliance with 16 other State laws, rules, and regulations for implementing the 
alternatives.  Included is a description of the California State Lands Commission’s 
authority and jurisdiction. As stated on page 28-30, the San Joaquin River is defined as 
“navigable in fact” from its mouth upstream to approximately 8 miles downstream from 
SR 99, and is therefore subject to the jurisdiction of the California State Lands 
Commission.   The State Lands Commission is a CEQA Responsible Agency for 
implementing the SJRRP.  Program-level actions that require work on the San Joaquin 
River would require a lease from the State Lands Commission.  Implementing the 
project-level actions would not cause substantial adverse effects to natural and cultural 
resources on lands subject to the jurisdiction of the State Lands Commission.  The 
inclusion of this discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft 
PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

NRDC-5: Comment noted.  Page 11-44, lines 19 through 23, of the Draft PEIS/R 
acknowledge that release of Interim and Restoration flows could create additional space 
in Millerton Lake during early spring months, thereby reducing, delaying, or avoiding 
peak snowmelt releases and reducing levee stability risks during these events.  In 
particular, and as shown in Figure 11-18 of the Draft PEIS/R, if Exhibit B flow releases 
precede flood releases in the spring, additional flood storage space may be created in 
Millerton Lake, reducing or delaying flood releases.  However, the argument that seepage 
impacts are reduced by providing continuous Restoration Flows and thereby reducing 
flood flows was not evaluated and should not be concluded.  Seepage impacts would be 
reduced through implementing the Seepage Management Plan (Attachment to Appendix 
D, “Physical Monitoring and Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R). 

Text on page 16-41, lines 34 through 36, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to the comment to reflect that the seepage monitoring and management plan 
would avoid or reduce inundation and soil saturation effects to agricultural land resulting 
from implementing the Settlement. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

NRDC-6: As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, on page 2-39, new levees would be constructed, potentially along either or both 
sides of Reach 2B, to create an average floodplain width of between 500 feet and 3,700 
feet, and an associated levee system width of between 700 feet and 3,900 feet.  Future 
site-specific project-level documentation for the actions analyzed at a program-level in 
the PEIS/R will determine floodplain width for site-specific projects.  Potential benefits 
of implementing program-level actions, including floodplain habitat modifications, are 
described in Chapters 4.0 through Chapter 26.0 of the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been 
revised. 
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NRDC-7: The description of potential modifications in Reach 2B presented in Chapter 
2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R does not preclude the use of 
adjacent habitat to implement the Settlement. However, description of specific areas 
where this could potentially occur is beyond the level of detail necessary for the program-
level description and analysis of this action presented in the PEIS/R. Text has not been 
revised. 

NRDC-8: Page 2-84 of the Draft PEIS/R explicitly acknowledges the requirements of 
Paragraph 16(a)(1). Lines 5 through 13 on page 2-84 state “Paragraph 16(a)(1) of the 
Settlement provides that recapture and recirculation of Interim and Restoration Flows 
‘shall have no adverse impact on the Restoration Goal, downstream water quality or 
fisheries.’ Because recapture within the Restoration Area could interfere with the ability 
to achieve the flow targets, recapture within the Restoration Area would occur only if 
necessary to avoid interfering with in-channel construction activities associated with the 
Restoration Goal, or to avoid potential material adverse impacts from groundwater 
seepage (as described in Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and Management Plan”) or 
for other emergency actions to avoid immediate adverse impacts.” On pages 2-31 and 2-
36, the Draft PEIS/R also reiterates the requirements of Paragraph 16(a). 

Generally, the PEIS/R reiterates the requirements of the Settlement where it enhances the 
description or analysis. However it does not attempt to reiterate all parts of the 
Settlement. Text has not been revised. 

NRDC-9: Discussion of recapture actions under Alternative B1 explicitly acknowledge 
the requirements of Paragraph 16(a)(1); lines 13 through 15 on page 2-84 of the Draft 
PEIR state “Recapture of Interim or Restoration flows at existing facilities would occur 
only if doing so would not adversely affect downstream water quality or fisheries, 
consistent with the requirements of Paragraph 16(a)(1) of the Settlement.” The discussion 
of recapture actions under Alternative C1, page 2-86, line 33, has been revised to include 
a similar statement; see Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. The description of 
Alternatives A2, B2, and C2 do not include this language, because these alternatives do 
not add actions related to the recapture of Interim and Restoration flows beyond those 
described under Alternatives A1, B1, and C1, respectively. Rather than reiterate the 
actions these alternatives have in common with preceding descriptions of other 
alternatives, the discussion under Alternatives A2, B2, and C2 simply state that project-
level actions in Alternative A2 are identical to project-level actions in Alternative A1, 
and that program-level actions in Alternatives A2, B2, and C2 include all of the program-
level actions described in Alternatives A1, B1, or C1, accordingly. 

NRDC-10: The supplemental analyses pertaining to Delta pumping restrictions described 
in Appendix I, “Supplemental Hydrologic and Operations Analyses,” of the Draft PEIS/R 
are superseded by the sensitivity analyses presented in Appendix C, “CVP/SWP Long-
Term Operations Sensitivity Analyses,” of this Final PEIS/R. As described in Appendix 
C of this Final PEIS/R, the significance conclusions referenced in the comment remain 
unchanged from the Draft PEIS/R, and the sensitivity analyses conclude that effects 
associated with changes in Delta inflows and diversions resulting from implementing the 
Settlement would remain less than significant and beneficial. Text has not been revised. 
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NRDC-11: Chapter 12.0, "Hydrology - Groundwater," of the Draft PEIS/R states that 
natural recharge along the San Joaquin River could result in reduced groundwater decline 
in areas in the vicinity of the San Joaquin River, a benefit to declining groundwater levels 
in this region. Although implementing the action alternatives would lead to some natural 
recharge along the San Joaquin River, groundwater levels near the San Joaquin River are 
not anticipated to have a significant effect on regional groundwater levels in the 
surrounding CVP/SWP water service areas. Raising groundwater levels along the river 
would be unlikely to result in a regional groundwater-level increase across all Friant 
Division long-term contractor district areas because of numerous factors such as 
heterogeneity of the aquifer system (i.e., interfingering of clays, silts, and sands) that 
could limit connectivity of units along the river to the regional aquifer system and 
increased pumping of private and municipal wells. Text has not been revised. 

NRDC-12: Surface water supply and groundwater are identified and analyzed as separate 
resources in the PEIS/R consistent with the CEQA Regulations and State CEQA 
Guidelines. The evaluation of potential impacts to each resource area addressed in the 
PEIS/R includes consideration of the combined effects of potential changes in related 
resource areas. Chapter 26.0, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the Draft PEIS/R provides an 
analysis of overall cumulative effects of the action alternatives taken together with other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects (or actions). 

Page 12-121 of the Draft PEIS/R states that natural recharge along the San Joaquin River 
could result in reduced groundwater decline in areas in the vicinity of the San Joaquin 
River, a benefit to declining groundwater levels in this region. Although implementing 
the action alternatives would lead to some natural recharge along the San Joaquin River, 
groundwater levels near the San Joaquin River are not anticipated to have a significant 
effect on regional groundwater levels in the surrounding CVP/SWP water service areas. 
Raising groundwater levels along the river would be unlikely to result in a regional 
groundwater-level increase across all Friant Division long-term contractor district areas 
because of numerous factors such as heterogeneity of the aquifer system (i.e., 
interfingering of clays, silts, and sands) that could limit connectivity of units along the 
river to the regional aquifer system and increased pumping of private and municipal 
wells. 

Table ES-7 of the Draft PEIS/R presents the range of simulated reduction in long-term 
average annual water supply deliveries to Friant Division long-term contractors under the 
No-Action and action alternatives. While recharge along the San Joaquin River could 
benefit groundwater supplies in a small portion of the Friant Division, this recharge is not 
considered a water supply delivery, and is therefore not reflected in Table ES-7. 

Text has not been revised. 

NRDC-13a: The lead agencies agree that water districts and individual farmers control 
groundwater pumping decisions within the San Joaquin River basin, and that neither 
Federal nor State agencies manage or regulate groundwater pumping in the study area. 
Currently, land along the San Joaquin River does not overlay adjudicated groundwater 
subbasins; thus, the overlying landowners may extract percolating groundwater for 
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beneficial use without seeking approval from SWRCB. Text on page 12-121, line 14, of 
the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response to the comment to clarify that the potential 
for accelerated overdraft under the action alternatives could lead to private well owners 
abandoning or deepening groundwater wells sooner than would be necessary under the 
No-Action Alternative if groundwater levels are drawn below existing well screens. Costs 
for deepening groundwater wells, lowering pumps in the wells, constructing new 
groundwater wells, or abandoning wells would be the responsibility of private well 
owners. As noted on page 12-113, a discussion of the potential cost implications of 
deepening groundwater wells, lowering pumps, constructing new wells, or abandoning 
wells is provided in Chapter 22.0, “Socioeconomics,” of the Draft PEIS/R. If 
groundwater wells are abandoned, it would also be the responsibility of private well 
owners to decommission the wells properly in accordance with standards developed by 
DWR pursuant to Section 13800 of the California Code and adopted by SWRCB or local 
agencies in accordance with Section 13801 of the California Water Code. See revision in 
Chapter 4.0, "Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

NRDC-13b: Comment noted. The lead agencies agree with the commenter that the 
requirements of Paragraph 16 of the Settlement should reduce the potential surface water 
supply impacts to the Friant Division. The effects of those factors noted by the 
commenter (the RWA, new and expanded groundwater recharge facilities, the potential 
for flood flow releases to meet Restoration Flow targets, recapture, and recirculation) on 
changes in surface water supply deliveries to the Friant Division are included in the 
analyses presented in the Draft PEIS/R, as summarized below. 

All action alternatives include implementing Paragraph 16 actions, and the net effect of 
changes in water supply is used as the basis for evaluating impacts.  As described in 
Chapter 13.0, “Hydrology – Surface Water Supply Facilities and Operations,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R, changes in surface water supply deliveries to Friant Division long-term 
contractors are presented in two scenarios to account for uncertainty in the specific 
formulation of the final Recapture and Recirculation Plan.  One scenario would 
recirculate all recaptured water, estimated using the approach described above, to the 
Friant Division, using supplies available after all other south-of-Delta contractual 
obligations are fulfilled (representing a lower bound of surface water supply impacts to 
Friant Division long-term contractors). A second scenario would recirculate no 
recaptured water to the Friant Division (representing an upper bound of surface water 
supply impacts to Friant Division long-term contractors). Results of these scenarios are 
summarized on page 13-187 of the Draft PEIS/R.  The results of these scenarios were 
post-processed to provide information to support quantitative analyses of impacts to 
groundwater, power and energy, and socioeconomics in the Draft PEIS/R. Under the first 
scenario, the amount of groundwater pumping that could potentially take place to replace 
surface water supplies would be less than under the second scenario. Groundwater 
pumping under the first scenario is referred to as “relatively low,” because this scenario 
would result in a lower impact relative to groundwater pumping that could take place 
under the second scenario (in which groundwater pumping would be expected to be 
“relatively high”). This terminology is used consistently throughout Chapter 12.0, 
“Hydrology – Groundwater,” of the Draft PEIS/R to distinguish between the maximum 
and minimum of the range of potential impacts. 
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Chapter 12.0, "Hydrology - Groundwater," of the Draft PEIS/R states that natural 
recharge along the San Joaquin River could result in reduced groundwater decline in 
areas in the vicinity of the San Joaquin River, a benefit to declining groundwater levels in 
this region. Although implementing the action alternatives would lead to some natural 
recharge along the San Joaquin River, groundwater levels near the San Joaquin River are 
not anticipated to have a significant effect on regional groundwater levels in the 
surrounding CVP/SWP water service areas. Raising groundwater levels along the river 
would be unlikely to result in a regional groundwater-level increase across all Friant 
Division long-term contractor district areas because of numerous factors such as 
heterogeneity of the aquifer system (i.e., interfingering of clays, silts, and sands) that 
could limit connectivity of units along the river to the regional aquifer system and 
increased pumping of private and municipal wells. 

Water supply impacts to Friant Division long-term contractors are based on simulated 
Friant Dam operations that account for the RWA, new and expanded groundwater 
recharge facilities, and flood releases that contribute to meeting Restoration Flow targets.  
While delivery of water supplies to the Friant Division pursuant to Paragraph 16 would 
reduce potential water supply impacts to the Friant Division, as shown in Table ES-7 of 
the Draft PEIS/R, the analyses indicate that the overall impact to groundwater would 
remain potentially significant and unavoidable, as described on page 12-121 of the Draft 
PEIS/R. The process used to simulate distribution of Paragraph 16 water to different 
Friant Division long-term contractors to support the analyses presented in the Draft 
PEIS/R is described in Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

As described on page 2-29 of the Draft PEIS/R, consistent with Paragraph 16(b) of the 
Settlement, Reclamation would identify delivery reductions to Friant Division long-term 
contractors associated with the release of Interim and Restoration flows, as part of the 
RWA stipulated for implementation under Paragraph 16(b). Paragraph 16(b) also 
provides for delivery of water during wet hydrologic conditions to Friant Division long-
term contractors at a cost of $10 per acre-foot. Implementing Paragraph 16(b) actions 
could affect the amount of water that is released to the San Joaquin River in excess of 
Restoration Flow requirements during wet periods. 

The CalSim II surface water operational modeling conducted in support of the analyses 
presented in the Draft PEIS/R captures the effects of Paragraph 16 requirements, as 
described beginning on page 3-18 of Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R. As 
described on page 3-19 of Appendix H, Paragraph 16(b) of the Settlement allows for 
delivery of surplus water to Friant Division long-term contractors for $10 per acre-foot. 
Typically, when surplus water is available, demand for water in the Friant Division is 
low. Therefore, development of a system of groundwater banks serviceable from the 
Friant- Kern and Madera canals was assumed to allow for greater capture of available 
surplus, as described in the Paragraph 16(b) Actions Considered in Program Alternatives 
Attachment to Appendix G, “Plan Formulation,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

For the purposes of quantifying reductions in water supply deliveries to the Friant 
Division, flood flow releases from Millerton Lake could meet or contribute to meeting 
Restoration Flow targets. As shown in Table ES-7 and Tables 13-63 through 13-68, the 
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potential for flood flow releases to contribute to Restoration Flow targets would offset 
water supply impacts to the Friant Division in some years. 

Text has not been revised. 

NRDC-14: Because of the amount of land cultivated by the Friant Division long-term 
contractors (approximately 854,000 acres, as described in Appendix H, “Modeling,” of 
the Draft PEIS/R, Table 6-9), even a roughly 1 percent reduction in irrigated acreage 
would be a substantial amount of land and, thus, would be a significant effect on 
agricultural resources. 

As described in Chapter 16.0, “Land Use Planning and Agricultural Resources,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R,  the analysis of Impact LUP-8, Substantial Diminishment of Agricultural 
Land Resource Quality and Importance Because of Altered Water Deliveries, does not 
“assume that groundwater pumping will be used to make up for all of the water 
reductions.” Rather, it concludes that even with additional groundwater pumping, 
reduced water deliveries would cause a substantial effect on agricultural land resource 
quality and importance. 

This conclusion is based in part on the integrated modeling of changes in agricultural 
production, regional socioeconomics, groundwater levels, and deliveries of surface water 
that is described in Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  As part of this 
integrated modeling, simulations using CVPM were conducted to assess the effects on 
agricultural crop production. In these simulations, if the cost of accessing groundwater 
was too large to generate positive net returns to crop production, agricultural land was 
idled (see Appendix H, pages 6-2 through 6-15). Thus, agricultural production could be 
impacted by a reduction in deliveries of surface water, despite the potential availability of 
groundwater. Furthermore, the discussion of Impact LUP-8 notes that these CVPM 
simulations do not address all issues affecting the replacement of some water deliveries 
with additional groundwater pumping, including limited access to adequate quality 
groundwater. It also notes that these issues could affect agricultural productivity, and that 
irrigated acreages could be reduced by more than 1,000 acres. In part for this reason, the 
Draft PEIS/R concludes that this impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

NRDC-15: Table ES-7 in the Executive Summary of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised 
in response to this comment to provide greater detail and clarity.  See Chapter 4.0, 
“Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

NRDC-16: Table 12-22 on page 12-96 of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised to clarify 
that the percent increases reported in Table 12-22 are increases in surface water 
deliveries, not increases in groundwater pumping. Although the analyses provide output 
categorized by district, it should not be construed as a precise forecast of conditions that 
would occur at the district level. Instead, the analyses provide an estimate of trends in 
groundwater conditions in the region, at a level of detail sufficient for evaluating and 
comparing alternatives. See Chapter 4.0, "Errata," of this Final PEIS/R. 
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NRDC-17: The text referenced in the comment states that operation of reservoirs 
upstream from Millerton Lake affects inflow to Millerton Lake. In the interest of 
managing the size of the PEIS/R, unnecessary detail is not presented. Further discussion 
of the effects of policies and facilities upstream from Millerton Lake is beyond the level 
of detail appropriate for the PEIS/R. Millerton Lake storage and flows in Reach 1 are 
compared in graphs and tables beginning on page 13-87 of the Draft PEIS/R for 
informational purposes. Text has not been revised. 

NRDC-18: The information recommended for inclusion in the PEIS/R is beyond the 
level of detail necessary to support the analyses and conclusions presented in the PEIS/R; 
therefore, the text has not been revised. 

NRDC-19: The table referenced lists the source of information at the bottom of the table 
as “[s]ummarized from SJR5Q flow and temperature model.” As the commenter correctly 
notes, the sub-monthly flow information presented in this table is disaggregated from the 
monthly water supply model CalSim II. The use of both SJR5Q and CalSim-II is 
described in Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

NRDC-20: The potential project by Orange Cove ID, in partnership with the Friant 
Power Authority, to construct a new powerhouse at Friant Dam is described on page 19-
6, lines 1 through 10, and page 26-29, lines 21 through 31, of the Draft PEIS/R. 
Generation of hydropower through this project could offset some of the reduction in 
generation at Friant-Kern and Madera canals anticipated to occur as a result of 
implementing the Settlement. Text has not been revised. 

NRDC-21: The requested content is provided in several locations in the Draft PEIS/R. 
See Chapter 13.0, “Hydrology – Surface Water Supplies and Facilities Operations,” of 
the Draft PEIS/R, Tables 13-69 and 13-70, and the Temperature Modeling Output – 
SJR5Q Attachment to Appendix H, “Modeling,” of the Draft PEIS/R, including Tables 1 
through 5 and pages 73 through 80. Text has not been revised. 

NRDC-22: Text on pages 12-92 through 12-98, in notes of Tables 12-20 through 12-23 
of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised in response to the comment. See Chapter 4.0, 
“Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

NRDC-23: Text on page 13-57, in notes of Figure 13-30 of the Draft PEIS/R, has been 
revised to clarify that Figure 13-30 shows the historical declared allocation of water to 
Friant Division contractors. See revision in Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 
Actual historical delivery of Class 2 water supplies may be less than, but do not exceed, 
declared allocations. Total deliveries beginning in 1985 are made publicly available by 
Reclamation’s Central Valley Operations office at www.usbr.gov/mp/cvo/deliv.html. 
Historical water deliveries to Friant Division long-term contractors from 1985 through 
2007 are shown for comparison in Figure 3.9-1. 
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Source: Reclamation 2012.   

Figure 3.9-1. 
Historical Deliveries to Friant Division Long-Term Contractors 

NRDC-24: Text on pages 13-92 through 13-98, in notes of Tables 13-63 through 13-68 
of the Draft PEIS/R, has been revised to clarify that the amounts in the table are 
approximate based on recent historical deliveries during water years 1922 through 2004 
(October 1921 through September 2003). See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 
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3.9.6 PRBO Conservation Science 
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Responses to Comments from PRBO Conservation Science 
PRBO-1: As noted in the comment, the conservation measures included in the 
Conservation Strategy (beginning on page 2-52 of the Draft PEIS/R), and in particular 
measures RHSNC-1 and RHSNC-2, would help ensure that the net effects of the action 
alternatives are beneficial and that impacts to sensitive biological resources (including 
wildlife) are minimized or avoided. To those ends, Conservation Measure RHSNC-2 (on 
page 2-74 of the Draft PEIS/R) would require development and implementation, in 
coordination with DFG, of a Riparian Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for the 
SJRRP. The Riparian Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan would monitor changes in 
acreage and/or ecological functions of riparian and wetland habitats resulting from 
implementing Settlement actions. As an ecological function, wildlife habitat monitoring 
would be considered as part of the Riparian Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. The 
monitoring component of the plan would be developed in coordination with DFG, and 
within the context of meeting regulatory requirements and constraints, such as access 
limitations. 

Wildlife monitoring for specific species or for specific actions, such as construction 
activities, is specified within the Conservation Strategy.  Wildlife monitoring beyond the 
measures identified in the Conservation Strategy is not currently envisioned as necessary 
to the purposes of the PEIS/R.  While it is not currently included, the action alternatives 
presented in the PEIS/R do not preclude incorporation of wildlife monitoring in the 
future.  Text has not been revised. 

PRBO-2: Comment noted.  Chapter 7.0, “Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions,” of the Draft PEIS/R is organized in the same way as all other resource 
chapters (Chapters 4.0 through 26.0). Each resource chapter describes the environmental 
and regulatory setting for the resources and the environmental impact analysis and 
proposed mitigation measures for impacts that are not less than significant.  This 
comment does not raise issues or concerns specific to the environmental analysis 
presented in the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

PRBO-3: Comment noted. The need for implementing the long-term management 
actions referred to in this comment, and details of those actions,  would be determined 
through the processes described in Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and Management 
Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R. The comment does not raise issues or concerns specific to the 
environmental analysis presented in the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

PRBO-4: The section referenced in this comment includes active planting and irrigation; 
in the interest of managing the size of the PEIS/R, additional detail is not presented. 
Control of invasive species is addressed through the Conservation Strategy, described in 
Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  Text has not been 
revised. 

PRBO-5: The Conservation Strategy, beginning on page 2-52 of the Draft PEIS/R, 
includes measures related to bird species subject to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, as 
well as measures related to riparian and critical habitat. These include CH-1, CH-2, 
EAGLE-1, SWH-1, SWH-2, RAPTOR-1, RAPTOR-2, MBTA-1, RHSNC-1, and 
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RHSNC-2, as described in Table 2-2, beginning on page 2-55 of the Draft PEIS/R. Text 
has not been revised. 

PRBO-6: The redundant text identified in the comment, on page 6-1, lines 19 through 
24, of the Draft PEIS/R, has been removed. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final 
PEIS/R. 

PRBO-7: The commenter is referred to the document cited in the quoted text from page 
6-2 of the Draft PEIS/R, From the Sierra to the Sea: The Ecological History of the San 
Francisco Bay-Delta Watershed (The Bay Institute 1998). This reference includes full-
color maps illustrating historical and current riparian habitat extents along the San 
Joaquin River. The document is available online at 
http://www.bay.org/display.aspx?pageid=164. 

PRBO-8: Text on page 6-8, lines 6 through 8, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to the comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

PRBO-9: The comment notes that the DFG Species of Special Concern documents are 
not included in the list of sources on page 6-6, and states that these documents contain 
much additional and useful information. Numerous other sources have been reviewed, as 
summarized in Appendix L of the Draft PEIS/R, “Biological Resources – Vegetation and 
Wildlife,” cited in the environmental setting provided in Chapter 6.0, “Biological 
Resources – Vegetation and Wildlife,” (Section 6.1), incorporated into the analysis, and 
listed in Chapter 29.0, “References,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  These other sources are cited 
where used. Please note that Appendix L, Attachment 5, Species Accounts, incorporates 
information from and cites Mammalian Species of Special Concern in California 
(Williams 1986) and Amphibian and Reptile Species of Special Concern in California 
(Jennings and Hayes 1994), and accounts for 15 species from California Bird Species of 
Special Concern (Shuford and Gardali 2008), including yellow-breasted chat (Icteria 
virens) (Comrack 2008), redhead (Aythya americana) (Beedy and Deul 2008), tricolored 
blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) (Beedy and Hamilton 2008), northern harrier (Circus 
cyaneus) (Davis and Niemela 2008), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) (Gervais, 
Rosenberg, and Comrack 2008), yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia) (Heath 2008), 
loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) (mainland populations) (Humple 2008), 
mountain plover (Charadrius montanus) (Hunting and Edson 2008), yellow-headed 
blackbird (Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus) (Jamarillo 2008), lesser sandhill crane (Grus 
Canadensis canadensis) (Littlefield 2008), short-eared owl (Asio flammeus) (Roberson 
2008), American white pelican (Pelicanus erythrorhynchos) (Shuford 2008a), black tern 
(Childonias niger) (Shuford 2008b), least bittern (Ixobrychus exilis) (Sterling 2008), and 
grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum) (Unitt 2008). Text has not been 
revised. 

PRBO-10: The lists of bird species mentioned in Chapter 6.0, “Biological Resources – 
Vegetation and Wildlife,” of the Draft PEIS/R, page 6-8, line 33, through page 6-9, line 4 
are intended to represent larger sets of species and are not meant to be complete listings. 
Text has not been revised. 
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PRBO-11: Text on page 6-8, lines 21 through 23, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised 
in response to this comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

PRBO-12: Text on page 6-32, lines 26 through 28, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised 
in response to this comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

PRBO-13: Text on page 6-33, lines 4 through 8, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to this comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

PRBO-14: Text on page 6-33, lines 12 and 13, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to this comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

PRBO-15: Statements regarding the distribution of northern harrier are made in 
Appendix L, “Biological Resources – Vegetation and Wildlife,” of the Draft PEIS/R, in 
Table 2 and in the species account for northern harrier, and also in the environmental 
consequences section of Chapter 6.0, “Biological Resources – Vegetation and Wildlife,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R, in Table 6-6. These statements characterize northern harrier as being 
potentially distributed in suitable habitat throughout the Restoration Area, which is 
consistent with the distribution stated in the comment. As referenced by the comment, the 
presence of northern harrier along Reach 4 is also noted on page 6-33, line 29. This 
section summarizes the California Natural Diversity Database and other references 
providing comparable documentation of the occurrence of sensitive species at specific 
locations. The reviewed references did not provide such documentation of northern 
harrier occurrences in other portions of the Restoration Area. Hence, the species was only 
noted under Reach 4 in this section of the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

PRBO-16: Text on page 6-36, lines 7 through 14, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised 
in response to this comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

PRBO-17: Text on pages 6-64 through 6-68, Table 6-6, of the Draft PEIS/R has been 
revised in response to this comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

PRBO-18: Comment noted. Much information included in the environmental and 
regulatory settings in Chapter 7.0, “Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” of 
the Draft PEIS/R is available from other sources and/or is not specific to the Restoration 
Area. However, this content in Chapter 7.0 was developed to provide adequate 
background for reviewers who may not be familiar with the relatively new concepts in 
the field of climate change, and to provide all reviewers with an adequate basis of 
understanding before presenting an assessment of impacts based on the information 
presented in Sections 7.1 and 7.2. Text has not been revised. 

PRBO-19: Chapter 7.0, “Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R describes the environmental and regulatory settings for climate change and 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, as well as the potential environmental consequences of 
program alternatives and mitigation measures, when appropriate.  Potential implications 
of projected regional climate change and sea level rise for future CVP/SWP operations 
are described separately in an attachment to Appendix I, “Supplemental Hydrologic and 
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Water Operations Analyses.” The information presented in the attachment to Appendix I 
is provided for informational purposes only. 

Table 7-4, mentioned in the comment, presents GHG emissions from energy 
consumption under the program alternatives.  As noted below Table 7-4, quantities of net 
CVP/SWP operational GHG emissions are based on energy consumption, as described in 
Chapter 19.0, “Power and Energy, ” and quantities of net Friant Division GHG emissions 
for groundwater pumping are based on “High” groundwater pumping, as described in 
Chapter 12.0, “Hydrology – Groundwater.”  The GHG emissions presented in Table 7-4 
are for CVP/SWP and Friant Division operations and were not determined with data from 
the Sensitivity of Future Central Valley Project and State Water Project Operations to 
Potential Climate Change and Associated Sea Level Rise Attachment to Appendix I, 
“Supplemental Hydrologic and Water Operations Analyses,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  The 
attachment to Appendix I is provided for informational purposes. Text has not been 
revised. 

PRBO-20: Because of the multiple sources of uncertainty in the estimates and 
assumptions used to identify maximum potential effects, and in the potential magnitude 
of ultimate GHG emissions (depending on many factors, including water recapture and 
recirculation actions and riparian habitat development), specific potential mitigation 
measures and the assumptions/projections of effectiveness cannot be identified at this 
time. Text has not been revised. 

PRBO-21: The type of vegetation cover most anticipated to increase as a result of 
implementing any of the action alternatives is riparian forest. As described in Chapter 7.0 
of the Draft PEIS/R, “Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” operation of 
Friant Dam to release Interim and Restoration flows could potentially result in nearly 
1,700 acres of additional riparian forest (see simulated increases presented in Appendix 
N, “Geomorphology, Sediment Transport, and Vegetation Assessment,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, and existing acreages in Chapter 6.0, “Biological Resources – Vegetation and 
Wildlife”). Because riparian forest sequesters an estimated 53 megatons of carbon 
dioxide per year (mtCO2e/year ) per acre over a 10-year period (COLE Development 
Group 2011), riparian restoration could offset more than 9,129 mtCO2e/year in the study 
area during the first decade following operation of Friant Dam to release Interim and 
Restoration flows. However, because ongoing levee maintenance and other management 
activities may conflict with development of much of this riparian forest, it is difficult to 
estimate exactly how much riparian forest would be developed. Thus, conservatively, no 
net increase in riparian carbon sequestration is assumed. 

Because other types of vegetation cover would be likely to increase as much as riparian 
forest, including a range of potential sequestration values by types of vegetation cover 
that might be produced from various project/program activities is beyond the level of 
detail necessary to support the analysis. Similarly, comparisons of agricultural practices 
to natural cover types in terms of carbon sequestration potential are beyond the scope of 
the PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 
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PRBO-22: Text on page 21-11, line 7, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response 
to the comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

PRBO-23: Text on page 21-11, line 7, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in response 
to the comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

PRBO-24: Text in Appendix L, “Special Status Species Tables Attachment,” on page 8-
18, Table 2, has been revised in response to this comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of 
this Final PEIS/R. 

PRBO-25: Text in Appendix L, “Special Status Species Tables Attachment,” on page 8-
18, Table 2, has been revised in response to this comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of 
this Final PEIS/R. 

PRBO-26: Text in Appendix L, “Special Status Species Tables Attachment,” on page 8-
18, Table 2, has been revised in response to this comment. See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of 
this Final PEIS/R. 
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3.9.7 River Partners 
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Responses to Comments from River Partners 
RIV-1: Comment noted. The lead agencies recognize and appreciate the careful 
consideration of the SJRRP and future of the San Joaquin River, as well as the valuable 
knowledge of the Restoration Area offered by River Partners, the San Joaquin River 
Partnership, and other nonprofit organizations active along the San Joaquin River. 
Reclamation and DWR welcome the invitation to work with these entities to provide 
ecosystem and community improvements while accomplishing the goals of the SJRRP. 
The Implementing Agencies have conducted and will continue to conduct extensive 
public and stakeholder outreach activities to engage and inform interested parties of 
SJRRP activities early in the scoping process, throughout development of the PEIS/R, 
and into the future as SJRRP actions are implemented and monitored. The 
recommendations provided by River Partners will be considered during implementation 
of the Settlement. See also response to comment SJRC-1 in Section 3.7 of this appendix, 
“State Agency Comments and Responses.” Text has not been revised. 

RIV-2a: Comment noted.  The need for habitat conservation or enhancement as 
mitigation for subsequent site-specific actions would be addressed in future project-level 
environmental analysis and during the design efforts for each project.  Recommendations 
provided by River Partners for subsequent site-specific actions will be considered during 
planning, design, and implementation of those actions. Text has not been revised.  See 
also response to comment RIV-1. 

RIV-2b: This comment introduces and summarizes the main points in comments RIV-1 
and RIV-3a through RIV-11b. When appropriate, the listed topics are described at an 
appropriate level of detail in the Draft PEIS/R. The topics are also addressed briefly here, 
and in the more detailed responses to comments RIV-1, and RIV-3a through RIV-11b. 

The relationship between restoration flows and riparian and floodplain vegetation is 
noted in Appendix E, “Fisheries Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R, which includes 
actions related to floodplain and riparian habitat to help guide Settlement implementation. 
Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R 
(summarized beginning on page 2-49 of the Draft PEIS/R) is included under all action 
alternatives and contain monitoring and management actions to establish and maintain 
native riparian vegetation. 

The amount and timing of funding available for implementing the Settlement is limited 
and may vary considerably on a year-to-year basis. Because of this variability, the 
Implementing Agencies coordinate activities and budgets closely to minimize or avoid 
delays in implementation. 

As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, the 
Implementing Agencies recognize the need for a robust monitoring program to collect 
information on physical and ecological responses to actions to guide site-specific project 
requirements. The Physical Monitoring and Management Plan (Appendix D of the Draft 
PEIS/R) provides guidelines for observing and adjusting to changes in physical 
conditions within the Restoration Area during implementation of the Settlement. 
Additional detail on current monitoring activities and results, and upcoming monitoring 
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activities, is given in SJRRP annual reporting and planning documents, including the 
Annual Technical Report and the Monitoring and Analysis Plan. These documents, 
available at http://www.restoresjr.net, help link monitoring and analysis efforts to the 
decision making processes they are designed to support, forming the scientific basis for 
San Joaquin River operations downstream from Friant Dam. 

The lead agencies recognize and appreciate the careful consideration of the SJRRP and 
future of the San Joaquin River, as well as the valuable knowledge of the Restoration 
Area, offered by River Partners, the San Joaquin River Partnership, and other nonprofit 
organizations active along the San Joaquin River. Reclamation and DWR welcome the 
invitation to work with these entities to provide ecosystem and community improvements 
while accomplishing the goals of the SJRRP. As described in Chapter 22.0, 
“Socioeconomics,” and Chapter 27.0, “Other NEPA and CEQA Considerations,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R, the local labor force is anticipated to fill many of the employment 
opportunities that would be created as a result of implementing the action alternatives. As 
described in Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, Coordination and Compliance,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, engagement of local governments, nongovernmental organizations, and 
individuals, as well as coordination between the SJRRP and agencies, will continue to be 
facilitated through SJRRP work groups. 

Reclamation and DWR recognize the importance of coordination and communication in 
planning and implementing projects that affect the flood control system including SJRRP 
and FloodSAFE to prevent impacts to flood management.  DWR, as an Implementing 
Agency, can assist in planning, designing, and constructing the physical improvements 
identified in the Settlement, including projects related to flood protection, levee 
relocation, and modifications to and maintenance of channel facilities. 

A contracting approach for implementing SJRRP actions is not required or included in 
the PEIS/R, and the action alternatives would not preclude the implementation approach 
the commenter references. Both the project- and program-level actions described in the 
Draft PEIS/R provide a broad direction for a wide range of possible future actions while 
allowing the opportunity for flexibility to respond to changing needs and conditions.  
Text has not been revised. 

RIV-3a: Comment noted. Text has not been revised. 

RIV-3b: As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, 
the Implementing Agencies recognize the need for a robust monitoring program to collect 
information on physical and ecological responses to actions to guide site-specific project 
requirements. In recognition of data limitations, and reliance on future monitoring data, 
the action alternatives are defined broadly and include provisions for flexibility when 
implemented. Two key components of the action alternatives, the Physical Monitoring 
and Management Plan (Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R and summarized beginning on 
page 2-49 of the Draft PEIS/R) and the Conservation Strategy (beginning on page 2-52 of 
the Draft PEIS/R), incorporate both project- and program-level actions intended to guide 
implementation of the Settlement. These components address the relationship between 
SJRRP activities and biological resources within the Restoration Area. 
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The Conservation Strategy includes measures to minimize and avoid potential impacts to 
sensitive species and habitats, including a number of riparian and floodplain species. 
Such measures require the conduct of specific protocol-level surveys before construction 
and other ground-disturbing activities per agency and program requirements. For 
example, as shown in Table 2-7, beginning on page 2-55 of the Draft PEIS/R, this 
includes habitat surveys for special-status plants (Conservation Measure PLANTS-1); 
surveys for bald and golden eagle nests in areas with suitable nesting habitat and 
important eagle roost sites and foraging areas (Conservation Measure EAGLE-1); 
surveys of potential Fresno kangaroo rat burrows (Conservation Measure FKR-1); 
surveys to identify potential San Joaquin kit fox dens (Conservation Measure SJKF-1); 
surveys to identify the presence of the Pacific lamprey (Conservation Measure PL-1); 
and, if determined to be necessary, surveys for the blunt-nosed leopard lizard in areas 
where suitable habitat exists (Conservation Measure BNLL-1). 

The Physical Monitoring and Management Plan, included under all action alternatives, 
provides guidelines for observing and adjusting to changes in physical conditions within 
the Restoration Area during implementation of the Settlement, and includes monitoring 
and management actions to establish and maintain native riparian vegetation. See also 
Appendix E, “Fisheries Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R which describes the 
framework for addressing specific actions related to fisheries and evaluates their merits 
(including uncertainty) in an action routing process. Text has not been revised. 

RIV-3c: Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues or concerns specific to the 
environmental analysis presented in the Draft PEIS/R. As discussed in detail in MCR-1, 
“Analysis of Program Feasibility, Potential to Achieve Restoration and Water 
Management Goals,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final 
PEIS/R, the Settlement does not require, and the Act does not direct, the Secretary to 
evaluate the feasibility or effectiveness of actions to achieve the Restoration Goal. Two 
of the site-specific projects (Reach 4B, Eastside Bypass, and Mariposa Bypass Channel 
and Structural Improvements Project, and Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B 
Improvements Project) evaluate the need for and incorporate habitat. Reintroduction is 
evaluated at the program level in the PEIS/R. 

The lead agencies agree that some restoration, modification, or creation of new floodplain 
habitat is likely needed to support juvenile reintroduced Chinook salmon. The Draft 
PEIS/R acknowledges the importance of floodplain foraging habitats in many locations, 
including in Section 5.2.14 of Appendix E, “Fisheries Management Plan,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, which states that floodplain and riparian habitat availability are limiting factors 
for reintroducing Chinook salmon, and provide many important ecological benefits (e.g., 
Chinook salmon juvenile rearing habitat, predator and flow refuge, food resources, 
sediment control). Pages 5-50 through 5-54 of Appendix E, “Fisheries Management 
Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R include the following actions related to floodplain and riparian 
habitat to help guide Settlement implementation: Action Q1, “Implement Settlement flow 
schedule”; Action Q2, “Implement hydrograph flexibility, buffer flows, and use of 
additional purchased water, as necessary”; Action Q3, “Restore floodplain habitat”; 
Action Q4, “Create off-channel Chinook salmon rearing areas”; Action Q5, 
“Simultaneously fill gravel pits and create floodplain salmon rearing habitat”; and Action 
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Q6, “Create structural elements to provide floodplain rearing habitat.” See MCR-1 in 
Chapter 2.0 of this Final PEIS/R for further information relevant to this comment.  Text 
has not been revised. 

RIV-4: The suggested floodplain acreage described in Appendix E, “Fisheries 
Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R is part of several preliminary recommendations 
provided in the appendix. As described on page ES-2 of Appendix E, the Fisheries 
Management Plan provides a roadmap to adaptively manage efforts to restore and 
maintain naturally reproducing and self-sustaining populations of Chinook salmon and 
other fish in the San Joaquin River between Friant Dam and the river’s confluence with 
the Merced River (Restoration Area). The Fisheries Management Plan will be revised as 
needed, reflecting changes in implementation strategy. The PEIS/R therefore does not 
evaluate the specific quantity of floodplain acreage identified in the Fisheries 
Management Plan, or identify locations for such modifications; these site-specific details 
will be further developed and refined as part of subsequent project-level evaluations. The 
lead agencies are currently assessing the need for various quantities and types of 
floodplain modifications in Reaches 2B and 4B1 as part of the Mendota Pool Bypass and 
Reach 2B Improvements Project and the Reach 4B, Eastside Bypass, and Mariposa 
Bypass Channel and Structural Improvements Project, respectively. Text has not been 
revised. 

RIV-5: The comment suggests a study to quantify the importance of floodplain foraging 
habitat for juvenile salmonids at the San Joaquin River National Wildlife Refuge. While 
such a study could provide information useful to the Implementing Agencies, it would 
not contribute directly to achieving the purpose and need and is therefore not described in 
the PEIS/R. However, as described in the 2012 SJRRP Monitoring and Analysis Plan 
(available at www.restoresjr.net) (SJRRP 2011h), studies planned for 2012 will provide 
direct measures of fish survival, assess the juvenile salmon habitat supply in the San 
Joaquin River, and inform the SJRRP on juvenile salmon needs. An ongoing juvenile 
migration and salmon study led by USFWS will use acoustic tags to track juvenile fish 
survival as they emigrate downriver. Text has not been revised. 

RIV-6: Long-term operations and maintenance costs related to the SJRRP are generally 
associated with the program-level actions, such as the Phase 1 projects and fish 
reintroduction actions.  Many of these specific actions are not known at this time and, 
therefore, these costs are also not known at this time.  However, the need for long-term 
operations and maintenance and the costs of such actions would be addressed in future 
project-level planning, environmental compliance, and design activities once additional 
information is known. Text has not been revised. 

RIV-7: The SJRRP approach to long-term monitoring is described in the Draft PEIS/R at 
the level of detail appropriate for the purposes of the document. Monitoring activities will 
continue to evolve to meet the needs of the SJRRP, as described in Appendix D, 
“Physical Monitoring and Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Additional detail on 
current monitoring activities and results, and upcoming monitoring activities are given in 
SJRRP annual reporting and planning documents, including the Annual Technical Report 
and the Monitoring and Analysis Plan. These documents, available at 
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http://www.restoresjr.net, help link monitoring and analysis efforts to the decision 
making processes they are designed to support, forming the scientific basis for San 
Joaquin River operations downstream from Friant Dam. The Annual Technical Report 
tracks long-term strategies for SJRRP implementation in problem statements and 
identifies information needs as uncertainties to be resolved to implement the Settlement. 
The Implementing Agencies are integrally involved in physical and biological 
monitoring. Text has not been revised. 

RIV-8: Comment noted.  The comment does not raise issues or concerns specific to the 
environmental analysis presented in the Draft PEIS/R.  Holding an annual technical 
meeting focused on biological monitoring, as recommended by the commenter, is not 
proposed at this time. However, the Implementing Agencies present information and 
collect feedback on past and future SJRRP activities through publication of  annual 
reporting and planning documents, and through a range of outreach activities, including 
public meetings of technical feedback work groups focused on issues such as fisheries 
management, seepage and conveyance, Restoration Goal, and water management. 

As noted in the response to comment RIV-7, SJRRP annual reporting and planning 
documents, including the Annual Technical Report and the Monitoring and Analysis 
Plan, present data collected during the previous year of SJRRP implementation. These 
documents, available at http://www.restoresjr.net, help link monitoring and analysis 
efforts to the decision making processes they are designed to support, forming the 
scientific basis for San Joaquin River operations downstream from Friant Dam. The 
Annual Technical Report tracks long-term strategies for SJRRP implementation in 
problem statements and identifies information needs as uncertainties to be resolved to 
implement the Settlement. The Annual Technical Report allows the Implementing 
Agencies to present to stakeholders the status and results of technical work to address 
SJRRP needs and solicit feedback. 

As described in Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R, engagement of local governments, nongovernmental organizations, and 
individuals, as well as coordination between the SJRRP and agencies, has been and 
continues to be facilitated through SJRRP work groups. Continuation of scheduled 
meetings and open sharing of information are evidence of this commitment. Memoranda 
of Understanding are prepared, as required, for cooperating agencies under NEPA, and 
continued collaboration with responsible agencies, especially those with a trust 
responsibility, is a goal and commitment of the SJRRP. Continued involvement and open 
sharing of information through the SJRRP Web site (http://www.restoresjr.net) show that 
the comments raised regarding public outreach are recognized. The need to balance open 
sharing of information with adherence to agency responsibilities will continue to be a 
goal. Text has not been revised. 

RIV-9a: Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues or concerns specific to the 
environmental analysis presented in the Draft PEIS/R. As described in Chapter 22.0, 
“Socioeconomics,” and Chapter 27.0, “Other NEPA and CEQA Considerations,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R, the local labor force is anticipated to fill many of the employment 
opportunities that would be created as a result of implementing the action alternatives. As 
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described in Chapter 9.0, “Environmental Justice,” of the Draft PEIS/R, program 
alternatives could have disproportionately high and adverse effects on low-income, 
minority, or Native American populations and, therefore, mitigation measures are 
proposed for each of those potentially significant or significant impacts within the 
respective chapter for each resource area.  As described in Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, 
Coordination, and Compliance,” of the Draft PEIS/R, engagement of local governments, 
nongovernmental organizations, and individuals, as well as coordination between the 
SJRRP and agencies, has been and continues to be facilitated through SJRRP work 
groups. Continuing scheduled meetings and open sharing of information are evidence of 
this commitment. Text has not been revised. 

RIV-9b: Comment noted. The comment does not raise issues or concerns specific to the 
environmental analysis presented in the Draft PEIS/R. As described in Chapter 22.0, 
“Socioeconomics,” and Chapter 27.0, “Other NEPA and CEQA Considerations,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R, the local labor force is anticipated to fill many of the employment 
opportunities that would be created as a result of implementing the action alternatives. As 
described in Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, engagement of local governments, nongovernmental organizations, and 
individuals, as well as coordination between the SJRRP and agencies, has been and 
continues to be facilitated through SJRRP work groups. Continuing scheduled meetings 
and open sharing of information are evidence of this commitment. The Implementing 
Agencies present information and collect feedback on past and future SJRRP activities 
through outreach activities, including public meetings of technical feedback work groups 
focused on technical issues such as fisheries management, seepage and conveyance, and 
water management. These activities inform development of the Monitoring and Analysis 
Plan. The Monitoring and Analysis Plan presents studies, monitoring network changes, 
and development of analytical tools scheduled for the following year. The Monitoring 
and Analysis Plan provides a framework for the Implementing Agencies to prioritize and 
consolidate monitoring and analysis proposals into a coordinated program that best meets 
SJRRP needs within funding limits and other constraints. Text has not been revised. 

RIV-10: Comment noted.  In the respective chapter for each resource area as well as in 
Chapter 26.0, “Cumulative Effects,” the Draft PEIS/R evaluates the potential for 
implementing the program alternatives to conflict with provisions of local plans and 
policies for resource management.  In particular, Chapter 16.0, “Land Use Planning and 
Agricultural Resources,” evaluates the potential for implementing program alternatives to 
conflict with adopted Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community Conservation 
Plans, and other approved local, regional, or State conservation plans in the Restoration 
Area. 

As described in Chapter 28.0, “Consultation, Coordination, and Compliance,” of the 
Draft PEIS/R, engagement of local governments, nongovernmental organizations, and 
individuals, as well as coordination between the SJRRP and agencies, has been and 
continues to be facilitated through SJRRP work groups. Continuing scheduled meetings 
and open sharing of information are evidence of this commitment. Memoranda of 
Understanding are prepared, as required, for cooperating agencies under NEPA, and 
continued collaboration with responsible agencies, especially those with a trust 
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responsibility, is a goal and commitment of the SJRRP. Continued involvement and open 
sharing of information through the SJRRP Web site (http://www.restoresjr.net) show that 
the comments raised regarding public outreach are recognized. The need to balance open 
sharing of information with adherence to agency responsibilities will continue to be a 
goal. 

The Implementing Agencies present information and collect feedback on past and future 
SJRRP activities through outreach activities, including public meetings of technical 
feedback work groups focused on technical issues such as fisheries management, seepage 
and conveyance, and water management. These activities inform development of the 
Monitoring and Analysis Plan. The Monitoring and Analysis Plan presents studies, 
monitoring network changes, and development of analytical tools scheduled for the 
following year. The Monitoring and Analysis Plan provides a framework for the 
Implementing Agencies to prioritize and consolidate monitoring and analysis proposals 
into a coordinated program that best meets SJRRP needs, within funding limits and other 
constraints.  See also response to comment RIV-8.Text has not been revised. 

RIV-11a: Comment noted.  A contracting approach for implementing SJRRP actions is 
not required or included in the PEIS/R; however, the action alternatives would not 
preclude the implementation approach described in the comment. Both the program- and 
project-level actions described in the Draft PEIS/R provide a broad direction for a wide 
range of possible future actions while allowing the opportunity for flexibility to respond 
to changing needs and conditions. The comment does not raise issues or concerns specific 
to the environmental analysis presented in the Draft PEIS/R.  Text has not been revised. 

RIV-11b: Comment noted. A contracting approach for implementing SJRRP actions is 
not required or included in the PEIS/R, and the action alternatives would not preclude the 
implementation approach described in the comment. Both the program- and project-level 
actions described in the Draft PEIS/R provide a broad direction for a wide range of 
possible future actions while allowing the opportunity for flexibility to respond to 
changing needs and conditions. 

Because of the length of time and investments that have been made by agencies and 
stakeholders in developing the Act and achieving the Settlement, the Implementing 
Agencies have determined that alternatives that do not comply with the Act and the 
Settlement are neither reasonable nor feasible.  Therefore, the PEIS/R evaluates 
alternative approaches to implement the provisions of the Settlement, but does not 
evaluate alternatives to the Settlement other than the required No-Action Alternative. 
This is proper under both NEPA and CEQA because alternatives that failed to achieve the 
provisions of the Settlement would be neither legal nor feasible.  See also MCR-5, 
“Adequacy of Purpose and Need, and Range of Alternatives, Under NEPA/CEQA,” in 
Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R for further information 
relevant to this comment.   
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3.9.8 San Joaquin River Partnership 
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Responses to Comments from San Joaquin River Partnership 
SJRP-1: The commenter cites text on page 2-39 and in Section 5.2.14 of Appendix E, 
“Fisheries Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R as examples of PEIS/R statements 
“that the relationship is uncertain between juvenile salmonids and floodplain foraging 
habitat value.” It is assumed that the reference to page 2-39 refers to lines 42 through 43, 
as well as the continuation of that discussion on page 2-40, which states: “[b]ecause of 
uncertainty regarding the life history behavior of introduced salmon, modifications to 
Reach 2B may or may not emphasize floodplain habitat for rearing juvenile Chinook 
salmon, and any modifications 1 would be determined from results of subsequent site-
specific studies.” This statement refers to the fact that at this time, insufficient 
information is available to determine where outmigrating juvenile Chinook salmon would 
use floodplain foraging habitat. The potential need for floodplain foraging habitat in 
Reach 2B, and the quantities and locations for floodplain modifications to provide 
foraging habitat, are site-specific details that the lead agencies are currently studying as 
part of the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B Improvements Project. Because 
modifications to provide floodplain foraging habitat are described and evaluated at a 
program level of detail in the Draft PEIS/R, the Draft PEIS/R does not characterize the 
need for such modifications, or identify quantities or locations for such modifications. 

It is unclear where in Section 5.2.14 of Appendix E of the Draft PEIS/R the commenter 
finds statements “that the relationship is uncertain between juvenile salmonids and 
floodplain foraging habitat value.” Section 5.2.14 states that floodplain and riparian 
habitat availability are limiting factors for reintroducing Chinook salmon, and provide 
many important ecological benefits (e.g., Chinook salmon juvenile rearing habitat, 
predator and flow refuge, food resources, sediment control). Accordingly, Section 5.2.14 
presents actions to provide a suitable quantity and quality of floodplain and riparian 
habitat to support habitat and food resources for Chinook salmon and other fishes. The 
section does state that the value of restoring floodplain habitat is uncertain because it is 
unknown where restoring floodplains would provide the greatest benefits for Chinook 
salmon; as with the text on page 2-39 of the Draft PEIS/R discussed above, this statement 
refers to the fact that at this time, insufficient information is available to determine where 
outmigrating juvenile Chinook salmon would use floodplain foraging habitat. The 
PEIS/R does not evaluate the need for floodplain habitat modifications, or identify 
quantities or locations for such modifications; these site-specific details will be developed 
as part of subsequent project-level evaluations. The lead agencies are currently assessing 
the need for various quantities and types of floodplain modifications in Reaches 2B and 
4B1 as part of the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B Improvements Project and the 
Reach 4B, Eastside Bypass, and Mariposa Bypass Channel and Structural Improvements 
Project, respectively. Text has not been revised. 

SJRP-2: The lead agencies agree that some restoration, modification, or creation of new 
floodplain habitat is likely needed to support juvenile reintroduced Chinook salmon. 
Accordingly, actions to modify floodplain and side-channel habitat are included under all 
action alternatives and are described at a program level of detail in the Draft PEIS/R. This 
includes descriptions of potential modifications in Reach 2B on pages 2-39 and 2-40, and 
potential modifications outside Reaches 2B and 4B1 on pages 2-45 and 2-46 of the Draft 
PEIS/R. Additional modifications to floodplain habitat in Reach 4B1 are included under 
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Alternatives A2, B2, and C2, as described on pages 2-80 through 2-82 of the Draft 
PEIS/R. The PEIS/R does not evaluate the need for such modifications, or identify 
quantities or locations for such modifications; these site-specific details will be developed 
as part of subsequent project-level evaluations. The lead agencies are currently assessing 
the need for various quantities and types of floodplain modifications in Reaches 2B and 
4B1 as part of the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B Improvements Project and the 
Reach 4B, Eastside Bypass, and Mariposa Bypass Channel and Structural Improvements 
Project, respectively. 

The description of the monitoring actions presented in Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring 
and Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R provides sufficient detail for the purposes of 
the PEIS/R. As described on page 1-1 of Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R, the Physical 
Monitoring and Management Plan is intended to guide potential implementation of 
immediate actions, and to provide the basis for monitoring and management programs for 
long-term implementation. The guidelines in this plan would need ongoing refinement to 
develop specific thresholds, and would incorporate input from supporting agencies, the 
Settling Parties, and appropriate Third Parties. More detailed monitoring and 
management programs would be developed, as necessary, to identify specific methods for 
implementation, including exact monitoring locations, standards for data collection, and 
guidelines for implementing long-term management actions. An example of a more 
detailed plan is the Draft Seepage Management Plan developed to guide monitoring and 
management of seepage during release of Interim or Restoration flows, presented in the 
Draft PEIS/R as the Draft Seepage Management Plan Attachment to Appendix D. In 
addition to the monitoring and management actions described in Appendix D of the Draft 
PEIS/R, Appendix E, “Fisheries Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R describes the 
framework for addressing specific actions related to fisheries, including actions to 
address floodplain habitat for juvenile salmonids. This includes Action Q3 (page 5-51), 
Action Q4 (page 5-52), and Action Q6 page 5-53). Text has not been revised. 

SJRP-3a: Comment noted. The Implementing Agencies recognize that partnering with 
complementary efforts could enhance the effectiveness of other related endeavors and the 
SJRRP. The lead agencies recognize and appreciate the careful consideration of the 
SJRRP and future of the San Joaquin River, as well as the valuable knowledge of the 
Restoration Area, offered by the San Joaquin River Partnership (SJRP) and other 
nonprofit organizations active along the San Joaquin River. The Implementing Agencies 
have conducted and will continue to conduct extensive public and stakeholder outreach 
activities to engage and inform interested parties of SJRRP activities early in the scoping 
process, throughout development of the PEIS/R, and into the future as SJRRP actions are 
implemented and monitored. 

The purpose, need, and objectives of the project (described on page 1-13 through page 1-
14 of the Draft PEIS/R) establish the basis for developing a range of alternatives to 
achieve the stated purpose and objectives. The purpose, need, and objectives of the 
project are consistent with and responsive to the direction provided to the Secretary in the 
Act, which states, “The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized and directed to 
implement the terms and conditions of the Settlement in cooperation with the State of 
California.” Identification of alternatives that are evaluated in the PEIS/R was the 
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culmination of an extensive process undertaken by Reclamation and DWR that involved 
the Implementing Agencies, in coordination with Settling Parties, other stakeholders, and 
interested members of the public.  The potential range for each Restoration and Water 
Management action was represented within the range of Initial Restoration and Water 
Management alternatives presented in the IPAR (SJRRP 2008). As the Initial Restoration 
and Water Management alternatives were developed, the Implementing Agencies also 
identified data requirements for evaluation of the alternatives. 

In recognition of data limitations associated with the SJRRP and reliance on future 
monitoring data, the action alternatives are defined broadly and include provisions for 
flexibility when implemented. Accordingly, action alternatives evaluated in the Draft 
PEIS/R address large-scale systemwide variations, with flexibility for different methods 
of implementation. The action alternatives described in the Draft PEIS/R are generally 
consistent with the “ecosystem-based approach” recommended by the commenter. The 
different methods of implementation represent key decision points, including the ultimate 
extent of channel modifications and flow routing within the Restoration Area, and the 
extent and location of long-term water recapture opportunities. The living river 
ecosystem recommended by the commenter fits with and complements this essential 
aspect of the action alternatives, and none of the action alternative preclude developing 
and implementing a more holistic river corridor strategy in the future. 

Similarly, an ecosystem-based approach complements two key pieces of the project 
description that are common to all action alternatives: the Conservation Strategy and the 
Physical Monitoring and Management Plan. As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of 
Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, all action alternatives include the Conservation 
Strategy, which consists of management actions necessary to provide a net increase in the 
extent and quality of riparian and wetland habitats in the Restoration Area, to avoid 
reducing the long-term viability of sensitive species, and to be consistent with adopted 
conservation plans. Additionally, as described in Chapter 2.0 of the Draft PEIS/R, the 
action alternatives include many actions to encourage, incorporate, and conserve 
functional floodplains, riparian and wetland habitat, and natural river hydrology and 
morphology. In addition to actions identified in the Settlement to incorporate integrated 
floodplain habitat in Reaches 2B and 4B1, the action alternatives include program-level 
actions to modify floodplain and side-channel habitats beyond Reaches 2B or 4B1 (as 
described on pages 2-45 and 2-46 of the Draft PEIS/R), as well as to implement the 
Conservation Strategy (described in Section 2.4.4 of the Draft PEIS/R, “Conservation 
Strategy”). The Conservation Strategy consists of management actions that would result 
in a net benefit for riparian and wetland habitats in the Restoration Area, to avoid 
reducing the long-term viability of sensitive species, and to be consistent with adopted 
conservation plans. 

An ecosystem-based approach, depending on specific components of the approach that 
the commenter has not provided, appears implementable under all action alternatives and 
could be implemented along with the strategies for implementation identified in Section 
2.11.1 of Chapter 2.0 of the Draft PEIS/R. An ecosystem-based approach, however, goes 
beyond the Settlement’s Restoration and Water Management goals to improve the entire 
riverine ecosystem, including riparian habitat and wetlands for migratory birds and other 
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wildlife.  While there are noteworthy opportunities for further river ecosystem 
management, they are not called for in the Settlement and would be an expansion and 
significant change in the Settlement’s goals.  Planning and implementing a more 
expanded ecosystem would require not only coordination among the Implementing 
Agencies and proponents of subsequent site-specific projects, but also would require the 
participation of downstream landowners and water districts, flood system planners and 
managers, conservation organizations, public and private wetlands agencies, and/or 
counties and communities. 

Through coordination with other agencies, stakeholders, and the public, the 
Implementing Agencies would seek to develop the SJRRP in a manner that would 
provide space and suitable conditions for a range of river flows and functions. The 
Implementing Agencies present information and collect feedback on past and future 
SJRRP activities through outreach activities, including public meetings of technical 
feedback work groups focused on technical issues, including fisheries management, 
seepage and conveyance, and water management. These activities inform development of 
the Monitoring and Analysis Plan. The Monitoring and Analysis Plan presents studies, 
monitoring network changes, and development of analytical tools scheduled for the 
following year. The Monitoring and Analysis Plan provides a framework for the 
Implementing Agencies to prioritize and consolidate monitoring and analysis proposals 
into a coordinated program that best meets SJRRP needs within funding limits and other 
constraints. 

To summarize, the ecosystem-based approach proposed by the commenter goes beyond 
the purpose and need, as described in Chapter 1.0, “Introduction,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 
The river corridor strategy focuses on expanding natural habitats along the San Joaquin 
River beyond those that may be necessary to achieve the purpose and need. Recognizing 
these differences, and that agencies and stakeholders may have different approaches and 
objectives that go beyond those described in the Settlement, Act, or PEIS/R, the 
Implementing Agencies have developed the action alternatives with as much flexibility as 
possible such that implementing the Settlement would not preclude any future 
opportunities to modify or expand the ecosystem to achieve mutually beneficial 
ecosystem goals. Text has not been revised. 

SJRP-3b: Comment noted. The purpose and need identified in the SJRRP are consistent 
with and responsive to direction provided to the Secretary in the Act, which states, “The 
Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized and directed to implement the terms and 
conditions of the Settlement in cooperation with the State of California.” Specific actions 
stipulated in the Settlement address channel capacity and floodplain habitat, and those 
actions are defined within the project description in Chapter 2.0, “Description of 
Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R. 

As described in detail in MCR-1, “Analysis of Program Feasibility, Potential to Achieve 
Restoration and Water Management Goals,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment 
Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, the PEIS/R evaluates the potential impacts of 
implementing the Settlement consistent with the Act. The PEIS/R does not evaluate the 
feasibility of the Settlement, the likely efficacy of Settlement actions in achieving the 
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Restoration or Water Management goals, or the interactions of individual Settlement 
actions with other Settlement actions. Such evaluations could be undertaken in a 
feasibility study but, as described above, a feasibility study on implementing the 
Settlement consistent with the Act was not required before, or as a condition of, 
Settlement implementation. 

The PEIS/R evaluates the environmental effects of implementing the Settlement within 
the planning horizon of 2030. The SJRRP implementation schedule and its correlation 
with available funding are not presented in the PEIS/R, nor are there resulting 
environmental effects that should be considered in the PEIS/R.  Throughout Settlement 
implementation, however, the Implementing Agencies will remain cognizant of funding 
availability and the need to prioritize individual actions in recognition of their estimated 
costs and anticipated effectiveness. The Settling Parties have also recently developed a 
Third-Party working draft Framework for Implementation for the SJRRP (SJRRP 2012b).  
The Framework for Implementation outlines actions to be taken to implement the 
Settlement, and presents a schedule and budget for these actions.  The Framework for 
Implementation also provides an accounting of the remaining funds available to 
implement the SJRRP.  The Framework for Implementation can be found on the SJRRP 
Web site at www.restoresjr.net.  While the Framework for Implementation presents a 
revised schedule for implementing the SJRRP, it does not result in any new significant 
environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental 
impact, or create a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that would clearly 
lessen environmental impacts identified in the PEIS/R.  See also MCR-2, “SJRRP 
Funding Availability, Sources, and Cost Estimates,” for further information. 

Actions to address conservation for migratory birds and other wildlife are addressed, as 
appropriate, in the Conservation Strategy, in Chapter 2.0 of the Draft PEIS/R.  Text has 
not been revised. 

SJRP-3c: Comment noted. The lead agencies acknowledge that restoration actions would 
require the participation of downstream landowners and water districts, flood system 
planners and managers, conservation organizations, public and private wetlands agencies, 
and/or counties and communities. The Implementing Agencies have conducted and will 
continue to conduct extensive public and stakeholder outreach activities to engage and 
inform interested parties of SJRRP activities early in the scoping process, throughout 
development of the PEIS/R, and into the future as SJRRP actions are implemented and 
monitored. 

Efforts to coordinate projects that affect the flood control system are described on page 2-
95 of the Draft PEIS/R. Reclamation and DWR recognize the importance of coordination 
and communication in planning and implementing projects that affect the flood control 
system in prevent impacts to flood management, including SJRRP and FloodSAFE. 
Consistent with an MOU between the Settling Parties and the State, the California 
Natural Resources Agency will play a major role in funding and implementing actions 
called for in the Settlement and in the Act. DWR will assist in planning, designing, and 
constructing the physical improvements identified in the Settlement, including projects 
related to flood protection, levee relocation, and modifications to and maintenance of 
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channel facilities. DFG will provide technical assistance on actions related to releasing 
Interim and Restoration flows, reintroducing and monitoring fish, and planning, 
designing, and constructing facilities to provide fish passage.  Text has not been revised. 

SJRP-3d: As described in MCR-5, “Adequacy of Purpose and Need, and Range of 
Alternatives, Under NEPA/CEQA,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of 
this Final PEIS/R, the purpose and need identified in the SJRRP are consistent with and 
responsive to direction provided to the Secretary in the Act, which states, “The Secretary 
of the Interior is hereby authorized and directed to implement the terms and conditions of 
the Settlement in cooperation with the State of California.”  The Settlement does not 
include stipulations regarding the Grassland Ecological Area (GEA); however, action 
alternatives do not preclude coordinating water management actions to include GEA. 

The action to reintroduce fall-run and spring-run Chinook salmon is analyzed at a 
program-level in the Draft PEIS/R.  The Program Biological Assessment (SJRRP 2011d) 
has already been completed under Section 7 of the ESA for potential fish and wildlife 
impacts due to SJRRP actions, which defines “take” for SJRRP actions.  However, the 
Program Biological Assessment did not cover take of spring-run Chinook salmon 
because, as stipulated in the Settlement, they will be designated an “experimental 
population” under Section 10(j) of the ESA, and will be covered under separate 
consultation by NMFS and USFWS.  If NMFS and USFWS deem the GEA to be an issue 
for take, it would be included in the Section 7 ESA consultation for reintroduction.  Text 
has not been revised. 

SJRP-4: Chapter 22.0, "Socioeconomics," of the Draft PEIS/R, notes the contributions of 
the SJRRP to the economy as part of analyzing the overall socioeconomic impacts that 
result from the beneficial and adverse consequences of the SJRRP (including regional 
employment and population levels, housing demand, and physical decay in 
communities). Please see Impacts SOC-1 (Alternative A1) and SOC-4 (Alternative A1) 
for program- and project-level examples of impact discussions that note the beneficial 
effects of the SJRRP on the regional economy. Text has not been revised. 

SJRP-5: The environmental consequences section of Chapter 22.0, "Socioeconomics," of 
the Draft PEIS/R, concludes that no significant socioeconomic effects would result from 
implementing the Settlement. Therefore, although relevant to the socioeconomic effects, 
stipulations related to hiring practices for individual projects are not included in this 
chapter as mitigation. Chapter 22.0 notes that the local labor force is anticipated to fill 
many of the employment opportunities that would be created as a result of the 
implementing the action alternatives. Use of first-source hiring practices may be 
considered during implementation of subsequent site-specific projects; however, 
insufficient information on these projects is available at this time to stipulate these 
practices as part of the PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

SJRP-6: The environmental consequences section of Chapter 22.0, "Socioeconomics," of 
the Draft PEIS/R, concludes that no significant socioeconomic effects would result from 
implementing the Settlement. Therefore, although relevant to the socioeconomic effects, 
stipulations related to hiring practices for individual projects are not included in this 
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chapter as mitigation. Chapter 22.0 notes that the local labor force is anticipated to fill 
many of the employment opportunities that would be created as a result of the 
implementing the action alternatives. Use of local youth service corps may be considered 
during implementation of subsequent site-specific projects; however, insufficient 
information on these projects is available at this time to stipulate these practices as part of 
the PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

SJRP-7a: Text on page 21-5, after line 36, of the Draft PEIS/R has been revised in 
response to this comment. See revision in Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

SJRP-7b: Comment noted. Text has not been revised. 

SJRP-8a: The commenter recommends that additional mitigation be provided at both the 
program and project level, and suggests (in comment SJRP-9) that additional mitigation 
include developing a “River Access and Recreation Plan for the Restoration Area.” As 
described in Chapter 3.0, “Considerations for Describing the Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences,” of the Draft PEIS/R, mitigation measures are presented, 
where feasible, for all potentially significant impacts. Mitigation measures are not 
required nor identified for effects that are found to be less than significant. 

Chapter 21.0, “Recreation,” of the Draft PEIS/R identifies eight program-level and eight 
project-level impacts. Of the program-level impacts, Impacts REC-3, REC-4, and REC-5 
are found to be potentially significant. At the project level, Impacts REC-9 and REC-12 
were found to be potentially significant. For each of these potentially significant impacts, 
feasible mitigation measures are proposed in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4 and NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1508.20). After mitigation, Impacts 
REC-3, REC-4, REC-5, REC-9 and REC-12 would be less than significant, as described 
in Chapter 21.0.  

As described under Impact REC-12, and referenced by the commenter, although 
increased flows would have beneficial effects on boating opportunities throughout the 
Restoration Area, boating opportunities would be reduced in Reach 1 from mid-March 
through April in most years. This impact to spring boating in Reach 1 would be 
potentially significant. Accordingly, Mitigation Measure REC-12 will be implemented to 
reduce this impact to less than significant. Under Mitigation Measure REC-12, 
Reclamation will develop and implement a recreation outreach program, and will prepare 
and implement a recreation outreach plan. The recreation outreach program will be 
completed within 1 year of the signing of the Record of Decision. Until such time as the 
recreation outreach program is in place, Reclamation will continue to implement the 
recreation outreach plan developed for the most recent Interim Flows project. Mitigation 
Measure REC-12 is described beginning on page 21-52 of the Draft PEIS/R. No 
mitigation is required for Impact REC-12 within Reaches 2 through 5 because project-
level impacts in these reaches would be less than significant and beneficial. Text has not 
been revised. 

SJRP-8b: As described in response to comment SJRP-8a, Chapter 21.0, “Recreation,” of 
the Draft PEIS/R identifies eight program-level and eight project-level impacts. Of the 
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program-level impacts, Impacts REC-3, REC-4, and REC-5 are found to be potentially 
significant. At the project level, Impacts REC-9 and REC-12 were found to be potentially 
significant. For each of these potentially significant impacts, feasible mitigation measures 
are proposed in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 and NEPA 
regulations (40 CFR 1508.20). After mitigation, Impacts REC-3, REC-4, REC-5, REC-9 
and REC-12 would be less than significant, as described in Chapter 21.0. Because 
mitigation measures REC-3, REC-4, REC-5, REC-9, and REC-12 would reduce these 
impacts to less than significant, no additional mitigation is required.  

The commenter states that the PEIS/R “unreasonably off-loads this responsibility [to 
provide additional river access in the lower reaches] to State Parks, local agencies, and 
non-profits.” This statement is examined for each mitigation measure, as follows: 

• Mitigation Measure REC-3, Program-Level – Under this mitigation measure, 
the project proponent would develop specific actions to redevelop or relocate 
facilities in the San Luis Unit of the San Luis National Wildlife Refuge in 
coordination with USFWS. This mitigation measure does not rely on State Parks, 
local agencies, or nonprofits for implementation. 

• Mitigation Measure REC-4, Program-Level – Under this mitigation measure, 
the project proponent would mitigate trout fishing opportunities lost on the San 
Joaquin River below Friant Dam because of Settlement actions by enhancing 
public fishing access and trout populations on the Kings River below Pine Flat 
Dam. This mitigation measure relies on the cooperation of the Kings River 
Conservancy and State and local agencies participating in ongoing park and river 
access construction and enhancement projects in developing specific actions to 
enhance fishing access. However, the burden for implementing this mitigation 
measure would remain with the project proponent for the site-specific project. 

• Mitigation Measure REC-5, Program-Level – Under this mitigation measure, 
the project proponent would mitigate warm-water fishing opportunities that may 
be lost as a result of filling or isolating gravel pit ponds in the floodplain of Reach 
1 of the San Joaquin River by enhancing remaining warm-water fishing 
opportunities or creating new opportunities in the vicinity. This mitigation 
measure relies on the cooperation of SJRC, SJRPCT, DFG, Fresno County, and 
other agencies managing the San Joaquin River Parkway in developing specific 
actions to enhance warm-water fishing opportunities. However, the burden for 
implementing this mitigation measure would remain with the project proponent 
for the site-specific project. 

• Mitigation Measure REC-9, Project-Level – Under this mitigation measure, 
Reclamation will monitor Millerton Lake and extend, modify, or relocate facilities in 
the Millerton Lake State Recreation Area to allow boat launching at the lower pool 
elevations that may result from Interim and Restoration flows during Dry and 
Critical-High years. This mitigation measure does not rely on State Parks, local 
agencies, or nonprofits for implementation. 
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• Mitigation Measure REC-12, Project-Level – Under this mitigation measure, 
Reclamation will develop and implement a recreation outreach program, and will 
prepare and implement a recreation outreach plan. This mitigation measure relies on 
coordination with SJRPCT, SJRC, Fresno County, City of Fresno PARCS 
Department, and DFG to share information with the recreating public. However, 
the burden for implementing this mitigation measure would remain with 
Reclamation. 

Text has not been revised. 

SJRP-9: No mitigation involving a river access and recreation plan is required at the 
program or project level. As described in response to comment SJRP-8a, Chapter 21.0, 
“Recreation,” of the Draft PEIS/R identifies eight program-level and eight project-level 
impacts. Of the program-level impacts, Impacts REC-3, REC-4, and REC-5 were found 
to be potentially significant. At the project level, Impacts REC-9 and REC-12 were found 
to be potentially significant. For each of these potentially significant impacts, feasible 
mitigation measures are proposed in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4 and NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1508.20). After mitigation, Impacts REC-3, 
REC-4, REC-5, REC-9, and REC-12 would be less than significant, as described in 
Chapter 21.0. Because mitigation measures REC-3, REC-4, REC-5, REC-9, and REC-12 
would reduce these impacts to less than significant, no additional mitigation is required. 
Text has not been revised. 

SJRP-10: As described in Chapter 21.0, "Recreation," of the Draft PEIS/R, under 
Mitigation Measure REC-5, the project proponent would enhance warm-water fishing 
opportunities or create new opportunities in the vicinity of Reach 1. Specific actions 
would be developed with the San Joaquin River Conservancy and other agencies 
participating in managing the San Joaquin River Parkway. See MCR-9, “Recreation 
Impacts and Kings River,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final 
PEIS/R, for additional information relevant to this comment. 

SJRP-11: Comment noted. The mental and physical benefits provided by all forms of 
recreation are widely known and implicit in the beneficial effects to recreation identified 
in the Environmental Consequences section of Chapter 21.0, “Recreation,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R.  Separate discussion of these benefits in Chapter 20.0, “Public Health and 
Hazardous Materials,” of the Draft PEIS/R, would be redundant to the information 
presented in Chapter 21.0. Text has not been revised. 

SJRP-12: The term "heat island" describes developed areas that are hotter than nearby 
rural areas. A discussion of the heat island effect was not included in the Draft PEIS/R 
because the SJRRP would not involve actions that would cause or contribute to urban 
heat islands. Text has not been revised. 

SJRP-13: Climate change adaptation refers to efforts that respond to the impacts of 
climate change (i.e., adjustments in anticipation of, or in response to, climate change). 
Although not addressed in a single section of the Draft PEIS/R, mechanisms for adapting 
to changing environmental conditions, including climate change, are included in all 
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action alternatives described in the Draft PEIS/R. The SJRRP includes a set of structural 
or channel improvements based on Paragraph 12 of the Settlement that may be 
recommended by the RA to further enhance the success of achieving the Restoration 
Goal (discussed on pages 2-38 and 2-39 of the Draft PEIS/R). The RA’s 
recommendations would be based, in part, on information collected through the Physical 
Monitoring and Management Plan (Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R). Also, the action 
alternatives incorporate adaptive management of biological resources in response to 
changing environmental conditions, as presented in Table 2-7 of the Draft PEIS/R.  The 
table includes conservation measures for a Riparian Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan (RHSNC-2), an Invasive Vegetation Monitoring and Management Plan (INV-1), 
and a Delta Button-Celery Conservation Plan (DBC-1); and in Appendix E, “Fisheries 
Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R. The Draft PEIS/R also includes analysis of the 
effects of climate change on hydrologic conditions (see the Sensitivity of Future Central 
Valley Project and State Water Project Operations to Potential Climate Change 
Attachment to Appendix I, “Supplemental Hydrologic and Water Operations Analyses,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R). Text has not been revised. 
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3.9.9 San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust 
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Responses to Comments from San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation 
Trust 
SJRPCT-1: The lead agencies recognize and appreciate the careful consideration of the 
SJRRP and future of the San Joaquin River, as well as the valuable knowledge of the 
Restoration Area, offered by the San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust and 
other nonprofit organizations active along the San Joaquin River. Reclamation and DWR 
recognize the need to work with these organizations to provide maximum benefits and 
minimize inefficiency during implementation of both the San Joaquin River Parkway and 
SJRRP. Reclamation and DWR welcome the invitation to work with these entities to 
provide ecosystem and community improvements while accomplishing the goals of the 
SJRRP. The recommendations provided by the San Joaquin River Parkway and 
Conservation Trust will be considered during Settlement implementation. The inclusion 
of this discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft PEIS/R.  Text 
has not been revised. 

SJRPCT-2: As described in Chapter 21.0, “Recreation,” of the Draft PEIS/R, the lead 
agencies are committed to implementing mitigation measures, including coordination 
with agencies and organizations that provide recreation access, facilities, and services in 
each reach. Specifically, this would include the following public and nonprofit agencies 
and organizations: the SJRPCT, SJRC, Fresno County, PARCS Department, and DFG. 
The inclusion of this discussion does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft 
PEIS/R.  Text has not been revised. 

SJRPCT-3: As described in Chapter 21.0, “Recreation,” of the Draft PEIS/R, under 
Mitigation Measure REC-5, the project proponent would enhance warm-water fishing 
opportunities or create new opportunities in the vicinity of Reach 1. Specific actions 
would be developed with SJRC and other agencies participating in managing the San 
Joaquin River Parkway. See MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” in Chapter 
2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, for additional information 
relevant to this comment. Text has not been revised.  
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3.9.10 The Nature Conservancy 
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Responses to Comments from The Nature Conservancy 
TNC-1: Comment noted. Text has not been revised. 

TNC-2: Comment noted. The lead agencies acknowledge that establishing a functional 
floodplain throughout the Restoration Area along the San Joaquin River and resolving 
impediments to develop such a corridor would require the participation of downstream 
landowners and water districts, flood system planners and managers, conservation 
organizations, public and private wetland agencies, and/or counties and communities. 
The Implementing Agencies have conducted and will continue to conduct extensive 
public and stakeholder outreach activities to engage and inform interested parties of 
SJRRP activities early in the scoping process, throughout development of the PEIS/R, 
and into the future as SJRRP actions are implemented and monitored. While the 
Implementing Agencies continue to coordinate with related programs, projects, and 
organizations involved in these programs and projects, the amount and timing of funding 
available for Settlement implementation is limited and may vary considerably on a year-
to-year basis. Because of this variability, the Implementing Agencies coordinate activities 
and budgets closely to minimize or avoid delays in implementation. Public involvement 
and outreach activities conducted by the Implementing Agencies seek to create an open 
and transparent process through which the general public, stakeholders, affected Third 
Parties, and other interested parties can track and participate in SJRRP activities. 

The purpose, need, and objectives of the project (described on pages 1-13 through page 
1-14 of the Draft PEIS/R) establish the basis for developing a range of alternatives to 
achieve the stated purpose and objectives. The purpose, need and objectives of the project 
are consistent with and responsive to the direction provided to the Secretary in the Act, 
which states, “The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized and directed to 
implement the terms and conditions of the Settlement in cooperation with the State of 
California.” Identification of alternatives that are evaluated in the PEIS/R was the 
culmination of an extensive process undertaken by Reclamation and DWR that involved 
the Implementing Agencies in coordination with Settling Parties, other stakeholders, and 
interested members of the public.  The potential range for each Restoration and Water 
Management action was represented within the range of Initial Restoration and Water 
Management alternatives presented in the IPAR (SJRRP 2008). As the Initial Restoration 
and Water Management alternatives were developed, the Implementing Agencies also 
identified data requirements for evaluation of the alternatives. 

In recognition of data limitations associated with the SJRRP and reliance on future 
monitoring data, the action alternatives are defined broadly and include provisions for 
flexibility when implemented. Accordingly, action alternatives evaluated in the Draft 
PEIS/R address large-scale systemwide variations, with flexibility for different methods 
of implementation. The action alternatives described in the Draft PEIS/R are generally 
consistent with the functional floodplain strategy recommended by the commenter. The 
different methods of implementation represent key decision points, including the ultimate 
extent of channel modifications and flow routing within the Restoration Area, and the 
extent and location of long-term water recapture opportunities. The functional floodplain 
strategy recommended by the commenter fits with and complements this essential aspect 
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of the action alternatives, and none of the action alternative precludes developing and 
implementing a more holistic river corridor strategy in the future. 

Similarly, a functional floodplain strategy complements two key pieces of the project 
description that are common to all action alternatives: the Conservation Strategy and the 
Physical Monitoring and Management Plan. As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of 
Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, all action alternatives include the Conservation 
Strategy, which consists of management actions necessary to provide a net increase in the 
extent and quality of riparian and wetland habitats in the Restoration Area, to avoid 
reducing the long-term viability of sensitive species, and to be consistent with adopted 
conservation plans. Additionally, as described in Chapter 2.0 of the Draft PEIS/R, the 
action alternatives include many actions to encourage, incorporate, and conserve 
functional floodplains, riparian and wetland habitat, and natural river hydrology and 
morphology. In addition to actions identified in the Settlement to incorporate integrated 
floodplain habitat in Reaches 2B and 4B1, the action alternatives include program-level 
actions to modify floodplain and side-channel habitats beyond Reaches 2B or 4B1 (as 
described on pages 2-45 and 2-46 of the Draft PEIS/R), as well as to implement the 
Conservation Strategy (described in Section 2.4.4 of the Draft PEIS/R, “Conservation 
Strategy”). The Conservation Strategy consists of management actions that would result 
in a net benefit for riparian and wetland habitats in the Restoration Area, to avoid 
reducing the long-term viability of sensitive species, and to be consistent with adopted 
conservation plans. 

A functional floodplain strategy, depending on specific components of the strategy that 
the commenter has not provided, appears implementable under all action alternatives and 
could be implemented along with the strategies for implementation identified in Section 
2.11.1 of the Draft PEIS/R. A functional floodplain strategy, however, goes beyond the 
Settlement’s Restoration and Water Management goals to improve the entire riverine 
ecosystem, including riparian habitat and wetlands for migratory birds and other wildlife.  
While there are noteworthy opportunities for further river ecosystem management, they 
are not called for in the Settlement and would be an expansion and significant change in 
the Settlement’s goals.  Planning and implementing a more expanded ecosystem would 
require not only coordination among the Implementing Agencies and proponents of 
subsequent site-specific projects, but would also require the participation of downstream 
landowners and water districts, flood system planners and managers, conservation 
organizations, public and private wetlands agencies, and/or counties and communities. 

Through coordination with other agencies, stakeholders, and the public, the 
Implementing Agencies would seek to develop the SJRRP in a manner that would 
provide space and suitable conditions for a range of river flows and functions. The 
Implementing Agencies present information and collect feedback on past and future 
SJRRP activities through outreach activities, including public meetings of technical 
feedback work groups focused on technical issues, including fisheries management, 
seepage and conveyance, and water management. These activities inform the 
development of the Monitoring and Analysis Plan. The Monitoring and Analysis Plan 
presents studies, monitoring network changes, and development of analytical tools 
scheduled for the following year. The Monitoring and Analysis Plan provides a 
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framework for the Implementing Agencies to prioritize and consolidate monitoring and 
analysis proposals into a coordinated program that best meets SJRRP needs within 
funding limits and other constraints. 

To summarize, the functional floodplain strategy proposed by the commenter goes 
beyond the purpose and need, as described in Chapter 1.0, “Introduction,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R. The functional floodplain strategy focuses on restoring riparian floodplain 
forests and wetlands along the San Joaquin River beyond the extent that may be 
necessary to achieve the purpose and need. Recognizing these differences, and that 
agencies and stakeholders may have different approaches and objectives that go beyond 
those described in the Settlement, Act, or PEIS/R, the Implementing Agencies have 
developed the action alternatives with as much flexibility as possible such that 
implementing the Settlement would not preclude any future opportunities to modify or 
expand the ecosystem to achieve mutually beneficial ecosystem goals.  Text has not been 
revised. 

TNC-3: Comment noted.  Measures for conserving and restoring riparian habitat are 
included in the Conservation Strategy, as described in Section 2.4.4 of the Draft PEIS/R.  
Integrated floodplain and related riparian, wetland, and off-channel habitat are included 
as potential actions in any reach or in the bypasses under all action alternatives. Those 
actions are evaluated at the program level in the Draft PEIS/R and would require future 
project-level compliance documentation for the site-specific projects.  The need, extent, 
cost-effectiveness, and details of implementing integrated floodplain habitat would be 
determined during site-specific studies. Riparian restoration is expected to occur over the 
long term in the Restoration Area with Settlement implementation, and will need to be 
balanced in the context of flood management activities. Text has not been revised. 

TNC-4a: The need for and extent and details of implementing integrated floodplain 
habitat would be determined during site-specific studies, such as the Reach 4B, Eastside 
Bypass, and Mariposa Bypass Channel and Structural Improvements Project. The level of 
detail recommended by the commenter is not available at this time and will be developed 
as part of future project-level analyses.  The purpose, need, and objectives of the project 
(described on page 1-13 through page 1-14 of the Draft PEIS/R) establish the basis for 
developing a range of alternatives to achieve the stated purpose and objectives. The 
purpose, need, and objectives of the project are consistent with and responsive to the 
direction provided to the Secretary in the Act, which states, “The Secretary of the Interior 
is hereby authorized and directed to implement the terms and conditions of the Settlement 
in cooperation with the State of California.” Identification of alternatives that are 
evaluated in the PEIS/R was the culmination of an extensive process undertaken by 
Reclamation and DWR that involved the Implementing Agencies, in coordination with 
Settling Parties, other stakeholders, and interested members of the public.  The potential 
range for each Restoration and Water Management action was represented within the 
range of Initial Restoration and Water Management alternatives presented in the IPAR 
(SJRRP 2008). As the Initial Restoration and Water Management alternatives were 
developed, the Implementing Agencies also identified data requirements for evaluation of 
the alternatives. 



San Joaquin River Restoration Program 

Final Program Environmental 
3.9-114 – July 2012 Impact Statement/Report 

In recognition of the data limitations associated with the SJRRP and reliance on future 
monitoring data, the action alternatives are defined broadly and include provisions for 
flexibility when implemented. Accordingly, action alternatives evaluated in the Draft 
PEIS/R address large-scale systemwide variations, with flexibility for different methods 
of implementation. The different methods of implementation represent key decision 
points, including the ultimate extent of channel modifications and flow routing within the 
Restoration Area, and the extent and location of long-term water recapture opportunities. 
The whole-ecosystem approach recommended by the commenter fits with and 
complements this essential aspect of the action alternatives, and none of the action 
alternative precludes developing and implementing a more holistic river corridor strategy 
in the future. Levee setbacks are included as a potential action to achieve the objectives 
of the Channel Capacity Monitoring and Management Component Plan of the Physical 
Monitoring and Management Plan (Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R).  Integrated 
floodplain and related riparian, wetland, and off-channel habitat are included as potential 
actions in any reach or in the bypasses under all action alternatives. 

However, in addition to actions identified in the Settlement to incorporate integrated 
floodplain habitat in Reach 4B1, all action alternatives include program-level actions to 
modify floodplain and side-channel habitats beyond Reach 4B1 (as described on pages 2-
45 and 2-46 of the Draft PEIS/R), as well as to implement the Conservation Strategy 
(described in Section 2.4.4 of the Draft PEIS/R, “Conservation Strategy”). The 
Conservation Strategy consists of management actions that would result in a net benefit 
for riparian and wetland habitats in the Restoration Area, to avoid reducing the long-term 
viability of sensitive species, and to be consistent with adopted conservation plans (see, 
in particular, Conservation Measure RHSNC-1, page 2-73, and RHSNC-2, page 2-74 of 
the Draft PEIS/R). 

As described in this Final PEIS/R, the Preferred Alternative is Alternative C1. Alternative 
C1 is described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R 
beginning on page 2-86.  Integrated floodplain and related riparian, wetland, and off-
channel habitat are included as potential actions in any reach or in the bypasses under the 
Preferred Alternative.  See also response to comment TNC-2. Text has not been revised. 

TNC-4b: The need for and extent and details of implementing integrated floodplain 
habitat would be determined during site-specific studies, such as for the Mendota Pool 
Bypass and Reach 2B Improvements Project. The level of detail recommended by the 
commenter is not available at this time and will be developed as part of future project-
level analyses. 

In addition to actions identified in the Settlement to incorporate integrated floodplain 
habitat in Reach 2B, all action alternatives include program-level actions to modify 
floodplain and side-channel habitats beyond Reach 2B (as described on pages 2-45 and 2-
46 of the Draft PEIS/R), as well as to implement the Conservation Strategy (described in 
Section 2.4.4, “Conservation Strategy” of the Draft PEIS/R). The Conservation Strategy 
consists of management actions that would result in a net benefit for riparian and wetland 
habitats in the Restoration Area, to avoid reducing the long-term viability of sensitive 
species, and to be consistent with adopted conservation plans (see, in particular, 
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Conservation Measure RHSNC-1, page 2-73, and RHSNC-2, page 2-74, of the Draft 
PEIS/R). 

As described in this Final PEIS/R, the Preferred Alternative is Alternative C1. Alternative 
C1 is described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R 
beginning on page 2-86.  Integrated floodplain and related riparian, wetland, and off-
channel habitat are included as potential actions in any reach or in the bypasses under the 
Preferred Alternative.  See also response to TNC-4a. Text has not been revised. 

TNC-5: All action alternatives include program-level actions to modify floodplain and 
side-channel habitats (as described on pages 2-45 and 2-46 of the Draft PEIS/R), as well 
as to implement the Conservation Strategy (described in Section 2.4.4, “Conservation 
Strategy,” of the Draft PEIS/R). The Conservation Strategy consists of management 
actions that would result in a net benefit for riparian and wetland habitats in the 
Restoration Area, to avoid reducing the long-term viability of sensitive species, and to be 
consistent with adopted conservation plans (see, in particular, Conservation Measure 
RHSNC-1, page 2-73, and RHSNC-2, page 2-74, of the Draft PEIS/R). 

As described in this Final PEIS/R, the Preferred Alternative is Alternative C1. Alternative 
C1 is described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R 
beginning on page 2-86.  Integrated floodplain and related riparian, wetland, and off-
channel habitat are included as potential actions in any reach or in the bypasses under the 
Preferred Alternative. Alternative C1 and all other action alternatives evaluated in the 
Draft PEIS/R address large-scale systemwide variations, with flexibility for different 
methods of implementation. The different methods of implementation represent key 
decision points, including the ultimate extent of channel modifications. Integrated 
floodplain and related riparian, wetland, and off-channel habitat are included as potential 
actions in any reach or in the bypasses under all action alternatives, although the actual 
method of implementation remain to be determined.  See also response to comment TNC-
4b. Text has not been revised. 

TNC-6: Comment noted. Integrated floodplain and related riparian, wetland, and off-
channel habitats are included as potential actions in any reach or in the bypasses under all 
action alternatives, as described in Section 2.4.2, “Program-Level Actions” of the Draft 
PEIS/R.  The Physical Monitoring and Management Plan (included in Appendix D of the 
Draft PEIS/R) provides guidelines for observing and adjusting to changes in conditions.  
Potential program-level actions described in the Physical Monitoring and Management 
Plan include creating floodplain habitat through levee setbacks, and conserving or 
restoring native vegetation, among other actions. The need for and extent and details of 
implementing integrated floodplain habitat or levee setbacks would be determined during 
site-specific studies. See also response to comment TNC-4b.  Text has not been revised. 

TNC-7: Comment noted. Naturally occurring erosion and sedimentation processes can 
benefit ecosystems. Although the San Joaquin River erosion and sedimentation processes 
are highly modified by dams, diversions, levees, and flow regimes, the role of runoff 
patterns in these processes is reflected in the pattern of Restoration Flows put forth in 
Exhibit B of the Settlement.  Exhibit B includes provisions for the release of pulse flows 
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in Normal-Wet and Wet Years to perform several geomorphic functions, such as flushing 
spawning gravels. While sediment monitoring and management actions are described in 
the Draft PEIS/R, riprap and rocking are not mentioned among possible actions 
identified. Monitoring of natural river geomorphology to inform actions to manage 
erosion is described on pages 2-27 and 2-28 of the Draft PEIS/R. Erosion management 
actions identified through monitoring, as described above, may fall under the routine 
maintenance of the Lower San Joaquin River Flood Control Project currently performed 
by LSJLD. Text has not been revised. 

TNC-8a:  Integrated floodplain and related riparian, wetland, and off-channel habitat are 
included as potential actions in any reach or in the bypasses under all action alternatives, 
as described in Section 2.4.2, “Program-Level Actions,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  
Additionally, conserving and restoring riparian habitat would be implemented within the 
Restoration Area, as specified in measure RHSNC-1 or mitigated for, as specified in 
RHSNC-2 in Section 2.4.4, “Conservation Strategy,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  The need for 
and extent and details of implementing integrated floodplain habitat would be determined 
during site-specific studies. The level of detail recommended by the commenter is not 
available at this time and will be developed as part of future project-level analyses. 

The Draft PEIS/R evaluates potential impacts of the action alternatives on the riparian 
and aquatic habitat described for the No-Action Alternative.  Benefits of the action 
alternatives to riparian and aquatic habitat, important to fish, could occur as described in 
impacts FSH-6, FSH-9, FSH-25, and FSH-28. As described in Impact FSH-6 on page 5-
71 of the Draft PEIS/R, changes in habitat conditions in the San Joaquin River between 
Friant Dam and the Merced River for program-level actions are expected to be less than 
significant and beneficial, increasing the quantity and quality of instream, riparian, and 
floodplain habitats over the long term, and providing benefits to all fish species, 
including representative special-status and game fishes. Text on pages 5-71 and 5-72 
describes the importance of riparian habitat and potential improvements under the action 
alternatives for various fish species.  Impact FSH-9 on page 5-73 of the Draft PEIS/R, 
actions to restore and improve riparian and aquatic habitat, would have a less than 
significant and beneficial impact on changes in food web support in the San Joaquin 
River between Friant Dam and the Merced River.  Impact FSH-25, on page 5-92 through 
5-94 of the Draft PEIS/R, which describes changes in habitat conditions in the San 
Joaquin River between Friant Dam and the Merced River for project level actions, would 
also be less than significant and beneficial. Impact FSH-28, on page 5-95 of the Draft 
PEIS/R, which describes changes in food web support in the San Joaquin River between 
Friant Dam and the Merced River for project level actions, would also be less than 
significant and beneficial. Text has not been revised. 

TNC-8b:  The need for and extent and details of implementing integrated floodplain 
habitat would be determined during site-specific studies. The level of detail 
recommended by the commenter is not available at this time and will be developed as 
part of future project-level analyses. 

In addition to actions identified in the Settlement to incorporate integrated floodplain 
habitat in Reach 2B, all action alternatives include program-level actions to modify 
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floodplain and side-channel habitats beyond Reach 2B (as described on pages 2-45 and 2-
46 of the Draft PEIS/R), as well as to implement the Conservation Strategy (described in 
Section 2.4.4, “Conservation Strategy,” of the Draft PEIS/R). The Conservation Strategy 
consists of management actions that would result in a net benefit for riparian and wetland 
habitats in the Restoration Area, to avoid reducing the long-term viability of sensitive 
species, and to be consistent with adopted conservation plans (see, in particular, 
Conservation Measure RHSNC-1, page 2-73, and RHSNC-2, page 2-74, of the Draft 
PEIS/R). 

As described in this Final PEIS/R, the Preferred Alternative is Alternative C1. Alternative 
C1 is described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, 
beginning on page 2-86.  Integrated floodplain and related riparian, wetland, and off-
channel habitat are included as potential actions in any reach or in the bypasses under the 
preferred alternative.  See also similar responses to comments TNC-2, TNC-4a, and 
TNC-4b.  Text has not been revised. 

TNC-8c: The Settlement includes a wide range of actions to improve channel conditions 
and facilitate naturally reproducing and self-sustaining populations of salmon and other 
fish. Removing barriers to fish passage, installing fish ladders, and implementing other 
measures to enable fish passage are included as potential actions in any reach or in the 
bypasses under all action alternatives, as described in Section 2.4.2, “Program-Level 
Actions,” of the Draft PEIS/R. The Conservation Strategy, Section 2.4.4 of the Draft 
PEIS/R, incorporates both project- and program-level actions intended to guide 
Settlement implementation, and addresses the relationship between SJRRP activities and 
biological resources within the Restoration Area. For example, as noted in Table 2-7, on 
pages 2-78 through 2-79 of the Draft PEIS/R, actions related to suitable conditions for 
fish passage in the Restoration Area include operating and maintaining the Hills Ferry 
Barrier to exclude Pacific salmonids from the Restoration Area during construction 
activities and until suitable habitat conditions are restored (Conservation Measure EFH-
1). For project-level actions, the need for and extent of implementation, as well as 
implementation details, would be determined during site-specific studies. Text has not 
been revised. 

TNC-9: Interim and Restoration flow targets specified in Exhibit B of the Settlement 
reflect the timing and relative magnitude of the historical river flow regime, and include 
variations in flow to provide the processes associated with natural flow regimes, such as 
flushing spawning gravels and successful vegetation recruitment (as described in Exhibit 
B of the Settlement).  The Physical Monitoring and Management Plan (provided in 
Appendix D of the Draft PEIS/R) provides guidelines for observing and adjusting to 
changes in conditions.  Potential actions described in the Physical Monitoring and 
Management Plan include augmenting gravel for spawning habitat, widening riparian 
corridors, creating floodplain habitat through levee setbacks, and conserving or restoring 
native vegetation, among other actions. See also responses to comments TNC-2, and 
TNC-4b. 

TNC-10a: Comment noted. The need for and extent and details of implementing actions 
to restore or enhance riparian and floodplain habitat would be determined during site-
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specific studies, such as the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B Improvements Project, 
and the Reach 4B, Eastside Bypass, and Mariposa Bypass Channel and Structural 
Improvements Project. The level of detail recommended by the commenter is not 
available at this time and will be developed as part of future project-level analyses. 

Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R describes the Physical 
Monitoring and Management Plan and the Conservation Strategy, which are measures 
incorporated into all action alternatives to minimize and avoid potential impacts to 
sensitive species and habitats, and to attain the management objectives, if necessary, to 
avoid or reduce the need for mitigation measures to be implemented. The Conservation 
Strategy includes measures to minimize and avoid potential impacts to sensitive species 
and habitats, including a number of riparian and floodplain species. The Physical 
Monitoring and Management Plan, included under all action alternatives, provides 
guidelines for observing and adjusting to changes in physical conditions within the 
Restoration Area during Settlement implementation, and includes monitoring and 
management actions to establish and maintain native riparian vegetation.  The 
implementing Agencies will work to identify opportunities to incorporate implementing 
Settlement actions with local mitigation projects to the extent such mitigation complies 
with all applicable laws (e.g., standard plan formulation, NEPA/CEQA processes), is 
consistent with the PEIS/R, and is consistent with the stated purpose and need of the 
action. Text has not been revised. 

TNC-10b: Comment noted. As described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R, all action alternatives include the Conservation Strategy, which 
consists of management actions necessary to provide a net increase in the extent and 
quality of riparian and wetland habitats in the Restoration Area, to avoid reducing the 
long-term viability of sensitive species, and to be consistent with adopted conservation 
plans.  Interim and Restoration flows, as specified in the Settlement in Exhibit B, reflect 
the timing and relative magnitude of the historical river flow regime. Actions to create or 
enhance floodplain habitat are addressed in Chapter 2.0 of the Draft PEIS/R in several 
locations, including in program-level actions in Section 2.4.2; in the Physical Monitoring 
and Management Plan in Section 2.4.3; and in the Conservation Strategy in Section 2.4.4. 
Additionally, the Physical Monitoring and Management Plan, included under all action 
alternatives, provides guidelines for observing and adjusting to changes in physical 
conditions within the Restoration Area during Settlement implementation. 

Reclamation and DWR acknowledge that restoration will require the participation of 
downstream landowners and water districts, flood system planners and managers, 
conservation organizations, public and private wetlands agencies, and/or counties and 
communities. The Implementing Agencies have conducted and will continue to conduct 
extensive public and stakeholder outreach activities to engage and inform interested 
parties of SJRRP activities early in the scoping process, throughout development of the 
PEIS/R, and into the future as SJRRP actions are implemented and monitored.  The 
Implementing Agencies recognize the need to work with these organizations to maximize 
benefits and minimize inefficiency during implementation of the SJRRP and other 
restoration projects on the San Joaquin River.  See also response to comment TNC-10a. 
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TNC-11: The need for and extent and details of implementing actions to restore or 
enhance riparian and floodplain habitat would be determined during site-specific studies, 
such as the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B Improvements Project, and the Reach 
4B, Eastside Bypass, and Mariposa Bypass Channel and Structural Improvements 
Project. The level of detail recommended by the commenter is not available at this time 
and will be developed as part of future project-level analyses. 

The lead agencies acknowledge that establishing a functional floodplain throughout the 
Restoration Area along the San Joaquin River and resolving impediments to develop such 
a corridor would require the participation of downstream landowners and water districts, 
flood system planners and managers, conservation organizations, public and private 
wetland agencies, and/or counties and communities. The Implementing Agencies will 
work to identify opportunities to incorporate implementation of Settlement actions with 
local mitigation projects to the extent such mitigation complies with all applicable laws 
(e.g., standard plan formulation, NEPA/CEQA processes), is consistent with the PEIS/R, 
and is consistent with the stated purpose and need of the action.  See also responses to 
comments TNC-3 through TNC-8b and TNC-10a. Text has not been revised. 

TNC-12: Text on page 6-1, lines 16-24, has been revised to remove redundant text. See 
Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

TNC-13: The commenter is referred to the cited document, From the Sierra to the Sea: 
The Ecological History of the San Francisco Bay-Delta Watershed (The Bay Institute 
1998). This reference includes full color maps illustrating historical and current riparian 
habitat extents along the San Joaquin River. The document is available online at 
http://www.bay.org/display.aspx?pageid=164. 

TNC-14: Text on pages 6-6 through 6-11 has been revised in response to the comment. 
See Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

TNC-15: In addition to the Restoration Area, the study area, as described in Chapter 1.0, 
“Introduction,” of the Draft PEIS/R, also encompasses the San Joaquin River upstream 
from Friant Dam, including Millerton Lake; the San Joaquin River from the Merced 
River to the Delta; the Delta; and CVP/SWP water service areas, including the Friant 
Division of the CVP. Text has not been revised. 

TNC-16: In response to this comment, a reference to the Draft Ecosystem Restoration 
Program Conservation Strategy for Restoration of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
Ecological Management Zone and the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valley Regions 
(DFG 2011c) has been inserted in the text (page 6-38, line 6 has been revised). See 
Chapter 4.0, “Errata,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

TNC-17: The “[i]ncrease channel capacity and integrate floodplain habitat” icon is a 
Paragraph 11 item; under Paragraph 11, this action is not included in Reach 4B1 in 
Alternatives A1, B1, or C1, or in other reaches. Therefore, it is not a common Restoration 
action and is not shown outside of Reach 2B in the cited figure. 
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TNC-18: Chapter 11.0, “Hydrology – Flood Management,” of the Draft PEIS/R 
describes the potential impacts and benefits of all actions on the flood management 
system. Natural floodplain processes would be restricted, as necessary, to minimize 
increases in flood risk through those actions described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of 
Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R.  Modifications to increase floodplain habitat are 
described at a program level of detail in the Draft PEIS/R; thus, site-specific details 
would be developed during subsequent studies of these actions. Such modifications 
would be implemented consistent with measures to minimize increases in flood risk. 
Regarding invasive, nonnative species management, Conservation Strategy Measure 
INV-1, “Implement the Invasive Vegetation Monitoring and Management Plan,” is 
presented in Chapter 2.0 and Appendix L, “Biological Resources – Vegetation and 
Wildlife,” of the Draft PEIS/R, and will address and minimize expansion of invasive, 
nonnative species. See also responses to comments TNC-2, TNC-4a, and TNC-4b. Text 
has not been revised. 

TNC-19: The description of flood control system maintenance actions, including 
vegetation control, provides a sufficient level of detail for the purpose of the PEIS/R. As 
described in Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and Management Plan,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, removal of nonnative vegetation to address channel capacity would receive 
priority over removal of native vegetation. Potential actions to encourage growth of 
native vegetation are described separately in several locations in the Draft PEIS/R, 
including in Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and Management Plan,” beginning on 
page 5-1, and in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” as part of program-level 
actions to modify floodplain and side-channel habitats (page 2-45). Other actions to 
manage invasive vegetation are described separately in Chapter 2.0 as part of the 
Conservation Strategy, beginning on page 2-75, and in the Invasive Species Monitoring 
and Management Plan Attachment to Appendix L, “Biological Resources – Vegetation 
and Wildlife,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Additional detail describing the potential mutual 
benefits of levee management actions and maintenance of healthy and productive native 
vegetation, and additional evaluation of the potential trade-offs between these actions 
would be included, when appropriate, in subsequent site-specific analysis of actions to 
implement floodplain and side-channel habitats in the Restoration Area. Text has not 
been revised.  
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