
Program Environmental Final 
Impact Statement/Report 3.11-1 – July 2012 

3.11 Comments from Public Hearings and Responses 

This chapter contains transcripts of the Draft PEIS/R public hearings held in May 2011 
(as described in Chapter 1.0, “Introduction,” of the Final PEIS/R), as listed in Table 3.11-
1.  Individuals provided independent comments during the hearings or as representatives 
of elected officials or local agencies. As noted previously, each comment was assigned an 
abbreviation for the individual or the elected official or agency they represented 
(example: CCID), followed by an acronym identifying the city in which the hearing was 
held, including FR (Fresno hearing), LB (Los Banos hearing), SA (Sacramento hearing), 
or VI (Visalia hearing) (example: CCID-LB). The comments were then assigned a 
number, in sequential order (note that some individuals may have provided more than one 
comment). The numbers were then combined with the abbreviations for the individual 
and hearing (example: CCID-LB-3). For some comments, letters were added 
alphabetically to further identify related comments (example: CCID-LB-3a). 

Responses to the comments follow the transcripts, and are also numbered, corresponding 
to the numbering assigned in the transcripts. The transcripts and associated responses are 
presented alphabetically by city, and responses are presented in the same order in which 
the comment was provided. 

Table 3.11-1. 
Individuals Providing Comments on 

Draft Program Environmental Impact Statement/Report 
During Public Hearings 

Abbreviation Name Comments Provided on Behalf of 
Fresno, California Public Hearing – May 24, 2011 

CAM-FR Cameron, John Self 

Los Banos, California Public Hearing – May 25, 2011 

DADA-LB D’Adamo, Dee Dee Congressman Dennis Cardoza 

SCHR- LB Schroeder, Ken Self 

MICH- LB Michael, Cannon Self 

SLCC2- LB Hurley, Chase San Luis Canal Company 

EC2- LB Chedester, Steve San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors and the San 
Joaquin River Resource Management Coalition 

CCID- LB White, Chris Central California Irrigation District 

LSJLD3- LB Hill, Reggie Lower San Joaquin Levee District 

Sacramento, California Public Hearing – May 26, 2011 

EBMUD2-SA Miyamoto, Joe East Bay Municipal Utility District 

Visalia, California Public Hearing – May 24, 2011 

JACO-VI Jacobsma, Ron Friant Water Authority 

TULA-VI Ishida, Allen Tulare Board of Supervisors 
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3.11.1 Transcript of Fresno, California Public Hearing – May 24, 2011 
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Responses to Comments from John Cameron, Provided on Behalf of Self 
CAM-FR-1: As described in Impact REC-4 on pages 21-33 through 21-35 of the Draft 
PEIS/R, DFG may elect to impose new restrictions or close portions of the San Joaquin 
River to reduce the likelihood of anglers inadvertently catching salmon or intentionally 
poaching salmon. Impact REC-4 is evaluated at a program level of detail in the PEIS/R. 
If DFG were to impose new restrictions or close portions of the San Joaquin River to 
prevent inadvertent catch or poaching of salmon, DFG would develop project-level 
environmental documents to comply with CEQA before implementing new regulations, 
including the potential for additional impacts to occur related to a need for increased 
enforcement capability. Additionally, as described in Chapter 21.0, "Recreation," of the 
Draft PEIS/R, to help protect public safety, Mitigation Measure REC-12 includes as key 
partners all emergency rescue, response, and enforcement agencies in all reaches of the 
San Joaquin River expected to experience expanded recreation activity, and Fresno 
County and DFG.  Although this mitigation measure specifically targets the San Joaquin 
River, Fresno County operates the parks providing access to the Kings River,  where 
some displaced San Joaquin River anglers may go to fish, and the Fresno County 
Sheriff's Department patrols the Kings River (as does the Kings County Sheriff's 
Department).  DFG is responsible for enforcement of all provisions of the California Fish 
and Game Code, and enforces fishing regulations on the Kings River.  Implementation of 
this mitigation measure would provide the opportunity to engage these and other agencies 
regarding the potential need for increased enforcement on the Kings River that may arise 
from a shift in angling activity from the San Joaquin River to the Kings River.  See also 
MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment 
Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R. Text has not been revised. 

CAM-FR-2: The commenter is correct. Mitigation Measure REC-5 would enhance 
remaining warm-water fishing opportunities or create new opportunities in the Reach 1 
vicinity. Specific actions to enhance warm-water fishing opportunities would be 
developed in cooperation with SJRC, SJRPCT, DFG, Fresno County, and other agencies 
participating in management of the San Joaquin River Parkway, as described in Chapter 
21.0, “Recreation,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Enhancement actions could include 
improvements to facilities such as Sycamore Island Park (owned by the SJRC and 
operated by a concessionaire) and Woodward Park (owned and operated by the City of 
Fresno) where warm-water fishing opportunities exist and will remain. Creation of new 
opportunities could occur at existing ponds, including enhancing and stocking of existing 
ponds, such as those within the River West – Fresno (Spano River Ranch) and River 
West – Madera (Proctor-Broadwell-Cobb property) San Joaquin River Parkway sites, 
where plans for restoration and recreational access are being developed (City of Fresno 
2011, Madera County 2011), or through development of new ponds in the vicinity of the 
parkway but in locations that would not create potential conflicts with Settlement goals. 
In addition, DFG would conduct project-level analyses in compliance with CEQA and in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 777.8, et seq., which would evaluate and 
determine potential impacts and mitigation measures for recreational issues. 

See also MCR-9, “Recreation Impacts and Kings River,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master 
Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, for additional information relevant to this 
comment. 
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CAM-FR-3: The commenter is correct. In addition to on-stream trout angling 
opportunities at the Kings River, San Joaquin River anglers have the opportunity to fish 
for trout at 83-acre Avocado Lake (adjacent to the Kings River), as the lake is also 
stocked with trout by DFG.  This could further reduce the additional fishing pressure on 
the Kings River from displaced San Joaquin River anglers. See also MCR-9, “Recreation 
Impacts and Kings River,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final 
PEIS/R, for additional information relevant to this comment. 

CAM-FR-4: This comment is substantially similar to CAM-FR-1. See response to 
comment CAM-FR-1. 
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3.11.2 Transcript of Los Banos, California Public Hearing – May 25, 2011  
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Responses to Comments from Dee Dee D’Adamo, Provided on Behalf of 
Congressman Dennis Cardoza 
DADA-LB-1: Comment noted.  The cited letters were received and are responded to in 
Section 3.4.1, “Congressman Dennis Cardoza,” and Section 3.4.2, “Congressman Dennis 
Cardoza and Congressman Jim Costa,” of this Final PEIS/R. 

DADA-LB-2: Comment noted. Text has not been revised. 

DADA-LB-3: The Settling Parties have recently developed a Third-Party working draft 
Framework for Implementation for the SJRRP.  The Framework for Implementation 
outlines the actions to be taken to implement the SJRRP and presents a schedule and 
budget for these actions.  The Framework for Implementation schedule was developed 
with input from water agencies/districts and landowners downstream from Friant Dam 
who may be affected by implementation of the Settlement, and is intended to be 
protective of these Third-Party interests while meeting the requirements of the Settlement 
for expeditious action.  The Framework for Implementation also provides an accounting 
of future funding needs and the remaining funds available to implement the SJRRP.  The 
Framework for Implementation can be found on the SJRRP Web site at 
www.restoresjr.net.  While the Framework for Implementation presents a revised 
schedule for implementation of the Settlement, it does not result in new significant 
environmental impacts, a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, 
or create a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure that would clearly lessen 
environmental impacts.  
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Response to Comment from Ken Schroeder, Provided on Behalf of Self 
SCHR-LB-1: An unknown portion of the approximately 3,300 waterfowl hunters who 
visited the San Luis National Wildlife Refuge during the 2010−2011 season hunted in the 
Freitas unit, and accessed the unit via the San Joaquin River and Salt Slough, which 
bisects the unit.  Approximately 1,300 waterfowl hunters visited the China Island unit 
during the 2010−2011 season, but the unit is accessible by road, and it is not known how 
many hunters accessed the area via the San Joaquin River and Mud Slough. The potential 
for the proposed seasonal barriers to conflict with hunting access and opportunities in 
these units depends on the several undetermined factors in how the barriers would be 
implemented. 

Temporary or permanent barriers may be implemented at Mud and Salt sloughs, as 
described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R. Temporary 
barriers could include acoustic bubble screens or rock barriers such as used at the Head of 
Old River.  Bubble screen barriers would not pose a hindrance to boat passage. Rock 
barriers would need to be portaged, which may be feasible for trailer-launched and hand-
launched boats (e.g., canoes and kayaks) at Mud Slough, where staffing of the barrier 
may be possible. (The project proponents would collaborate with USFWS and DFG to 
support staffing of portages for trailer-launched boats as needed.) Only portaging of 
hand-launched boats may be possible at Salt Slough, because staffing of a portage for 
trailer-launched boats would likely not be feasible at this remote site. Alternatively, 
hunters may launch boats at the Salt Slough boat access area in the South Freitas unit, 
about 8 miles downstream from the mouth of the slough, on the east side of Highway 
165, and navigate into the North Freitas hunt zone west of Highway 165. Permanent 
barriers (e.g., bottom-hinged gates) would have a similar impact on boat access to the 
slough as a temporary rock barrier. 

The timing of when the barriers would be operational is also an important factor in 
determining potential conflicts with boat passage for hunters.  Barriers to prevent adult 
fall-run Chinook salmon from entering Salt and Mud sloughs would need to be 
operational during October and November, when fall-run fish typically migrate in the San 
Joaquin system.  This would partially overlap with the waterfowl hunting season, which 
runs from late October through January.  Barriers to prevent adult spring-run Chinook 
salmon from entering Salt and Mud sloughs would need to be operational during spring 
and summer, when spring-run fish would be expected to migrate in the San Joaquin 
system.  This period of operation would not overlap with the waterfowl hunting season, 
and so the barriers would not create a conflict with boat access to the sloughs. 

In summary, there are several factors that would reduce the potential conflict of the 
seasonal barriers with hunters’ boat access to the sloughs: (1) some types of temporary 
barriers (e.g., bubble curtains) would not conflict with boat access, (2) other types of 
temporary barriers and permanent barriers could potentially be portaged by trailer-
launched and/or hand-launched boats, (3) boat access is available to Salt Slough 
downstream from the proposed barrier at the mouth of the slough, and (4) only barriers 
operated to prevent migrating adult fall-run Chinook salmon from straying would conflict 
with boat access and for only a portion of the waterfowl hunting season.  It should also be 
noted that ample opportunities for waterfowl hunting in other units of the San Luis 
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National Wildlife Refuge, and North Grasslands Wildlife Area would be unaffected.  For 
these reasons, impacts to recreation would be less than significant. This additional 
analysis does not change any conclusions presented in the Draft PEIS/R. Text has not 
been revised.  
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Response to Comment from Cannon Michael, Provided on Behalf of Self 
MICH-LB-1: The Implementing Agencies and Settling Parties recognize that 
appropriated funding needs for the SJRRP will remain a critical focus throughout the next 
several years.  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.  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. The Framework for Implementation can be found on the SJRRP Web site at 
www.restoresjr.net. 

See also MCR-2, “SJRRP Funding Availability, Sources, and Cost Estimates,” and 
MCR-3, “Order and Schedule of Implementing Settlement Actions,” in Chapter 2.0, 
“Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, for additional information on 
funding and the revised schedule of activities.  
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Responses to Comments from Chase Hurley, Provided on Behalf of San Luis 
Canal Company 
SLCC2-LB-1: The comment period was extended to September 21, 2011, in response to 
this and other comments. 

SLCC2-LB-2: Comment noted.  Section 1.1.1, “Stipulation of Settlement,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R describes the two primary goals established by the Settlement, the Restoration 
Goal and the Water Management Goal. Section 1.4, “Purpose and Need for Action and 
Project Objectives,” of the Draft PEIS/R states the purpose and need of the proposed 
action, which is to implement the Settlement, consistent with the Act.  The Implementing 
Agencies identified several objectives, which are listed on page 1-14 of the Draft PEIS/R.  
As described in Section 1.1.3, “Scoping and Public Involvement Process,” of the Draft 
PEIS/R, the Implementing Agencies have conducted extensive public and stakeholder 
outreach activities to engage and inform all interested parties of SJRRP activities, 
including development of this Draft PEIS/R. 

As described in more detail in MCR-2, “SJRRP Funding Availability, Sources, and Cost 
Estimates,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comments and Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, 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.  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. The Framework for Implementation can be found on the SJRRP Web site at 
www.restoresjr.net. 

SLCC2-LB-3: Comment noted. 

SLCC2-LB-4: 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. The Framework for 
Implementation can be found on the SJRRP Web site at www.restoresjr.net. 

The comment asserts that the lead agencies do not have authority to reintroduce spring-
run Chinook salmon prior to the completion of Phase 1 activities. Paragraph 11 specifies 
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channel and structural improvements (Phase 1 and Phase 2 improvements) described as 
“necessary to fully achieve the Restoration Goal.” The Settlement milestone dates include 
spring- and fall-run Chinook salmon reintroduced by December 31, 2012; Paragraph 
11(a) actions (Phase 1 improvements) completed by December 31, 2013; initiation of full 
Restoration Flows by January 1, 2014; and Paragraph 11(b) actions (Phase 2 
improvements) completed by December 31, 2016. As described in MCR-3, “Order and 
Schedule of Implementing Settlement Actions,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment 
Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, the dates for completing Phase 1 and potentially Phase 
2 improvements may change pending completion of compliance, coordination, 
consultation, data collection, and related efforts, and in compliance with the provisions of 
the Settlement and the Act. However, neither the Settlement nor the Act links the 
progress in completing Phase1 and Phase 2 improvements to salmon reintroduction. 
Furthermore, The Settlement does not specify that the Phase 1 projects need to be 
completed prior to the reintroduction of Chinook salmon. Rather, the Settlement 
envisioned that both spring-run and fall-run Chinook would be reintroduced prior to the 
completion of the Phase 1 and Phase 2 projects, as presented in the Settlement’s 
milestone dates. 

See MCR-2, “SJRRP Funding Availability, and Sources, and of SJRRP Funding, and 
Cost Estimates,” and MCR-3, “Order and Schedule of Implementing Settlement 
Actions,” in Chapter 2.0 of this Final PEIS/R for additional information relevant to this 
comment. 

SLCC2-LB-5: As discussed in response to comment SLCC2-LB-4, the Settling Parties 
have recently developed a Third-Party working draft Framework for Implementation 
(SJRRP 2012b) for the SJRRP.  The Framework for Implementation outlines the actions 
to be taken to implement the SJRRP, and presents a schedule and budget for these 
actions.  The Framework for Implementation schedule was developed with input from 
water agencies/districts and landowners downstream from Friant Dam who may be 
affected by implementation of the Settlement, and is intended to be protective of these 
Third-Party interests while meeting the requirements of the Settlement for expeditious 
action.  The Framework for Implementation also provides an accounting of future 
funding needs and the remaining funds available to implement the SJRRP.  The 
Framework for Implementation can be found on the SJRRP Web site at 
www.restoresjr.net.  MCR-2, “SJRRP Funding Availability, Sources and Cost 
Estimates,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, provides 
more detail on funding for implementation of the Settlement, and MCR-3, “Order and 
Schedule of Implementing Settlement Actions,” provides more detail on the schedule of 
implementation of the Settlement. 

Regarding potential risk to landowners due to the presence of Federal and State special-
status species, the Implementing Agencies are examining several potential protections for 
landowners and agencies who will continue to conduct routine agricultural and operations 
and maintenance activities in the Restoration Area after protected spring-run Chinook 
salmon are reintroduced to the San Joaquin River.  Specifically, NMFS is developing a 
4(d) rule under Section 4(d) of the ESA where NMFS may elect to allow take for the 
experimental population if the take is incidental to a lawful activity, such as agricultural 
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activities, and is unintentional or not due to negligent conduct. Additionally, DFG may 
permit take of endangered, threatened, or candidate species, including spring-run 
Chinook salmon, if specific requirements are met, including that the take is incidental to 
otherwise lawful activities and the impacts of the take are compliant with Fish and Game 
Code Section 2081.  Protections for landowners and agencies are further discussed in 
MCR-6, “Third-Party Concerns and Outreach,” in Chapter 2.0 of this Final PEIS/R. 

Regarding flood protection for landowners in the Restoration Area, all action alternatives, 
as described in Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, include 
measures to minimize increases in flood risk due to implementation of the Settlement.  
These measures include the establishment of a Channel Capacity Advisory Group to 
provide independent review of estimated then-existing channel capacities, monitoring 
results, and management actions to address vegetation and sediment transport within the 
Restoration Area; maintaining Interim and Restoration flows at or below estimates of 
then-existing channel capacities; and monitoring erosion and performing maintenance 
and/or reducing Interim and Restoration flows as necessary to avoid erosion-related 
impacts.  These measures are described in more detail on pages 2-22 through 2-28 of the 
Draft PEIS/R, as well as in Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and Management Plan,” 
of the Draft PEIS/R.  
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Responses to Comments from Steve Chedester, Provided on Behalf of San 
Joaquin River Exchange Contractors and the San Joaquin River Resource 
Management Coalition 
EC2-LB-1: The comment period was extended to September 21, 2011, in response to 
this and other comments. 

EC2-LB-2: As described in MCR-2, “SJRRP Funding Availability, Sources, and Cost 
Estimates,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, 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.  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. The Framework for Implementation can be found on the SJRRP Web site at 
www.restoresjr.net. 

Consistent with authorities, including NEPA, CEQA, and the Act, the Draft PEIS/R 
identifies feasible mitigation measures for all potentially significant impacts. Text has not 
been revised.  
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Responses to Comments from Chris White, Provided on Behalf of Central 
California Irrigation District 
CCID-LB-1: As described in MCR-2, “SJRRP Funding Availability, Sources, and Cost 
Estimates,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, 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.  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. The Framework for Implementation can be found on the SJRRP Web site at 
www.restoresjr.net. 

CCID-LB-2: The Implementing Agencies are examining several potential protections for 
landowners and agencies who will continue to conduct routine agricultural and operations 
and maintenance activities in the Restoration Area after protected spring-run Chinook 
salmon are reintroduced to the San Joaquin River. These protections are specific to 
Federal and State laws pertaining to reintroducing populations of protected species.  
These protections may include development by NMFS of a rule under Section 4(d) of the 
ESA to allow take for the experimental population if the take is incidental to a lawful 
activity, such as agricultural activities, and is unintentional or not due to negligent 
conduct.  Additionally, DFG may permit take of endangered, threatened, or candidate 
species, including spring-run Chinook salmon, if specific requirements are met, including 
that the take is incidental to otherwise lawful activities and the impacts of the take are 
compliant with Fish and Game Code Section 2081.  See MCR-6, “Third-Party Concerns 
and Outreach,” for further information related to this comment. 

CCID-LB-3a: The comment period was extended to September 21, 2011, in response to 
this and other comments. 

CCID-LB-3b: The Implementing Agencies recognize and appreciate the cooperation and 
involvement of CCID and other Third Parties. Flood releases in 2011 were made 
consistent with the Report on Reservoir Regulation for Flood Control, Friant Dam and 
Millerton Lake, San Joaquin River, California (USACE 1980), and would not change 
with the implementation of the SJRRP. The Implementing Agencies recognize the 
unprecedented nature of the SJRRP, and acknowledge that flexibility in implementing the 
Settlement is necessary to ultimately achieve the Restoration and Water Management 
goals. In consideration of this necessary and anticipated flexibility, the SJRRP 
management process involves a broad range of strategies to guide implementation of the 
Settlement consistent with the Act and incorporates a continuously growing set of data 
and scientific information. The Interim Flows program, initiated in 2009, will contribute 
substantially to the set of historical data by facilitating collection of information 
regarding flow; water temperature; fish behavior and needs; habitat response and other 
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biological effects; geomorphologic effects; seepage; and water recapture, recirculation, 
and reuse opportunities. 

Implementation of all action alternatives would be supported by the formation and/or 
continuation of several technical work groups to facilitate, coordinate, and communicate 
the various technical activities required to implement the Settlement. As described in 
Chapter 2.0, “Description of Alternatives,” of the Draft PEIS/R, all action alternatives 
would include establishing and administering a Channel Capacity Advisory Group to 
provide independent review of estimated then-existing channel capacities, monitoring 
results, and management actions identified by Reclamation to address vegetation and 
sediment transport within the system. Additionally, the SJRRP has established a Fisheries 
Management Work Group and Technical Feedback Group, Environmental Compliance 
and Permitting Work Group, Seepage and Conveyance Technical Feedback Group, 
Restoration Goal Technical Feedback Group, and Water Management Work Group and 
Technical Feedback Group. These work groups enable representatives of the 
Implementing Agencies to receive feedback from members of the public through topic-
specific technical feedback meetings. The SJRRP also communicates with stakeholders 
through the SJRRP Web site (http://www.restoresjr.net) by producing annual reports, fact 
sheets, brochures, and program updates; conducting site-specific landowner meetings; 
distributing notifications through an e-mail distribution list; and monitoring feedback on 
potential seepage-related impacts through e-mail (InterimFlows@restoresjr.net) and the 
Seepage Hotline (916-978-4398). This ongoing involvement of technical work groups 
and stakeholder and public input is an important factor in achieving the Restoration and 
Water Management goals, and maintaining flexibility in meeting those goals, as 
described in MCR-1, “Analysis of Program Feasibility, Potential to Achieve Restoration 
and Water Management Goals,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this 
Final PEIS/R. 

Text has not been revised.  
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Response to Comment from Reggie Hill, Provided on Behalf of Lower San Joaquin 
Levee District 
LSJLD3-LB-1:  The change in operations at Friant Dam and the routing of Interim and 
Restoration flows could increase operations and maintenance activities regardless of the 
alternative selected for implementation, including increased flap gate inspection and 
debris removal, operation of flow control structures, levee patrols, vegetation control, and 
sand excavation (these actions are as described in Appendix D, “Physical Monitoring and 
Management Plan,” of the Draft PEIS/R).  Additionally, flows would change the nature 
of operations and maintenance activities; those activities currently performed in a dry 
channel, would be performed in wet channel conditions.  As described in MCR-8, 
“Operations and Maintenance Agreement Considerations,” in Chapter 2.0, “Master 
Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, Reclamation is currently working with 
LSJLD to develop and implement an agreement to provide financial assistance for 
additional Settlement-related costs incurred by LSJLD. The agreement is intended to 
assist LSJLD in adapting to Settlement implementation, as needed, to potentially 
maintain an increased level of flood management under release of Interim and 
Restoration flows. Such an agreement would likely be similar to the agreement recently 
completed by Reclamation and LSJLD for Water Year 2011 Interim Flows. 
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3.11.3 Transcript of Sacramento, California Public Hearing – May 26, 2011 
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Responses to Comments from Joe Miyamoto, Provided on Behalf of East Bay 
Municipal Utility District 
EBMUD2-SA-1: The operational modeling conducted in support of the Draft PEIS/R 
analyses was sufficient to support the qualitative evaluation of potential impacts to fish in 
the Delta, including salmonids, as described in Chapter 5.0, “Biological Resources – 
Fisheries,” of the Draft PEIS/R. As described on page 5-63 of the Draft PEIS/R, the 
action alternatives are expected to affect distributions of Delta fish and, thus, the 
environmental conditions to which they are exposed. Within the Delta, fish distributions 
would be most directly affected by the program alternatives in the south Delta because 
changes in both San Joaquin River flow and diversions at Jones and Banks pumping 
plants would occur in the south Delta. Therefore, the qualitative analysis of potential 
impacts to fish in the Delta focuses on the south Delta. 

As described on pages 5-101 through 5-104 of the Draft PEIS/R, increased reverse flows 
in upper Old and Middle rivers and higher levels of pumping to recapture the increased 
inflow would potentially increase entrainment and predation risks and delay migration for 
fish, including fish originating from the central Delta. These impacts are addressed 
through evaluation of the south Delta where fish impacts would be greatest. As described 
in FSH-35 (page 5-101) and FSH-39 (page 5-107), it is anticipated that the increased San 
Joaquin River inflow due to Interim and Restoration flows would offset the impact by 
reducing the number of fish that are likely to migrate through the south Delta, resulting in 
a less-than-significant impact.  When impacts to special-status fish species from pumping 
threaten to exceed the limits set by the USFWS 2008 CVP/SWP Operations BO and the 
NMFS 2009 CVP/SWP Operations BO (2009a) or other regulations in effect at the time, 
Reclamation would implement actions to reduce pumping and/or inflow. 

Accordingly, the qualitative analysis of potential impacts to fish in the Delta largely 
focuses on relative changes in exports, San Joaquin River inflows, and Old and Middle 
river reverse flows, similar to the discussions presented in the comment, as well as X2 
position. This includes analysis of changes in: 

• Water temperatures and dissolved oxygen concentrations (Impact FSH-31 
beginning on page 5-98) 

• Pollutant discharge and mobilization (Impact FSH-32 on page 5-100) 

• Sediment discharge and turbidity (Impact FSH-33 beginning on page 5-100) 

• Fish habitat conditions (Impact FSH-34 on page 5-101) 

• Diversions and entrainment (Impact FSH-35 beginning on page 5-101) 

• Predation levels (Impact FSH-36 beginning on page 5-104) 

• Food web support (Impact FSH-37 beginning on page 5-106) 

• Salinity (Impact FSH-37 on page 5-107) 
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• Inflow and flow patterns (Impact FSH-39 beginning on page 5-107) 

While the simulated system operations serve as a sufficient representation of expected 
system response to allow evaluation of potential impacts in the Draft PEIS/R, the 
simulations do not represent interior Delta operations with sufficient detail and certainty 
to support a more detailed analysis of Delta flow or water sources, or particle tracking 
modeling. More importantly, more detailed Delta flow, water source, and/or particle 
tracking modeling is not necessary to support the evaluation of impacts of the alternatives 
on fish in the Delta, as discussed above. 

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 implementing the 
Recapture and Recirculation Plan, in compliance with NEPA and CEQA, as 
appropriate.  The Draft PEIS/R provides a description and analysis of the recapture of 
Interim and Restoration flows at a project level of detail and recirculation of recaptured 
flows at a program level of detail.  Consistent with the purpose of the PEIS/R, as 
described in Section 1.2, “Purpose and Uses of PEIS/R,” in the Draft PEIS/R, all 
subsequent site-specific evaluations, including the evaluation of recapture and 
recirculation, will be developed based in part on the information presented in the PEIS/R. 

Text has not been revised. 

EBMUD2-SA-2: Impacts to steelhead with respect to Delta flows are defined in Impact 
FSH-35, on page 5-101 of the Draft PEIS/R.  See also response to comment EBMUD2-
SA-1 for additional detail regarding the analyses of increased risk of entrainment in the 
Delta, and the basis for and level of detail in modeling conducted in support of these 
analyses. Text has not been revised. 

EBMUD2-SA-3: The analysis of potential impacts related to entrainment in the Delta is 
based on the best information available at the time the assessment was developed. As 
described in greater detail in response to comment EBMUD2-SA-1, the CalSim-II 
simulated system operations serve as a sufficient representation of expected system 
response to allow evaluation of potential impacts in the Draft PEIS/R. However, the 
simulations do not represent interior Delta operations with sufficient detail and certainty 
to support a more detailed analysis of Delta flow or water sources, or the application of 
particle tracking modeling.  The CalSim-II modeling output did support the application of 
DSM2, a hydrodynamic model of the Delta that provides mean monthly flow and salinity 
values for locations within the Delta at a level of detail and certainty consistent with that 
of the CalSim-II output. See response to comment EBMUD2-SA-1 for additional 
information relevant to this comment. Text has not been revised. 

EBMUD2-SA-4: The SJRRP management process involves a broad range of strategies to 
guide implementation of the Settlement consistent with the Act and incorporate a 
continuously growing set of historical data, specifically through the Interim Flows 
program, which facilitates collection of information, including water temperature. Data 
collected during the release and recapture of Interim Flows will be compiled annually 
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into the Annual Technical Report, which presents the results of analyses performed using 
those data, and identifies information needs. These data help to provide more specific 
information on the scope and magnitude of water temperature changes, and informs 
adaptive management of implementation that would include reducing adverse effects on 
aquatic habitats and species, if any. The Annual Technical Report is published each year 
at www.restoresjr.net. Text has not been revised.  
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3.11.4 Transcript of Visalia, California Public Hearing – May 24, 2011 
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Responses to Comments from Ron Jacobsma, Provided on Behalf of Friant Water 
Authority 
JACO-VI-1: Comment noted. As described in Section 1.5, “Preferred Alternative,” of 
this Final PEIS/R, Reclamation has identified Alternative C1 as the preferred alternative. 
Text has not been revised. 

JACO-VI-2: As described in MCR-2, “SJRRP Funding Availability, Sources, and Cost 
Estimates,” in Chapter  2.0, “Master Comment Responses,” of this Final PEIS/R, 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.  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. The Framework for Implementation can be found on the SJRRP Web site at 
www.restoresjr.net.  See also MCR-3, “Order and Schedule of Implementing Settlement 
Actions,” in Chapter 2.0 of this Final PEIS/R, for additional information relevant to this 
comment. Text has not been revised. 

JACO-VI-3: As described on page 2-32 of the Draft PEIS/R, Interim and Restoration 
flows reaching the Delta would be recaptured at existing facilities within the Delta 
consistent with applicable laws, regulations, BOs, and court orders in place at the time 
the water is recaptured. 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 the California 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 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 Operations BO (2009a) 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 is not revised in the Final PEIS/R. At the time the sensitivity analyses were 
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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 (2009a). 

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 
includes the RPAs set forth in the 2008 USFWS CVP/SWP Operations BO and 2009 
NMFS CVP/SWP Operations BO (2009a), 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. 

As described in Chapter 1.0, “Introduction,” of the Draft PEIS/R, Interim and Restoration 
flows would contribute a relatively small amount of water to the Delta compared to 
contributions of the San Joaquin and Sacramento rivers and other tributaries. Therefore, 
effects of the SJRRP would be negligible downstream from the Delta (in Suisun, San 
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Pablo, or San Francisco bays, or in the Pacific Ocean). For this reason, the Delta was 
identified as the downstream extent of the study area, and no modeling was performed to 
evaluate impacts downstream from the Delta.  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), as required by NEPA implementing regulations and State 
CEQA Guidelines. 

Text has not been revised.  
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Response to Comment from Allen Ishida, Provided on Behalf of Tulare Board of 
Supervisors 
TULA-VI-1: Comment noted. Text has not been revised. 
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