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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-01 

S-01-1 
The comment is noted; however, an environmentally preferred alternative is not identified in the 
Draft EIS. The preferred alternative has been identified in the Final EIS as the In-
Valley/Drainage-Impaired Area Land Retirement Alternative, as discussed in Section 2.15. 

S-01-2 
The commenter is correct. As shown in Section 4, Table 4-1, the Ocean Disposal Alternative 
would be subject to approval of the California Coastal Commission. A consistency determination 
would be sought if the Ocean Disposal Alternative is selected for further consideration. 
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COMMENT S-02. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE, 
STEVE SHAFFER 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-02 

S-02-1 
See Master Response ALT-S1 regarding source control assumptions for the project alternatives.   

S-02-2 
Economic impacts of project alternatives are discussed in Section 17.2. Environmental justice 
issues are described in Section 18.2. 

S-02-3 
Long-term management planning of retired lands is discussed in Master Response ALT-L1. 
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COMMENT S-03. STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD, GITA 
KAPAPHI 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-03 

S-03-1 
Section 5 has been revised to include a discussion of changes to flows in the San Joaquin River 
and Mud Slough.  A new Appendix D2 has been included in the Final EIS and provides results 
from CALSIM II modeling conducted to evaluate changes in flow at Vernalis.  Appendix D4 has 
also been modified to include an evaluation of changes in flows in Mud Slough.  As shown in the 
appendices and the revised Section 5, changes in flows are not significant for the action 
alternatives as compared to No Action.  Therefore, changes in water levels in the South Delta 
(further downstream from Vernalis) are, by inference, also not significant.   

S-03-2 
The incremental maximum monthly contribution to electrical conductivity (EC) from the Delta 
Disposal Alternatives at Clifton Court Forebay (the modeled station nearest to the San Joaquin 
River at Brandt Bridge, Old River near Middle River, and Old River at Tracy Road Bridge) was 
calculated to be 13.6 mg/L or 18.1 µmhos/cm (see Table 5.2-7 on page 5-69 of the Draft EIS). 
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COMMENT S-04. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, ANDY 
GORDUS 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-04 

S-04-1 
See Master Response MIT-2 in regard to mitigation planning. 

S-04-2 
The EIS is a NEPA document, not a joint CEQA/NEPA document. The depth of analysis 
required in an EIS should be commensurate with the decision that is the subject of consideration. 
The purpose of this EIS is to provide an environmental analysis among drainage service 
alternatives. Sufficient information has been provided to allow for an environmental comparison 
of those alternatives. 

Reclamation has developed mitigation cost estimates for each alternative based on the revised 
Section 20 and included them in the Appendix O of the Final EIS. A review of these cost 
estimates indicates that mitigation costs for each alternative are of a similar magnitude and 
would not significantly change the relative costs among alternatives.  

S-04-3a 
See Master Response BIO-3 in regard to impacts to wintering birds. 

S-04-3b 
See Master Response ALT-L3 regarding future uses of retired lands. 

S-04-4 
See Master Response ALT-M1 in regard to project funding. 

S-04-5 
Section 5 has been revised to include a discussion of changes to flows in the San Joaquin River 
and Mud Slough.  A new Appendix D2 has been included in the Final EIS and provides results 
from CALSIM II modeling conducted to evaluate changes in flow at Vernalis.  Appendix D4 has 
also been modified to include an evaluation of changes in flows in Mud Slough.  As shown in the 
appendices and the revised Section 5, changes in flows are not significant for the action 
alternatives as compared to No Action.  Because the effects are not significant, no mitigation is 
required.     
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COMMENT S-05. DELTA PROTECTION COMMISSION, LORI CLAMURRO 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-05 

S-05-1 
The comment is noted. Reclamation does not propose to acquire land for retirement. Instead, 
non-irrigation covenants would be negotiated with landowners. 
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COMMENT S-06. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, ANDY G. 
GORDUS 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-06 

S-06-1 
The preferred alternative, the In-Valley/Drainage-Impaired Area Land Retirement Alternative, is 
identified in the Final EIS. 

S-06-2 
Section 20 of the Final EIS has been revised to include additional details about mitigation and 
adaptive management. Mitigation cost estimates are presented in Appendix O. Also see Master 
Responses MIT-1 and ALT-M1. 
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S-06-3 
The comment is noted. Restoration of retired lands to native habitat is discussed in Master 
Response ALT-L3. Reclamation does not propose to purchase land for retirement. Instead, non-
irrigation covenants would be negotiated with landowners. 

S-06-4 
See Master Response BIO-2 in regard to impacts to threatened and endangered species.  

S-06-5 
Section 5 has been revised to include a discussion of changes to flows in the San Joaquin River 
and Mud Slough.  A new Appendix D2 has been included in the Final EIS and provides results 
from CALSIM II modeling conducted to evaluate changes in flow at Vernalis.  Appendix D4 has 
also been modified to include an evaluation of changes in flows in Mud Slough.  As shown in the 
appendices and the revised Section 5, changes in flows are not significant for the action 
alternatives as compared to No Action.  Because the effects are not significant, no mitigation is 
required.     

S-06-6 
See Master Response BIO-3 in regard to impacts to wintering birds. 

S-06-7 
The Northerly Area evaporation basin is located adjacent to Grasslands Conservation Resource 
District land and the Grasslands Wildlife Area. The Final EIS has been modified to include this 
information. The Grassland Resource Conservation District in Figure 14-1 has been relabeled to 
accurately describe the area shown.  

S-06-8 
Providing full Level 4 water supplies to refuges is outside of the scope of this EIS.  If feasible, 
water supplies for mitigation habitat could be conveyed to refuges after use in mitigation habitat.  
However, at this stage of mitigation planning, no assurance that such actions will be feasible can 
be provided.   

S-06-9 
The possibility that reuse areas may attract wildlife does exist. Reclamation is evaluating 
management concepts that would address such concerns. Management would make reuse areas 
unattractive for use and/or interrupt the food chain movement of constituents such as Se. An 
obvious consideration is the avoidance of standing water or ponding of water. Reclamation staff 
is evaluating designs to prevent ponding. Another concept may lie in the types of vegetation used 
at reuse sites. Tall, robust grasses may provide habitat for rodents, but the structure of that 
habitat would reduce the availability of rodents to predators such as Swainson’s hawk.  
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S-06-10 
The first sentence on page 8-23 states: “No data could be found that relate dietary Se 
concentrations to effects to the bird species most likely to nest and breed at evaporation basins 
(recurvirostrids such as stilts and avocets).” This sentence indicates that no Se dietary toxicity 
study results are available for these species. The following sentences indicate that the available 
toxicity data for these species link observed effects to Se concentrations in egg tissue. 

S-06-11 
Section 20 has been revised to include more detailed mitigation and adaptive management 
information. 

S-06-12 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

S-06-13 
See Master Response MIT-1 in regard to adaptive management and monitoring. 

S-06-14 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and 
technologies. 

S-06-15 
The text in Appendix G, Section G2.1, has been revised to clarify that four evaporation basins 
would be constructed under the In-Valley Disposal Alternative. 

A literature search was conducted to identify aquatic organisms commonly found in Central 
Valley evaporation basins and included review of data on Tulare Lake Drainage District ponds 
(Euliss et al. 1991), Barbizon Ponds (Tribbey 1988; Parker and Knight 1992), Carmel Ranch 
Ponds (Tribbey 1988), Sumner Peck ponds (Parker and Knight 1992), Pryse ponds (Parker and 
Knight 1992), and Meyers ponds (Parker and Knight 1989). Notonectidae were only found in 
one study, and only in the least saline cells, where they comprise low number of the total counts 
of swimming insects (Tribbey 1988; Tribbey and Beckingham 1986). 

Appendix G, Section G.2.3.4, has been corrected to state that Westlake Farms Section 23 
mitigation habitat is 640 acres. 

Shorebirds are divided into “breeding” and “nonbreeding” categories based on their tendencies to 
nest at evaporation basins. However, all bird categories (including divers such as the ruddy duck 
and dabblers such as the American coot) are evaluated for both reproductive effects during the 
breeding season and nonreproductive effects during other seasons. Results are presented in 
Appendix G, Section G7.3. 
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The first paragraph of Appendix G, Section G2.3.5, has been revised to include the California 
least tern as a Federally and State-listed species known to occur at Central Valley evaporation 
basins. 

The second paragraph of Appendix G, Section G3.1.2, has been revised to state “malformations 
in developing fetus or embryo).” 

TLDD basins contain lower salinity levels than those expected to occur at the proposed 
evaporation basins. In addition, the proposed evaporation basins will not have a hydraulic 
connection to existing water bodies. It is possible but unlikely that mosquito fish will become 
established. 

The second paragraph of Appendix G, Section G7.2, regarding the duration of exposure of 
overwintering birds at evaporation basins, has been deleted. 

The Service-recommended threshold cited in Appendix G, Section G7.2.1.2, is based on a no-
observed-effects concentration of 6 mg/kg in eggs. This concentration has been clarified in the 
document. 

While it is agreed that marine bird species such as the snowy plover may be more tolerant of 
trace metals than other species, no assumptions were made for this analysis because evidence is 
limited. 
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COMMENT S-07. CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, 
CENTRAL COAST REGION, ROGER W. BRIGGS 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-07 

S-07-1 
As stated in Appendix L of the Draft EIS, the Ocean Disposal Alternative would require an 
NPDES permit under CWA Section 402. Water quality effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative 
in relation to CWA effluent limitations are discussed in Master Response SW-13. 

S-07-2 
The commenter indicated that CEQA compliance is Reclamation’s responsibility. No lead 
agency for the CEQA analysis has been identified at this time, as described in Master Response 
REG-2. The NEPA requirements for this project are being met by Reclamation’s Final EIS. 

S-07-3 
The comment is noted. Reclamation will comply with all monitoring and reporting requirements 
of the NPDES permit and other necessary permits or regulations. 

S-07-4 
More detailed information has been included in the Final EIS to identify the full range of 
contaminants likely to be contained in the effluent. See Master Response SW-13. 

S-07-5 
Master Response SW-8 provides additional information about the environmental setting of the 
outfall area. 

S-07-6 
See Master Responses SW-13, SE-1, and SW-9 through SW-12 for additional details about water 
quality, bioaccumulation, toxicity, and other effects related to the Ocean Disposal Alternative 
outfall. 

S-07-7 
More detailed information has been included in the Final EIS to address the effluent quality of 
the Ocean Disposal Alternative discharge. See Master Responses SW-13, REG-1, and GEN-1. 

S-07-8 
See Master Response SW-6 in regard to the need to treat discharge under the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative. 

S-07-9 
Appraisal-level mitigation cost estimates are presented in Appendix O of the Final EIS. 
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S-07-10 
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to cost estimates for the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

S-07-11 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline diameter would be 36 inches or less. The text of 
Section 2.8.1 has been revised to reflect this. See Master Response ALT-P3 for a discussion of 
pipeline design. 

S-07-12 
The comment is noted.  The project schedule for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is shown in 
Section 2.8.2.  Permitting requirements are discussed in Section 4.   

S-07-13 
Erosion control measures such as the use of BMPs to stabilize soils and restrict sediment 
movement from construction areas are standard engineering practices that would be included in 
the project design and implemented during construction. As such, they would be addressed in 
detail in later design stages if the Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further 
consideration. Use of these measures along with similar measures required under the 
Construction General Permit and Section 404 permit would render the effects from pipeline and 
outfall construction not significant.  Section 5.2.8.1 describes the use of BMPs for erosion 
control during construction of the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

See Master Response SW-13 for additional information about water quality impacts to receiving 
waters from the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

S-07-14 
For the Draft EIS, wetland impacts due to pipeline construction were evaluated at an appraisal 
level of design (see Master Response GEN-1). Additional feasibility and final design studies 
would address specific wetland impacts to pipeline crossings once specific routes are selected. 
Reclamation will address its regulatory compliance responsibility as defined through the CWA 
and other relevant laws and regulations. In the permitting process, the project would be designed 
to avoid impacts to wetlands to the maximum extent possible. Construction practices would be 
implemented to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands. Mitigation for unavoidable impacts 
would be provided.  

S-07-15 
Section 20 and other parts of the Final EIS have been updated to include additional mitigation 
planning information. See Master Response MIT-2 for further discussion. 

S-07-16 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 



Appendix P4 
State Agency Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P4_State  P4-31 

COMMENT S-08. CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, 
CENTRAL VALLEY REGION, KENNETH D. LANDAU 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-08 

S-08-1, 2 
Comments noted. No response necessary. 

S-08-3 
See Master Response ALT-S1 for a discussion of source control planning and analysis. 



Appendix P4 
State Agency Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P4_State  P4-40 

S-08-4 
Evaporation basins are considered to be an effective method for reducing the volume of drainage 
during the 50-year planning period for the In-Valley Alternatives. 

S-08-5 
The comment is noted. Reclamation has addressed the environmental impacts of the proposed 
project in sufficient detail to evaluate the relative environmental impacts among project 
alternatives. See Master Response GEN-1 for a discussion of the level of detail of the EIS 
analysis. 

S-08-6 
Since all of the action alternatives would exceed the current Federal spending limit authorized 
under the San Luis Act, Reclamation is required to obtain Congressional authorization to 
increase the project funding ceiling for the San Luis Unit. In addition to authorizing an increase 
in the spending limit for the San Luis Unit, Congress must also provide annual appropriations to 
fund the final design, construction, and acquisition phases required to implement the features of 
the selected alternative. 

S-08-7 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and 
technologies. 

S-08-8 
Reclamation agrees with the comment. See Master Response MIT-1 for a discussion of adaptive 
management and monitoring. 

S-08-9 
Additional details on construction, operation, and closure of evaporation basins will be 
developed in a separate feasibility report, which will be available after the ROD. 

S-08-10 
Based on the cost-estimating assumptions described in Section 2.12 of the Final EIS (primarily 
the 50-year project planning period), evaporation basin closure costs were not included in project 
cost estimates for any of the In-Valley Alternatives, including alternatives that include land 
retirement. 

Cost estimates for each alternative were prepared in accordance with Reclamation instructions 
for appraisal-level studies (see Master Response GEN-1). Appraisal-level cost estimates are 
based mostly on existing information with a very limited amount of new data but are adequate to 
support a preliminary assessment of alternatives. The level of data and sophistication of the 
analyses are adequate to support a decision whether the alternatives should be carried forward for 
more detailed analyses and cost estimates (i.e., feasibility level) or eliminated from further 
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consideration. This decision is necessarily subjective, based on existing data, input from various 
specialists, and the judgment of Reclamation personnel. 

S-08-11 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and 
technologies. 

S-08-12 
Management of the RO waste stream consists of biotreatment for Se removal, followed by 
volume reduction in evaporation basins and in-place salt burial. Costs for RO waste stream 
management are included in the total project costs. See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to 
the evaluation of water treatment options and technologies. 

S-08-13 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and 
technologies. 

S-08-14 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and 
technologies. 

S-08-15, 16 
Adaptive management strategies pertain to uncertain future environmental impacts and are not 
related to uncertainties in treatment. Biotreatment and RO treatment technologies have a 
demonstrated track record for full-scale Se removal and desalination, respectively, and have been 
commercially available and implemented at many locations in the United States. See Master 
Responses MIT-1 and ALT-T1 for additional discussion. 

S-08-17 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

S-08-18 
The comment is noted. See Master Responses MIT-1 and ALT-T1, which discuss adaptive 
management and monitoring and the evaluation of treatment technologies, respectively. 

S-08-19 
As described in Section 12, the benefits of providing drainage service were estimated as the costs 
avoided relative to the No Action Alternative. These avoided costs fall into three categories: 

• Irrigation management costs 
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• Net revenue losses resulting from the restricted crop mix 

• Net revenue losses from land retired 

Additional benefits were also estimated for the Land Retirement Alternatives based on the 
reduction in cost of acquiring irrigation water for retired land or, if enough land is retired, the 
increase in agricultural production resulting from reallocating irrigation water from the San Luis 
Unit to irrigate other CVP land. 

S-08-20 
The summary of estimated costs shown in Table 2.12-1 does not include cost estimates for any 
Out-of-Valley Disposal Alternative that incorporates land retirement. Therefore, this table is of 
little value for comparing In-Valley/Land Retirement Disposal Alternatives to Out-of-
Valley/Land Retirement Disposal Alternatives. The results of the analysis comparing the various 
land retirement alternatives to each other are presented in Appendix K.  

Likewise, the costs presented in Tables 17-4 and 17-5 are specific types of costs and should not 
be used alone to compare one alternative to another. Costs shown in Table 17-4 are project 
implementation expenditures or an estimate of the outlay of capital required for initial 
construction and startup of the drainage facilities. Table 17-5 lists the annual operation, 
maintenance, and replacement costs (including energy costs) required to operate and maintain 
project facilities over the 50-year planning period. 

S-08-21, 22 
The comment is noted. Repayment was developed as part of the Feasibility Study. 

S-08-23 
Aquatic and wetland resources are addressed in Section 7 of the EIS. See also Response to 
Comment S-08-24, below. 

S-08-24 
No direct discharges from the Northerly Area or Westlands to adjacent wetlands are allowed or 
anticipated under existing conditions or all future conditions.  Occasionally, storm event flows 
originating in the drainage area upslope from the Northerly Area are bypassed into wetland 
supply channels in accordance with the Storm Event Management Plan for the Grassland Area 
Drainage Project.  These flows would likely continue under the action and No Action 
alternatives.  Unplanned and uncontrolled seepage into wetland water supply channels is 
discussed in Section 5.  Seepage into unlined wetland supply channels may increase under the 
No Action Alternative as a result of the rising groundwater table.  Water quality of wetland 
supply water from the Delta Mendota Canal will improve under the action alternatives due to the 
treatment and disposal of sump discharges that are currently discharging into the canal.  This 
effect is further described in Section 5.    
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S-08-25 
Unmanaged seepage can conceivably emerge from unlined and abandoned channels if the 
channel bottoms are deeper than the water table. Reclamation recognizes that shallow 
groundwater moves to drains in downslope areas where no irrigation occurs. However, the 
volume of this seepage is minimal and can be managed. Substantial data and analysis show that 
the primary factor affecting seepage and drainage is irrigation. Land retirement will thus remove 
the primary factor influencing drainage. Furthermore, the potential for seepage and pollutant 
accumulation is reduced as a result of land retirement. For example, in Westlands Water District, 
an ongoing Reclamation land-retirement demonstration project points to local irrigation as the 
primary influence on shallow groundwater levels; groundwater levels declined underneath the 
retired lands. 

Similarly, the reuse facilities are managed operations and are assumed to include subsurface tile 
drains. These drainage systems will be designed to collect percolating reuse water to prevent 
rising water levels, excessive salt accumulation, and downslope migration of water and dissolved 
constituents. 

S-08-26 
See Master Responses ALT-T1, SW-13, SW-9, SE-1, SW-4, SW-5, SW-1, and SW-3. 

S-08-27 
If an alternative involving land retirement is selected and funded, Reclamation will offer land 
retirement in place of drainage service to owners of all eligible lands. Participation in the land 
retirement program will be at the discretion of the landowners. However, no drainage service 
will be provided for lands identified for retirement. If participation is less than anticipated, an 
adaptive management approach will be developed to ensure that the selected alternative is 
effectively implemented.  

S-08-28 
To ensure that drainage reductions due to land retirement actions are met, Reclamation will 
construct facilities designed to handle only the volume of drainage projected for the selected 
alternative.  If land retirement actions are more or less effective than projected, Reclamation will 
have the opportunity to adjust facility designs or the land retirement program during the adaptive 
management phase of implementation.  It should be noted that the project construction schedule 
allows for half of the drainage facilities to be constructed immediately and half to be constructed 
in 15 years, allowing ample time to adjust the land retirement program or facilities if necessary.   

S-08-29 
Section 2 in the Draft EIS provides a graphical representation of the project schedule including 
the initial construction period for all alternatives. For the In-Valley Alternatives, approximately 
half of the drainage reuse and treatment facilities would be constructed during the initial 
construction period, which depending on the alternative would range from 2 to 6 years. 
Additional facilities would be constructed 10 to 15 years later depending on the rate at which in-
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field drains are installed. Construction of the Out-of-Valley Disposal Alternatives would take 
place over a longer time period, ranging from 6 to 8 years, and costs would increase during this 
timeframe to approximately $100 million per year. 

S-08-30 
Drainage impacts are described in the Draft EIS. The schedule for implementation presented in 
the Draft EIS shows that drainage service will be provided as farmers install tile drains. The 
implementation details are provided in the Source Control Memorandum. The remedial action is 
providing drainage service, and this will occur over time. 

S-08-31 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

S-08-32 
See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs. 

S-08-33, 34 
From a water balance perspective, participation in drainage service through installation of on-
farm tile drains by less than the estimated two-thirds of growers will result in a water in-balance 
and will not achieve the desired effect of stabilizing the water table rise.  However, as with land 
retirement, the drainage benefit of lowering the shallow groundwater table is most apparent in 
fields with drains.  As such, ancillary benefits obtained from neighboring fields are unlikely to be 
sufficient to allow salt balance in the crop root zone, which would provide an incentive to 
participate in the drainage service program.   

S-08-35 
See Master Response ALT-S1 in regard to the evaluation of source control actions. 

S-08-36 
Tile drain depth also plays into the timing of the flow from the tile systems and the amount of 
groundwater storage available above the drains. These two items (timing and storage) have an 
important impact on the flow to reuse in a manner that reuse can best use the drainwater. 
Drainflow from reuse to the treatment plants downstream from reuse also requires regulation 
(deeper drain depth) to make the treatment plants more economical and efficient. These reasons, 
both timing of flow and potential groundwater storage to regulate drainflow, make it necessary to 
use drain depths 1 to 3 feet deeper than usual. 

S-08-37 
Estimates of future tile discharge include conservation measures that will be implemented to 
minimize the amount of future tile drain water that will have to be dealt with. Evaporation pond 
sizing will be based on the smallest size feasible to provide adequate disposal. 
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S-08-38 
The Draft EIS used a three-dimensional numerical groundwater-flow model (originally 
developed by the USGS) to analyze how shifts in water sources (imported surface water and 
local groundwater), water application rates, and land use potentially affect groundwater levels 
and flow in upslope and downslope areas. The Draft EIS did not consider the elimination of 
lands outside the drainage-impaired area (upslope lands) from irrigated agricultural production. 
Candidate lands for retirement were located within the drainage-impaired area, and their 
retirement reduces the estimated drainflow volume produced. 

From a drainage study area perspective, the expected benefit of retiring upslope lands is linked 
with the source of irrigation water applied to the remaining active lands. For example, irrigation 
with local groundwater can have a beneficial effect relative to water table conditions. The 
extraction and consumption of local groundwater increases the forces driving groundwater 
movement into deeper portions of the aquifer, decreases the total volume of water stored beneath 
the subsurface, and lowers the elevation of the water table. In contrast, upslope irrigation solely 
with imported surface water reduces local groundwater consumption and can exacerbate shallow 
water table conditions. 

In the Draft EIS, alternatives considered that include a land retirement component assume that 
local groundwater use remains constant, regardless of whether or not surface-water supplies are 
redirected within the districts. In this way, the pumping benefit is maintained and total applied 
water necessarily decreases as lands are taken out of production. The land retirement alternatives 
are therefore designed to meet three objectives: reduce drainflow volume, improve the quality of 
drainflow to be treated, and minimize the area underlain by a shallow water table by maintaining 
local groundwater use and reducing the total volume of irrigation water applied. 

S-08-39 
The three-dimensional numerical groundwater-flow model described in Response to Comment 
S-08-38 uses mean annual recharge and pumpage data to project long-term (49-year) changes in 
annual water-table elevation. The land retirement alternatives analyzed were designed to meet 
both short- and long-term benefits: reduce drainflow volume, improve the quality of drainflow to 
be treated, and minimize the area underlain by a shallow water table. The Draft EIS did not 
analyze conditions past the 49-year planning period. 

S-08-40 
In the drainage study area, groundwater movement is primarily downward resulting from the 
combined response to deep percolation of irrigation water and pumpage from deep water supply 
wells. From a drainage study areawide perspective, much more water moves in the vertical 
direction than horizontally, and groundwater level and quality impacts occur primarily under the 
irrigated fields. 

Deep percolation beneath upslope lands is intercepted at the water table, which is deep relative to 
the shallow groundwater conditions observed in the drainage-impaired area. This deep 
percolation continues to migrate vertically downward, and is eventually captured by deep 
pumping water supply wells. Therefore, the Draft EIS analysis and current hydrologic 
understanding of the system indicate that irrigation of upslope lands is not a substantial direct 
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source of water and dissolved constituents to drainwater collected in the downslope drainage-
impaired area. 

S-08-41 
Upslope “drainage,” which Reclamation interprets as deep percolation or water-table recharge, is 
addressed in the Draft EIS by assuming that source control efforts decrease recharge 15 to 25 
percent. Also, the Draft EIS assumes that the total volume of local groundwater consumed by 
agriculture does not change, thereby continuing its beneficial effects by driving groundwater 
movement into deeper portions of the aquifer, decreasing the total volume of water in storage, 
and lowering the water table. 

S-08-42 
The project description specifies that the total volume of local groundwater used for irrigation is 
not altered by land retirement and potential changes in surface-water supply availability. In the 
drainage study area, irrigation with local groundwater has beneficial effects; the extraction and 
consumption of local groundwater increases the forces driving groundwater movement into 
deeper portions of the aquifer, decreases the total volume of water storage beneath the 
subsurface, and lowers the elevation of the water table. Hence with continued pumping, deep 
percolation that migrates beneath upslope lands continues moving vertically downwards where it 
is eventually captured primarily by deep pumping water supply wells. 

S-08-43 
Source control efforts including irrigation improvements and seepage reduction decrease deep 
percolation (water-table recharge). The action alternatives assume that, in the Northerly Area, 
source control efforts decrease recharge by 19 to 25 percent, and in the upslope areas of 
Westlands Water District, source control efforts decrease recharge by 15 percent. Additionally, 
the project description specifies that the total volume of local groundwater used for irrigation is 
not altered by land retirement and surface-water supply availability. Hence, continued 
groundwater consumption increases the forces driving groundwater movement into deeper 
portions of the aquifer, decreases the total volume of water storage beneath the subsurface, and 
lowers the elevation of the water table. 

S-08-44 
Reclamation has identified these acres as gross acreages for the purpose of this environmental 
analysis.  

S-08-45 
The comment is noted. See Master Responses MIT-1 and ALT-T1, which discuss adaptive 
management and monitoring and the evaluation of treatment technologies, respectively. 

S-08-46 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT S-09. CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION (2 OF 2), MARK 
DELAPLAINE 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-09 

S-09-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

S-09-2 
The information and analysis provided for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is adequate for an 
appraisal-level design, as discussed in Master Response GEN-1. If this alternative were advanced 
for further consideration, additional analysis would be conducted. For additional information on 
environmental effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative, see Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, 
SW-11, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-10. 

S-09-3 
This comment correctly notes that far-field impacts to water quality in Estero Bay were not 
explicitly evaluated in the Draft EIS analysis of the Ocean Disposal Alternative. However, the 
diffuser design analysis demonstrated that the concentration of effluent, and concentrations of 
particular constituents of concern in the effluent, will be diluted to levels below appropriate 
water quality standards very quickly after discharge, and thus surrounding ocean areas will 
experience relatively low levels of effluent. For example, even under the infrequently (<1 
percent of the time) occurring condition when there are zero ocean currents above the diffuser, 
Se concentrations would reach the applicable water quality criterion of 15 µg/L between 6 and 
12 meters above the diffuser. With maximum expected currents, diffusion to the water quality 
criterion would be achieved only 2 meters above the diffuser (see Section 5.2.8.3 of EIS, page 5-
65). Thus, the water quality criterion would be met very quickly after discharge. At locations 
farther from the diffuser, dilution would reduce constituent concentrations to levels well below 
the water quality standard. Furthermore, in the extensive data gathering undertaken for the Draft 
EIS analysis, no evidence was found to indicate that the diffuser would discharge into a closed 
circulation cell, thereby leading to long-term accumulation of contaminants in the bay. Rough 
estimates suggest that “stagnant” conditions – i.e., conditions under which current speeds are less 
than 0.02 meters per second – occur in the vicinity of the diffuser only 1 percent of the time, and 
for durations of around one hour (though in some cases up to three hours). This estimate is based 
on analysis of ADCP data at the NOAA Point San Luis station for the years 1997-2002. 
Therefore, long-term accumulation in vicinity of the diffuser does not seem to be an impact that 
would result from the discharge. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred 
alternative in the ROD, a more detailed analysis of the potential for long-term accumulation 
contaminants in the vicinity of the discharge would be required and conducted. 

For additional information on environmental effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative, see 
Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-11, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-10. 

S-09-4 
If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were pursued, Reclamation would initiate a consistency 
determination with the California Coastal Commission. 
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COMMENT S-10. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION, 
RICHARD G. RAYBURN 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-10 

S-10-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

S-10-2 
Neither identification of an agency-preferred alternative nor an environmentally preferred 
alternative is required in a Draft EIS. The agency-preferred alternative must be identified in the 
Final EIS (see Section 2.15), and the environmentally preferred alternative must be identified in 
the ROD (and Reclamation will do so). 

S-10-3 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

S-10-4 
The comment pertains to the PAR rather than the Draft EIS. A new, more thorough alternatives 
evaluation was conducted for the Draft EIS. For additional discussion about the level of design 
of the EIS, see Master Response GEN-1. 

S-10-5 
No water from the San Luis Drain is currently discharged to the Bay-Delta; therefore, a study of 
long-term biological effects of drainwater discharge into the Bay-Delta is not possible. See 
Master Responses SW-1 and SW-2. 

S-10-6 
Estimated effects to biological resources within the Draft EIS are based on the best available 
information. That information, current scientific principles, and comments such as this will be 
taken into consideration in the selection of the preferred alternative.  

S-10-7 
See Master Response REG-3 in regard to compliance of the Delta Disposal Alternatives with the 
Se-based TMDL. 

S-10-8 
Diffuser modeling conducted in the Draft EIS demonstrates that the diffuser can be designed to 
achieve adequate dilution in the zone of initial dilution. Concentrations of particular constituents 
of concern in the effluent will be diluted to levels below appropriate water quality standards very 
quickly after discharge and, thus, surrounding ocean areas will experience relatively low levels 
of effluent. For example, even under the infrequently (< 1 percent of the time) occurring 
condition when zero ocean currents are above the diffuser, Se concentrations would reach the 
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applicable water quality criterion of 15 µg/L between 6 and 12 meters above the diffuser. With 
maximum expected currents, diffusion to the water quality criterion would be achieved only 2 
meters above the diffuser (see Section 5.2.8.3, page 5-65). Thus, the water quality criterion 
would be met very quickly after discharge. At locations farther from the diffuser, dilution would 
reduce constituent concentrations to levels well below the water quality standard. It is also 
important to note that ocean currents behave differently than flows in the Delta, where reversing 
tidal flows (“sloshing”) can result in long-term accumulation of effluent, which can sometimes 
produce effluent concentrations above initial dilution concentrations. This process will not occur 
in the ocean. 

S-10-9 
See Response to Comment S-10-6. 

S-10-10 
If the Ocean Disposal Alternative is selected for implementation, Reclamation would address all 
Federal regulatory responsibilities designed to protect resources. Reclamation agrees that 
collection of a baseline set of ecological processes would require a long-term multiyear 
monitoring effort that is beyond the scope of reasonable research required for NEPA analysis.  

S-10-11 
See Master Response BIO-1 in regard to the Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report. 

S-10-12 
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of analysis for the Ocean Disposal Alternative 
pipeline route. 
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COMMENT S-11. CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, 
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION, BRUCE H. WOLFE 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-11 

S-11-1 
The comment is noted. Specific comments on these issues are addressed in the responses below. 

S-11-2, 3 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

S-11-4 
See Master Response REG-1 in regard to permit requirements for the proposed action. 
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S-11-5 
The CWA Section 303(d) list is discussed in Section 5. Table 5.1-12, Selected Water Quality 
Objectives and Criteria for Bay-Delta Waters in the Carquinez Strait and Chipps Island Vicinity, 
includes Se as a Section 303(d)-listed constituent.  

S-11-6 
Reclamation recognizes that mass loading is a future issue and has based the effects analysis in 
the EIS on changes to Se in potential food-chain items. The TMDL has not yet been adopted, and 
the EIS analysis cannot be based on potential future requirements. The Delta Disposal 
Alternatives would be required to comply with TMDLs. 

S-11-7 
The comment is noted. Section 4 and Appendix L describe the regulatory environment and 
compliance requirements that would apply to the proposed alternatives. As shown in Section 4, 
Table 4-1, all of the action alternatives would have to comply with the CWA. Appendix L, 
Section L3.1 states that the Delta and Ocean Disposal Alternatives would require NPDES 
permits in compliance with CWA Section 402. 

S-11-8 
The comment that soils with high Se levels could also have high mercury concentrations is 
noted. Existing data on mercury concentrations in shallow groundwater are shown in Appendix 
C, Table C2-7. Mercury concentrations may be further reduced by biotreatment. Table 5.1-14 in 
Section 5 lists mercury and other constituents that are subject to TMDLs and the priority ranking 
for each constituent. The Delta Disposal Alternatives would be required to comply with TMDLs.  

S-11-9 
Even though an advisory is already in place for consumption of waterfowl, the advisory does not 
prohibit waterfowl consumption but recommends that consumption be limited to a certain 
amount per month. Based on the modeling conducted for the SLDFR to date, it is expected that 
there will be a significant increase in bioaccumulation in Asian clams, which are eaten by scoters 
and scaups (the waterfowl species to which the advisory pertains). This could result in a revision 
to the current advisory that recommends lower consumption rates than those currently in place. 
This would be considered a significant effect compared to No Action. 

S-11-10 
The EIS discusses existing data on Se concentrations in fish tissue in the Bay-Delta in Section 
8.1.4. Recently collected data have been added to this section for the Final EIS. At this time, no 
regulatory standard exists for fish tissue concentrations of Se, and the draft fish tissue standard 
proposed by the EPA is under debate and is unlikely to be implemented in its current form. The 
EIS analysis cannot be based on potential future requirements. 
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COMMENT S-12. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES, 
GERALD E. JOHNS 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT S-12 

S-12-1 
Reclamation has provided a sufficient level of detail in the project description to allow an 
adequate environmental review of the project alternatives. See Master Response GEN-1.  
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S-12-2 
The Project Team has incorporated additional, more recent data into the Final EIS. See Sections 
5.1, 7.1, and 8.1 for updates to the Affected Environment discussions for surface water resources, 
biological resources, and Se bioaccumulation.  

S-12-3 
The beneficial use of drainwater outside of the San Joaquin Valley is not proposed as part of the 
Out-of-Valley Disposal Alternatives.  If one of these alternatives were selected and funded, 
incidental uses of drainwater such as for cooling water at power plants could be investigated.   

S-12-4 
In the drainage study area, groundwater movement is primarily downward resulting from the 
combined response to deep percolation of irrigation water and pumpage from deep water supply 
wells. From a project-wide perspective, much more water moves in the vertical direction than 
horizontally, and groundwater level and quality impacts occur primarily under the irrigated 
fields. The Draft EIS utilized a three-dimensional numerical groundwater-flow model (originally 
developed by the USGS) to analyze groundwater levels and flow in up- and downslope areas. In 
general, model results and current hydrologic understanding of the system indicates the primary 
groundwater impact in any given area is irrigation and artificial drainage of that area. The 
retirement of downslope land is, therefore, not expected to significantly increase lateral 
subsurface flows from upslope lands. 

S-12-5 
Salt handling and burial are described in Section 2.4.1.3. 

S-12-6 
See Master Response EC-1 in regard to the economic analyses of the project alternatives. Costs 
and escalation factors for energy were developed based on accepted practices for Reclamation 
projects. 

S-12-7 
Reuse of drainwater is already included in all EIS alternatives. 

S-12-8 
Section 2.3.2.3 lists a variety of crops that would be considered suitable for any reuse area. 
Specific directives about which crop types should be grown are not intended but are left up to the 
management of each reuse facility. Adaptive management would allow changes in crops in 
response to salinity or economic conditions in the future. Tree varieties are included in Section 
2.3.2.3 as a part of the potential crop mix. 
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S-12-9 
Reclamation has provided a sufficient level of detail in the project description to allow an 
adequate environmental review of the project alternatives. See Master Response GEN-1. 

S-12-10 
Table ES-10 has been revised to include quantitative descriptions of effects for each resource 
area where available.   

S-12-11 
Under NEPA, project alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, are evaluated over the 
time the project is implemented, not in comparison to current conditions (40 Federal Register 
18026 [1981]). 

S-12-12 
The commenter noted that the Executive Summary should briefly describe the need for the 
project. The second paragraph of the Executive Summary states: “A long-term sustainable salt 
and water balance is needed to ensure sustainable agriculture in the Unit and the region.” 

S-12-13, 14 
As shown in Table 1-3 and Appendix C, 97,000 AF/yr is the drainage volume before any flow 
reduction measures and without any land retirement. 

S-12-15 
The Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related Land 
Resources Implementation Studies (P&G) provides guidelines for selection of the Preferred 
Alternative. See Master Response ALT-A1. All alternatives were evaluated to the same level of 
detail in the Draft EIS. 

S-12-16 
Under the No Action Alternative, some lands may be fallowed and subsequently brought back 
into production. This change in irrigation for particular sections of land is currently occurring in 
the Unit based on decisions made by farmers in response to factors including water availability 
and price, crop economics, and land conditions.  Section 12.2.3 of the EIS describes the changes 
in agricultural production and economics that are predicted to occur under the No Action 
Alternative. 

S-12-17 
If the comment refers to the pumps in the collection system, it is not possible to convey the 
drainwater for farms lower in elevation than the reuse facilities to the reuse facilities without 
pumping. However, the In-Valley/Water Needs Land Retirement Alternative collection system 
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farmlands are above the reuse facilities and would not require pumping.  If the comment refers to 
the pumps on the 160-acre farm parcels, the increase in earthwork would be considerable and not 
possible in many cases. The minimum cover would be 11 or 13 feet instead of 3 feet. More 
importantly, groundwater would make excavation much more difficult. 

S-12-18 
The commenter requests that Reclamation specify current groundwater quality and anticipated 
level of degradation in Section 2.3.2.3. Groundwater quality is discussed in Appendix C, and 
Tables C2-15 through C2-18 summarize groundwater quality before and after reuse. 

S-12-19 
Section 12.2.4 of the Draft EIS presents the projected changes in salt concentrations in the reuse 
areas over time. The modeling shows that salt concentrations in the root zone, drainwater, and 
shallow groundwater of the Northerly Area would remain similar, while concentrations in the 
Westlands reuse areas would increase, reaching a steady state after 10 to 15 years of use. Note 
that the geochemical analyses conducted for this EIS assumed that salts in solid form are in 
equilibrium with dissolved forms and did not specifically include any limitations on the salt 
formation and dissolution rates (reaction kinetics); therefore, the analyses are of limited use in 
quantifying the time period required to reach steady state conditions. Additional geochemical 
modeling is being conducted as part of the feasibility investigation. 

S-12-20 
“Effective rainfall” is rainfall that infiltrates the soil surface and becomes available for plant use. 

S-12-21 
The commenter requests that Section 2.3.2.3 discuss recent land purchases and settlements, the 
amount of acreage, and where the land is located. Purchases and settlements are detailed in Table 
2.3-1.  

S-12-22 
Engineering analyses conducted since the publication of the Draft EIS have demonstrated that 
incorporating the Drain as part of the collection and conveyance system for this area is not 
practical. Therefore, the paragraph in Section 2.3.2.3 in which the referenced sentence appears 
has been deleted from the Final EIS. 

S-12-23 
Appraisal-level designs and cost estimates contain adequate detail for the evaluation of 
alternatives in the EIS. Subsequent designs and cost estimates using a greater level of detail may 
result in design and cost modifications. See Master Response GEN-1. 
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S-12-24 
Drainage systems planned for the reuse facilities would prevent significant groundwater water 
movement to the James Bypass and Fresno Slough over time. 

S-12-25 
Groundwater quality is discussed in Appendix C. 

S-12-26 
Reclamation based its assumptions about land use on retired lands upon current conditions at 
other retired lands in the San Joaquin Valley. These assumptions were needed to evaluate 
operations and maintenance costs for retired lands and to reasonably account for land 
management costs needed to avoid nuisance conditions. Alternative land uses could be proposed 
for the retired lands in the future, and at that time the proposed actions would be required to 
undergo environmental review as required by NEPA and/or CEQA. 

S-12-27 
See Response to Comment S-12-26. 

S-12-28 
The year 2001 was selected as the baseline for the purpose of developing an environmental 
analysis. The Affected Environment characteristics for each resource area were described based 
on data available at the start of the analysis. Some conditions will change over the course of 
long-term planning projects such as the SLDFR. The analysis was updated when feasible if the 
changes in condition affect the conclusions of the environmental analysis.  Small changes in land 
retirement between 2001 and 2004 were not deemed to have the potential to affect the 
conclusions of the analysis.  Also see Master Response ALT-N1 for a discussion on existing 
conditions and No Action assumptions.  

S-12-29 
A 30-day no action period will follow the publication of the Final EIS.  Following the no action 
period, Reclamation will adopt the Final EIS as adequate in compliance with NEPA and make a 
decision on the proposed action, which will be published in a ROD.  See Master Response GEN-
1 regarding the level of design detail in the EIS. 

S-12-30 
Section 12.2.4 of the Draft EIS presents the projected changes in salt concentrations in the reuse 
areas over time.  The modeling shows that salt concentrations in the root zone, drainwater, and 
shallow groundwater of the Northerly Area would remain similar, while concentrations in the 
Westlands reuse areas would increase, reaching a steady state after 10 to 15 years of use.  Note 
that the geochemical analyses conducted for this EIS assumed that salts in solid form are in 
equilibrium with dissolved forms and did not specifically include any limitations on the salt 
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formation and dissolution rates (reaction kinetics); therefore, the analyses are of limited use in 
quantifying the time period required to reach steady-state conditions.  Additional geochemical 
modeling is being conducted as part of the feasibility investigation. 

S-12-31 
See Master Response SW-17 in regard to water quality after RO treatment.  

S-12-32 
See Master Response SW-17 in regard to water quality of RO-treated water blended with CVP 
water. 

S-12-33 
See Master Response SW-17.   

S-12-34 
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies. 

S-12-35 
Estimated effects to biological resources in the Draft EIS are based on the best available 
information. Section 2.4.1.3 identifies the assumptions that, when coupled with current scientific 
principles, were used to develop the assessment information provided in the Draft EIS.  

S-12-36 
Mitigation planning is being coordinated with the Regional Board, CDFG, and Service. 

S-12-37 
Section 20 of the Final EIS (Environmental Mitigation) describes coordination with relevant 
agencies. 

S-12-38 
Site closure would be conducted according to the waste discharge requirements (WDRs) issued 
by the Central Valley Regional Board. Regulations applicable to wastewater are discussed in 
Appendix L. 

S-12-39 
The information cited in the comment included previous Reclamation reports, engineering 
reports from consultants, and data from other government agencies, such as groundwater quality 
data from DWR, soil classifications from the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, endangered and protected species habitat data from the Service, and 
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topographic data from the U.S. Geological Survey.  These references were not cited in the EIS 
but are available upon request through review of the Administrative Record. 

S-12-40 
The evaporation basins are assumed to operate for a minimum of 50 years. 

S-12-41 
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the Draft EIS. 

S-12-42, 43 
Mitigation cost estimates are included in Appendix O of the Final EIS. 

S-12-44 
The target level of Se in treated effluent that is discharged to evaporation basins would be 10 
ppb, which is far below the 1,000 ppb regulatory limit. 

S-12-45 
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies. 

S-12-46 
The comment is noted. Estimated effects to biological resources in the Draft EIS are based on the 
best available information. That information and current scientific principles were used to 
develop the information provided in Table 2.13-2.  

S-12-47 
See Master Response REG-2 in regard to CEQA compliance. 

S-12-48 
Section 3 discusses the rationale for the scope of analysis of the Draft EIS. As described in 
Section 3.2, effects on traffic and transportation and noise would be related to short-term 
construction activities, would not be near sensitive receptors such as schools and hospitals, and 
are not expected to occur during long-term operation of the facilities. In addition, no concerns 
about these resource areas were expressed during the public scoping process. 

S-12-49 - 51 
Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to include more recent water quality information, 
including compliance with water quality objectives.   
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S-12-52 
Discharge characteristics and requirements for all permitted dischargers to Estero Bay can be 
obtained from the Regional Board Web site: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/Permits/Index.htm. All of the dischargers listed in 
the table have obtained NPDES permits in compliance with the CWA. 

S-12-53 
The text cited in the comment should read “removal of the water and chemicals from the 
Grassland Bypass Project discharge to the river.” This change has been made in Final EIS 
Sections 5.2.4.2, 5.2.5.2, 5.2.6.2, 5.2.7.2, 5.2.8.2, 5.2.9.2, and 5.2.10.2.  

S-12-54 
For all alternatives, 73 percent of the drainwater would be consumed in the reuse facilities. In 
addition, for the In-Valley Alternatives, 13.5 percent would be reclaimed as product water and 
13.5 percent would be consumed by ET in evaporation basins. 

S-12-55 
Drainage service for the Northerly Area, which includes lands currently served by the Grassland 
Bypass Project, would result in approximately 4,050 AF/year of treated drainage water 
discharged into the Northerly Area evaporation basins and 4,050 AF/year of desalted reclaimed 
drainwater for irrigation supply use. 

S-12-56 
See Master Response SW-17 in regard to the anticipated quality of drainwater placed in 
evaporation basins under the In-Valley/Water Needs Land Retirement Alternative.  

S-12-57 
Acreages of evaporation basins for the In-Valley Alternatives are discussed in Section 2.4.1.3 
and compared in Table 2.13-1. Treatment and evaporation basin facility locations are shown in 
Figures 2.5-1, 2.6-1, 2.7-1 for each of the in-valley alternatives and described in Section 2.4.1.3. 

S-12-58 
Evaporation basins are not considered to be part of surface water resources, which is the topic of 
Section 5. No models predict changes in Se concentration in the evaporation basins; however, 
based on data collected at existing evaporation basins, Se concentration may double during the 
evaporation process. Se bioaccumulation in evaporation basins is addressed in Section 8 of the 
EIS. 

S-12-59 
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies. 
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S-12-60 
The discussion of predicted adsorbed Se concentrations on suspended and benthic sediment 
includes both the incremental changes as well as the predicted total (baseline plus project) 
concentrations.  

S-12-61 
Total concentrations of Se are shown in Figure 5.2-21 for the baseline, the baseline plus project 
condition, and increment of change.   

S-12-62 
The Draft EIS notes that salinity trends in the City of Mendota Well No. 5 may be attributed to 
shallow, saline groundwater. However, due to a typographical error, the Draft EIS incorrectly 
states that the saline groundwater is moving in a westward direction (Sections 6.1 and 6.2.3). The 
Final EIS has been revised to correctly state groundwater movement is in an eastward direction. 

S-12-63 
NEPA allows Reclamation to use the best available information attainable without exorbitant 
cost (40 CFR 1502.22) so long as, where information is lacking, the relevance of the information 
to the decision is stated. The Draft EIS contains such information. . Adequate biological 
information is provided in the Draft EIS to assess the relative environmental impacts among 
project alternatives. 

S-12-64 
The court order required prompt drainage service, which required a comprehensive EIS. If 
unforeseen events trigger changes in the proposed action that require additional analysis, 
Reclamation would consider preparing additional environmental analysis.  

S-12-65 
Reclamation has provided a sufficient level of detail in the project description to allow an 
adequate environmental review of the project alternatives. See Master Response GEN-1. 

S-12-66 
Comment noted. See Response to Comment S-12-46. 

S-12-67 
Reclamation will provide the DWR with the Final EIS and ROD when they are completed. 
Reclamation will continue to coordinate drainage management activities with the DWR. 



Appendix P4 
State Agency Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P4_State  P4-82 

S-12-68 
The project footprint generally constitutes the area physically occupied by a project feature or 
facility. See Table 2.13-1 for the estimated acreages of construction corridors that would be 
temporarily disturbed under each action alternative.  

S-12-69 
Formal consultation under Section 7 of the ESA with the Service has been completed for the In-
Valley Alternatives. Additional informal consultation is ongoing to develop monitoring and 
mitigation necessary to protect special-status species. Although the best available information 
was used in the Draft EIS, studies of special-status species are often difficult to conduct, and 
existing information may need to be supplemented through site-specific surveys. Upon selection 
of the preferred alternative, additional feasibility and final design studies will be conducted to 
provide the information necessary to protect resources. Many of the species in question have 
survey protocols that would have to be addressed before any type of construction could proceed. 

S-12-70 
As stated on page 7-11 of the Draft EIS, CEQA guidelines and other information were used to 
develop evaluation criteria for determining effects to biological resources. Such use in NEPA 
impact assessments does not warrant the establishment of “standards.”  

S-12-71 - 73 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

S-12-74 
Regulatory environment and compliance requirements are discussed in Appendix L. Existing 
evaporation facilities operated in the San Joaquin Valley are permitted by the Regional Board, 
Central Valley Region. 

S-12-75 
Additional detail on mitigation planning has been added to Section 20 to address the potential 
location and features of the mitigation sites. 

S-12-76 
Estimated compensatory effects would also depend upon the location and types of vegetation, 
extent, juxtaposition, and other factors at the final sites selected for construction. In general, 
however, lands retired from intensive agricultural management (e.g., multiple annual soil tillage, 
pesticides, fertilizers, etc.) would provide more habitat potential than lands remaining under 
intensive agricultural management. 
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S-12-77 
Sheep grazing has been discussed as a potential management option for some retired lands. The 
purpose of grazing would be to generate income for the owner/operators of the retired lands. 
Good management practices, such as appropriate stocking rates that avoid vegetation and soil 
damage, would be in the best interests of a sustained income from such operations. 

S-12-78 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

S-12-79 
Historically, the lands requiring drainage were arid, and native species were adapted to dry 
conditions. Removal of irrigation water will once again change the composition of plant and 
animal communities found in the area. The Draft EIS attempted to address such changes using 
the best available information. 

S-12-80 
See Master Response BIO-2 for information regarding impacts to listed species.  

S-12-81 
The determination of no significant effects to aquatic and wetland resources is based on the best 
available information, current scientific theory, and the evaluation criteria as outlined on page 7-
12 of the Draft EIS. As stated on Draft EIS page 7-47, direct effects to the benthic community 
could result where trenching would occur and from sediments covering organisms near the 
construction site. Some marine mammals could also be affected by construction activities. These 
effects were deemed temporary and do not fall within the range of significant as outlined on page 
7-12. 

S-12-82 
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail for facility locations. If an Out-of-
Valley Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility and final 
design studies would provide more detailed information about State Waterfowl Areas, National 
Wildlife Refuges, and other resources in the vicinity of project facilities. 

S-12-83 
The sites described in the comment are assumed to continue to function as they currently do. As 
discussed in Section 7.2.10, such sites offer little to no wildlife benefits. Ponding of significant 
quantities of water would not take place at the retired lands since the agricultural water supply 
would be eliminated. Significant rain events could produce some ponding of brief duration, but it 
is not anticipated to pose a threat to wildlife or grazing animals due to the short time period and 
lack of quality habitat.  
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S-12-84 
Once the preferred alternative is selected, feasibility and final design studies will provide the 
information necessary to protect resources while addressing project needs. Reclamation will 
address its regulatory responsibilities as defined through the ESA consultation process and other 
statutes as they apply. 

S-12-85 
Information about past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions is provided in several 
locations within the Draft EIS. Some topics such as effects from evaporation basins are also 
addressed in the Biological Assessment and Biological Opinion from the Service. (For the 
complete Biological Opinion, see Appendix M2 of the Final EIS). Section 7.2.11 has been 
revised to reflect the assumption that activities were included in the cumulative analysis if they 
were deemed “reasonably foreseeable” and, as such, the analysis may present a worst-case 
scenario of potential effects if additional beneficial actions are undertaken apart from those 
already considered.   

S-12-86 
Section 7.2.11 of the Final EIS has been revised to include this information. Also see Master 
Response CUM-1.  

S-12-87 
A table of Se concentration toxicity thresholds for egg, dietary components, and waterborne 
levels has been added to Section 8.1. 

S-12-88 
Tables C2-8 and C2-23 in Appendix C provide estimates of constituent concentrations that 
would be discharged to evaporation basins.   

S-12-89 
A description of available data on Se concentrations in existing reuse areas has been added to 
Section 8.1.5.  

S-12-90 
Additional detail on management of evaporation basins has been added to Section 20. 

S-12-91 
The note below Table 8-2 reads “Note: Post-treatment Se concentrations at final project buildout 
were used in this analysis. For the Public Draft EIS, an additional analysis should be conducted 
to evaluate initial effluent conditions.” This footnote is an error and has been deleted in the Final 
EIS; it was inadvertently placed here and is not related to Table 8-2, which presents dietary 
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compositions for bird categories. It was determined that the EIS will consider the worst-case 
condition for effluent, which occurs at final buildout. 

S-12-92 
Reuse area crops are expected to be salt-tolerant varieties of plants; however, some salt-tolerant 
crops are sensitive to salinity during germination and early stages of growth. Crop rotation would 
be necessary to maintain viable crops that will consume the high-salinity drainwater. The crop 
rotation would involve replacing older crop plantings with new crops, and that would require 
lower-salinity water. Depending upon the plant’s sensitivity and the condition of the soil salinity 
at the time of new planting, lower-salinity ditch water (the existing canal water supply) or 
groundwater could be blended with drainwater to establish an appropriate level of salinity for the 
irrigation water. 

S-12-93 
Each reuse area will need to undergo some crop rotation as plantings mature and die or become 
less effective at using water. Depending on the new crop variety, young seedlings or germinating 
seeds generally require better water quality than the drainwater in use at the reuse area. Any pre-
plant irrigation that may be needed for seed germination, and at least the first irrigation, could be 
considered to be canal water or groundwater that is of better quality than the drainwater. The 
quantity of water is not known and will depend upon the management of the area crops selected 
and the need for crop renewal or rotation. Pre-plant and early plant growth irrigations can be 
small applications since the young plant root system is small. The exception would be if the soil 
had become too saline for the new crop and extra water would be needed for salt leaching. This 
could also be the case if parts of the reuse area become too saline and require some reclaiming 
management that would involve extra leaching with a less saline water to remove some salts 
from the root zone soil layer. 

S-12-94 
Elevated Se levels in shorebirds that have been documented at existing reuse areas are believed 
to have been due to ponded water events. As discussed in Section 8.2.2.5, measures will be taken 
to prevent the occurrence of ponded water at reuse areas. 

S-12-95 
Salt toxicosis and encrustation are addressed in Section 7 and Appendix G, and are not relevant 
to Section 8, which addresses only Se bioaccumulation. See Master Response BIO-3 in regard to 
impacts to wintering birds. 

S-12-96 
The comment requests inclusion of the Westside Regional Drainage Plan (Westside Plan), 
current evaporation basin operations, and planned on-farm irrigation management systems. The 
Westside Plan was not included in cumulative effects as it is essentially the same project as the 
action alternatives and it is not likely to occur in addition to the selected project alternative. 
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Discontinuing the Grassland Bypass Project is already expressly assumed under the action and 
No Action alternatives and compliance with TMDL projects. Operation of existing evaporation 
facilities and integrated on-farm drainage management systems is included in the baseline 
conditions for the bioaccumulation analysis (Section 8). 

S-12-97 
See Master Response MIT-2 for a description of additional mitigation information that has been 
added to the Final EIS. 

S-12-98 
The first paragraphs of Sections 11.2.3.5, 11.2.7.5, and 11.2.8.5 in the Final EIS have been 
changed to read as follows: 

The land retirement component of this alternative would employ three types of land management 
activities, including dryfarming, livestock grazing, and fallowing on 44,106 acres. 
Comparatively, existing conditions and the No Action Alternative’s planned retirement are 
20,518 and 109,106 acres, respectively. Compared to the existing conditions, the increased land 
retirement of this alternative will reduce land preparation, cultivation, harvest activities, and 
vehicular travel over unpaved roads normally associated with agricultural practices and would 
result in an overall air quality benefit and reduction in PM10 fugitive dust emissions. However, 
compared to the No Action Alternative, the In-Valley Disposal Alternative would result in an 
overall increase in air quality effects due to the continued agricultural operations, as nearly 2.5 
times less land would be retired/fallowed. 

As stated in Master Response AIR-1, Reclamation will develop emissions estimates and 
complete any applicable Federal consistency analysis and permitting during the detailed design 
phase of the project. 

S-12-99 
As discussed in Master Response GEN-1, the Draft EIS was prepared at an appraisal level of 
design, in which project designers use readily available data and generally do not collect new 
data to compare the alternatives. Specific details such as conveyance corridor width and pipeline 
size would be determined in subsequent design phases if the Ocean Disposal Alternative were 
selected for implementation. The visual characteristics of the area that would contain the project 
facilities is described adequately in the Draft EIS for the purpose of evaluating the environmental 
impacts of the project. 

S-12-100 
If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further consideration, the pipeline route 
would be established during the feasibility design. See Master Response GEN-1 for additional 
discussion. 
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S-12-101 - 104 
See Master Response EC-2 in regard to the economic impact region considered for the proposed 
project. 

S-12-105 
The comment expresses the concern that the location of jobs that would be lost under the Land 
Retirement Alternatives may not be within the same county or region as the location where jobs 
are created. While it is difficult to determine the exact locations of jobs created or lost as part of 
the proposed project, in general, the majority of the jobs that would be lost under the action 
alternatives would occur near the retired drainage-impaired lands. New jobs may be associated 
with either construction or operation of the drainage facilities, which for the In-Valley 
Alternatives would occur in the same general county or region as the retired lands. 

S-12-106 
The assumptions used in Section 17.2.3 were based on the analyses completed for Section 12 of 
the Draft EIS and for the PFR. The results of these analyses are listed on Draft EIS pages 12-6 
and 12-9. The analyses indicate that crop mixes need to be changed to reduce overall water use, 
including the frequency of fallowing land, and that irrigation management and application 
uniformity needs to be improved to continue irrigating drainage-impaired lands. The results of 
these actions decrease farm revenues. In addition, lands that cannot support higher irrigation and 
management costs would go out of production. 

S-12-107 
See Response to Comment S-12-106. 

S-12-108 
Mitigation facilities and costs are described in Appendix O of the Final EIS. 

S-12-109 
See Master Responses SI-1 and ALT-L1 in regard to job retraining programs and socioeconomic 
impacts of the project, respectively. 

S-12-110 
See Master Response EC-2 for a discussion of the region considered for social and 
environmental justice issues. 

S-12-111 
Jobs lost due to past and current land retirement activities were not analyzed in the Draft EIS. 
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S-12-112 
Current training programs were not analyzed in the Final EIS. 

S-12-113, 114 
See Master Response SI-1 in regard to job retraining programs. 

S-12-115 
See Master Response ALT-L1 in regard to socioeconomic impacts of land retirement. 

S-12-116, 117 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

S-12-118 
See Master Response EC-2 for a discussion of the region considered for social and 
environmental justice issues. 

S-12-119 
See Master Response ALT-L1 in regard to socioeconomic impacts of land retirement. 

S-12-120 
Section 20 describes the mitigation and monitoring program for the action alternatives. The 
monitoring program will inform the regulatory agencies of the effectiveness of the mitigation 
activities. Project features described in the Draft EIS for the action alternatives were developed 
at the appraisal level of design, which is adequate for the environmental review process. 
Additional assessment of the preferred alternative will be conducted following the environmental 
review process. Actions identified in Section 20 will ensure that environmental impacts from the 
preferred alternative are adequately mitigated to the extent feasible as disclosed in the EIS. 

S-12-121 
See Response to Comment S-12-67. 

S-12-122 
See Master Response EC-2 in regard to the economic impact region considered for the proposed 
project. 

S-12-123 
See Master Response EC-2 for a discussion of the region evaluated for social and environmental 
justice impacts. 
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S-12-124, 125 
See Master Response ALT-L1 in regard to socioeconomic impacts of land retirement. 

S-12-126 
The incorporated communities in the vicinity of the San Luis Unit have been added to the 
distribution list in Final EIS Section 21.4. 

 
 



 

 

 


