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II.5 Comments from Local Agencies and Responses 

II.5.1 City of Mendota 
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II.5.2 Responses to City of Mendota 

Response to Comment L-Mendota-1 
Your comments have been reviewed and considered in preparation of the Final EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-Mendota-2 
As discussed in Section 2.2.4 of this EIS/R, it is estimated that up to 350 acres of land 
would be needed for borrow areas, including locations inside and outside the Project 
levees. Due to potential complications associated with City of Mendota’s wastewater 
treatment ponds, areas adjacent to those ponds were removed from being identified as 
potential borrow areas in the preferred alternative (Alternative B). 

Response to Comment L-Mendota-3 
This parcel is identified as being used as a construction office. It has an Assessor’s Parcel 
Number of 013-050-21 and is owned by the local government. Reclamation will 
coordinate closely with the City of Mendota to ensure locating a construction office on 
this parcel would not impact the City of Mendota, and would provide compensation as 
appropriate. This location may or may not be ideal for the construction office depending 
on construction sequencing and scheduling that would be further refined in final design.  

Response to Comment L-Mendota-4 
In Lotus v. Department of Transportation (223 Cal. App.4th 645), the First District Court 
of Appeals found that the EIR in question failed to comply with CEQA because it failed 
to evaluate the significance of the project’s impacts on the environment. The EIR did not 
(a) describe the environmental consequences of the project actions, i.e., the construction 
activities, (b) identify a threshold of significance for the impact, (c) evaluate the 
effectiveness of the avoidance and minimization measure and/or environmental 
protection features and explain why the environmental protection feature would maintain 
impacts to a less-than-significant level, and (d) identify those environmental protection 
features in the project’s mitigation monitoring and reporting program.  

The Project incorporates conservation measures and the flood risk reduction measures 
consistent with the SJRRP’s Conservation Strategy described in the PEIS/R (SJRRP 
2011a). This is consistent with State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, subdivision 
(a)(1)(A), which requires that the EIR “distinguish between the measures which are 
proposed by project proponents to be included in the project and other measures... 
[which] could reasonably be expected to reduce adverse impacts if required as conditions 
of approving the project.” 

Unlike Lotus v. Department of Transportation, the Project conservation measures are 
based on commitments made in the PEIS/R ROD (Reclamation 2012) which sets the 
policy for the SJRRP, and the analysis of the Project’s environmental commitments 
differs from what was found in the court case. Each resource chapter in this EIS/R 
(Chapters 4 through 24) defines the significance criteria for the environmental impacts. 
The EIS/R then describes the potential effects of the Project and discusses the effects of 
the avoidance and minimization measures and other environmental commitments that 
would be implemented by the Project. A significance determination is made at the 
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conclusion of each impact discussion for each of the resource topics. Chapter 26.9 of this 
EIS/R then tracks all of the mitigation measures described in the EIS/R as well as the 
conservation measures, flood risk reduction measures, and other environmental 
commitments. This approach is consistent with State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, 
subdivision (a)(1)(A) and differs from what was found in Lotus v. Department of 
Transportation.  

Response to Comment L-Mendota-5 
Correction made. The revised information in the Final EIS/R does not change the analysis 
or conclusions of the Draft EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-Mendota-6 
The US Census Bureau estimate for 2010 was provided in Chapter 21 to be consistent 
with the same year and source data as the county estimates provided in Table 21-2. The 
population estimate used in Section 16.1.2 was reporting estimates for a different year. 

Response to Comment L-Mendota-7 
Correction made in Section 17.1.2 of the Final EIS/R to indicate that this location is 
“near” the City of Mendota. The revised information in the Final EIS/R does not change 
the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-Mendota-8 
Corrections made in Section 20.1.1 of the Final EIS/R. The revised information in the 
Final EIS/R does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-Mendota-9 
Text has been revised in Section 20.1.2 of the Final EIS/R to indicate that the land west 
of Bass Avenue is owned by the City of Mendota and the land east of Bass Avenue is 
owned by the Central California Irrigation District and managed by the City of Mendota. 
Thank you for your correction. The revised information in the Final EIS/R does not 
change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-Mendota-10 
Text has been revised in Section 20.1.2 of the Final EIS/R to indicate that the boat launch 
is located on Central California Irrigation District property. The revised information in 
the Final EIS/R does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-Mendota-11 
The text is updated in Section 20.1.2 of the Final EIS/R to identify Central California 
Irrigation District’s ownership for a portion of the park. Thank you for your correction. 
The revised information in the Final EIS/R does not change the analysis or conclusions of 
the Draft EIS/R 

Response to Comment L-Mendota-12 
Sections 2.2.4 and 2.2.6 of the Final EIS/R were revised to clarify that the City of 
Mendota’s three groundwater wells on the south side of the San Joaquin River to the east 
of Fresno Slough would remain in place. It further indicates that two of the wells are 
outside of the levee alignments and would remain unaffected. The third well is 
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immediately adjacent to the San Joaquin River and would be floodproofed, with the 
adjacent levee extending to protect the well. A new bridge may be constructed 
immediately adjacent to the Mowry Bridge, which holds the City of Mendota’s water 
pipeline, for temporary construction access. The inclusion of this clarifying detail in the 
Final EIS/R does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-Mendota-13 
See response to comments L-Mendota-4 and L-Mendota-12. The levee alignment was 
chosen to avoid or minimize impacts to the City of Mendota wells, to the extent possible. 
Floodproofing was also anticipated in the Project design for those wells that remain in the 
floodplain. Therefore these features were included in the Action Alternatives and were 
not added later as mitigation. 

Response to Comment L-Mendota-14 
In Stevens v. City of Glendale (125 Cal. App. 3rd 986), the Second District Court of 
Appeals found that if a mitigation measure would cause one or more significant effects in 
addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the effects of the 
mitigation measure would be discussed but in less detail than the significant effects of the 
project as proposed. This has been codified in State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, 
subdivision (a)(1)(D). 

Section 23.3.3 of this EIS/R details the existing water resources infrastructure in the 
Project area and includes an analysis of this potentially impacted infrastructure, including 
groundwater wells, water pipelines, and the City of Mendota groundwater wells. Section 
23.3.3 of the Draft EIS/R indicates that the three City of Mendota groundwater wells 
would be avoided, flood-proofed, protected, or relocated. It further indicates that the 
proposed replacement, relocation, or protection of this water supply infrastructure would 
not result in a substantial change in public water supply reliability or water supply 
resources. Section 23.3.3 of the Final EIS/R includes additional clarifying detail 
regarding the City of Mendota groundwater wells and water pipeline. Specifically, it 
indicates that the City of Mendota’s three groundwater wells would remain in place. Two 
of them are outside of the levee alignments and would remain unaffected. The third well 
is immediately adjacent to the San Joaquin River and would be floodproofed, with the 
adjacent levee extending to protect the well. A new bridge may be constructed 
immediately adjacent to the Mowry Bridge, which holds the City of Mendota’s water 
pipeline, for temporary construction access. The inclusion of this clarifying detail in the 
Final EIS/R does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIS/R. See also 
response to comment L-Mendota-12. 

Response to Comment L-Mendota-15 
Paragraph has been removed. 

Response to Comment L-Mendota-16 
Text has been revised. The revised information in the Final EIS/R does not change the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIS/R. 
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Response to Comment L-Mendota-17 
See response to comment L-Mendota-12. Clarifying text is included in Section 2.2.4 of 
the Final EIS/R regarding the City of Mendota’s three groundwater wells and the City of 
Mendota’s water pipeline. See also response to comment L-Mendota-2, which describes 
how no borrow would occur near the City of Mendota’s wastewater treatment plant as 
that area has been removed from potential borrow areas in this EIS/R.  
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II.5.3 Gravelly Ford Water District 
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II.5.4 Responses to Gravelly Ford Water District 

Response to Comment L-GFWD-1 
The Gravelly Ford Water District’s (GFWD) comments have been reviewed and 
considered in preparation of the Final EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-GFWD-2 
The installation of fish screens upstream of the Project area is beyond the scope of this 
EIS/R. In addition, there is no requirement in the Settlement or Settlement Act for fish 
screens to be installed on all diversions. See MCR-1: Mendota Pool Fish Screen for a 
discussion of the exemption from incidental and accidental take of spring-run Chinook 
salmon under ESA and CESA for otherwise lawful activities. 

Response to Comment L-GFWD-3 
Effect from Restoration Flows upstream of the Project area is beyond the scope of this 
EIS/R. The release of Restoration Flows and the associated sediment transport is a 
SJRRP-related activity analyzed in the PEIS/R and not reanalyzed in this EIS/R as an 
environmental impact.  

Response to Comment L-GFWD-4 
The right to divert flood flows is outside of the scope of this EIS/R. The State Water 
Resources Control Board and State water right laws determine who has a right to divert 
flood flows. The SJRRP’s Restoration Flows are protected under California water right 
law as they are part of Reclamation’s appropriative water rights and would not be 
available for diversion.  

Response to Comment L-GFWD-5 
Effect from Restoration Flows upstream of the Project area is beyond the scope of this 
EIS/R (see response to comment L-GFWD-3). Reclamation is aware of the difficulties of 
measuring at Gravelly Ford and these difficulties occurred prior to the SJRRP’s 
Restoration Flows.  
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II.5.5 Kings River Conservation District and Kings River Water Association 
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II.5.6 Responses to Kings River Conservation District and Kings River 
Water Association 

Response to Comment L-KRCD KRWA-1 
The Kings River Conservation District (KRCD) and Kings River Water Association’s 
(KRWA) comments have been reviewed and considered in preparation of the Final 
EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-KRCD KRWA-2 
The commenter is describing the hydraulic connection between the Kings River and 
Mendota Pool via James Bypass and Fresno Slough. There are no specific statements 
about the Project or the EIS/R in this comment.  

Response to Comment L-KRCD KRWA-3 
This comment raises concerns about impacts to Third Parties. The term “Third Parties” is 
a phrase commonly used in SJRRP documents, including the Settlement and the 
Settlement Act. In the context of this response to comment and Final EIS/R, Third Parties 
include landowners and agencies that have a vested interest in implementing the SJRRP.  

The commenter asserts that there should be no impacts on parties other than the Friant 
Division contractors and their water users. Neither the Settlement nor the Settlement Act 
requires that the SJRRP have no impacts on Third Parties. Section 10004(d) of the 
Settlement Act require identification of project impacts and mitigation measures, which 
Reclamation is doing as part of this EIS/R. 

The commenter is also concerned about the potential liability associated with harming 
reintroduced spring-run Chinook salmon in the Restoration Area. Section 10011(b) of the 
Settlement Act requires that spring-run Chinook salmon be reintroduced under the 
SJRRP as an experimental population under Section 10(j) of the ESA. Section 
10011(c)(2) of the Settlement Act requires the Secretary of Commerce to issue a rule 
pursuant to Section 4(d) of the ESA that governs the incidental take of reintroduced 
spring-run Chinook salmon. As discussed under MCR-1: Mendota Pool Fish Screen, if 
spring-run Chinook salmon were to enter the Kings River watershed, Third Parties would 
be legally protected from incidental and accidental take of that salmon during otherwise 
lawful activities. NMFS issued its final rule package regarding reintroducing spring-run 
Chinook salmon on December 31, 2013. DFW concurred with NMFS’ rule on March 17, 
2014. This rule package provides an exemption to Third Parties from incidental and 
accidental take of spring-run Chinook salmon under the ESA and CESA for otherwise 
lawful activities.  

Response to Comment L-KRCD KRWA-4 
As described by the commenter, the Draft EIS/R includes the Reach 3 Fish Barrier at the 
downstream end of the Compact Bypass in Alternative A, excludes the fish barrier in 
Alternative B, and includes the Fresno Slough Dam Fish Barrier in Alternatives C and D. 
However, Section 2.2.4 of the Draft EIS/R indicates that the need for fish screens at 
diversion facilities would be further evaluated as Project planning and design continues. 
This was most clearly identified in Alternative B during the discussion of the Mendota 



Response to Comments 

Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B Improvements Project Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Report II-95 – March 2016 

Pool Fish Screen, but this was also intended to apply to the South Canal Fish Screen in 
Alternative A, the Short Canal Fish Screen in Alternative C, and the North Canal Fish 
Screen in Alternative D. Section 2.2 of the Final EIS/R is revised to indicate that those 
screens are included in the alternative, if determined necessary.  

The commenter is also correct that salmon migrated upstream past the Mendota Dam as 
recently as the late 1990s. Mendota Dam is equipped with a fish ladder originally 
constructed to facilitate upstream migration. While not a complete barrier to upstream 
migration, Mendota Dam is now considered to present a considerable barrier, particularly 
at low flow, and the fish ladder at Mendota Dam would likely require substantial 
modification to function properly (McBain and Trush 2002). 

As described in MCR-1: Mendota Pool Fish Screen, Reclamation has completed an 
extensive analysis, based on the best available information, of the potential loss of fish to 
the Mendota Pool during water deliveries (Part VI – Appendices to the Responses). 
Reclamation has determined that the number of juvenile fall-run and spring-run Chinook 
salmon that would be lost to Mendota Pool without a fish screen is not within the range 
that is acceptable to the SJRRP. The number of juveniles expected to be entrained in 
Mendota Pool is small (on average approximately 6 to 7 percent of the annual population) 
when considered over a variety of water year types, but could include multiple years in a 
row with more than 20 percent of the annual population of juveniles entrained in 
Mendota Pool. The greatest entrainment is expected to occur during flood releases in 
February and March. Calls on Friant to satisfy the Exchange Contract in late spring and 
early summer months would have minimal impact to juvenile fall-run and spring-run 
Chinook salmon because the fish are expected to emigrate out of the area prior to mid-
May. The effect on annual fish population entrainment due to May and June calls on 
Friant is very small. In one out of every 20 years, less than 2 percent of the annual fish 
population would be entrained by these deliveries to Mendota Pool (SJRRP 2016b). 

Reclamation and the CSLC analyzed and disclosed the potential impacts of constructing 
and operating the Mendota Pool Fish Screen in the Draft EIS/R to allow the flexibility to 
construct and operate the feature, should the agencies determine it is needed as part of the 
overall Project in support of the Restoration Goal. Based on the detailed technical 
analysis performed by Reclamation (provided in Part VI – Appendices to the Responses), 
the SJRRP has determined that it is appropriate to include construction and operation of 
the Mendota Pool Fish Screen in the preferred alternative. The purpose of this change is 
to disclose the increased likelihood that the SJRRP could include this feature in the 
selected alternative for the Project. A final decision on the selected alternative for the 
Project will be made in the ROD/NOD, following public review of the Final EIS/R. 

If a fish barrier is not constructed at the bottom of the Compact Bypass or at the base of 
the Fresno Slough Dam, only a small portion of the up-migrating adult salmon is 
expected to stray into Mendota Pool during flood flows. Adult salmon are expected in 
both the river and the flood bypasses during flood flows as the flood management agency 
splits the flows. In Alternative B, migration would be delayed for some fish due to the 
false migration pathway, but many of the up-migrating salmon in the river are expected 
to use the Compact Bypass when the San Joaquin River is conveying flood flows. Those 
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lost to Mendota Pool are expected to be within the range that is acceptable to the SJRRP, 
as that the number lost is not expected to impact the SJRRP’s ability to meet the 
Restoration Goal. 

For a discussion of potential Third Party impacts from spring-run Chinook salmon in the 
Kings River watershed, see MCR-1: Mendota Pool Fish Screen and response to comment 
L-KRCD KRWA-3. The Section 4(d) rule package issued by NMFS and concurred on by 
DFW provides an exemption to Third Parties from incidental and accidental take of 
spring-run Chinook salmon under the ESA and CESA during otherwise lawful activities 
such as agricultural activities. 

Response to Comment L-KRCD KRWA-5 
This sentence is a comparison of Alternative B and existing conditions and the No-Action 
Alternative, not a comparison of Alternative B and the other Action Alternatives. This 
sentence was revised in Section 5.3.3 of the Final EIS/R to indicate that fish passage is 
improved, compared to existing conditions and the No-Action Alternative, due to 
construction of the Compact Bypass. The revised information in the Final EIS/R does not 
change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIS/R. Although a false migration 
pathway at the base of Mendota Dam would delay migration, the Compact Bypass 
provides a migration route that meets fish passage criteria. 

Response to Comment L-KRCD KRWA-6 
As described by the commenter, Section 2.2.5 of this EIS/R describes a high-flow picket 
fish barrier which would require debris removal and periodic maintenance.  

Other types of fish barriers were considered during the appraisal-level design, including a 
floating picket weir, behavioral barriers (electric barriers and acoustic barriers), and 
velocity barriers, but these other types of barriers were found to be inferior to the high-
flow picket barrier (see Section 2.3.2 of this EIS/R.) Floating picket weirs would not be 
effective at higher flows; electric barriers and acoustic barriers were found to have 
significant draw-backs, as described below; and velocity barriers would require 
substantial modifications to Mendota Pool.  

Electric barriers generate an electric current through the water across a channel in order 
to deter fish. Based on existing and previous installations, electric barriers were found to 
present potential unavoidable electric shock hazards for fish (target and non-target 
species), other animals, people, and watercraft. Often target fish species either made it 
past the barrier or were killed. Velocities and depths need to be consistent for the barrier 
to be effective, something that has proven difficult on reaches with moveable beds and 
those with variable flows. Velocities also need to be sufficient to sweep stunned fish out 
of the barrier, which may be difficult in Reach 3 with its low slope and low velocity 
conditions. For all these reasons, the electric barrier was not recommended. 

Acoustic barriers use a sound signal contained in a bubble curtain of air to deter fish; 
acoustic barriers may also incorporate the use of strobes and lights to deter fish. There are 
few existing installations of acoustic barriers, but they have been found to be most 
effective on juvenile fish with minimal effectiveness on adult fish. Effectiveness has also 
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been found to decrease with increasing flows. Acoustic barrier technology is not capable 
of functioning during high flows (e.g., 4,500 cfs) and therefore, the acoustic barrier was 
not recommended. 

Because of the poor performance of electronic and acoustic barriers for the design flows, 
only the high-flow picket barrier is included in the alternative for analysis in the EIS/R 
during conceptual design. 

Response to Comment L-KRCD KRWA-7 
Reclamation and DWR have been conducting numerous studies in the Restoration Area 
to evaluate channel capacities in the San Joaquin River and flood bypasses. These 
channel capacity evaluations are updated annually through the SJRRP channel capacity 
report process (SJRRP 2016a).  

As described in MCR-6: Flood Management Considerations and O&M Costs, levee 
evaluations along the San Joaquin River and flood bypasses are being conducted by 
DWR as part of the San Joaquin Levee Evaluation Project to assist the SJRRP in 
assessing flood risks due to levee seepage and stability associated with the release of 
Restoration Flows. Geotechnical evaluations have included geomorphology studies, 
collection of geophysical data, drilling programs along the levee crown and landside toe 
(including boreholes, cone penetration tests, and hand augers), and laboratory testing of 
soil samples. These geotechnical evaluations have been used to identify existing channel 
capacity, inform levee seepage and stability modeling for each reach, and to identify 
critical levee segments that have reduced capacity for future levee stability projects. 

As described in MCR-3: Subsidence, Reclamation has been intensively monitoring 
subsidence within the Restoration Area since 2011 and Reclamation and DWR have 
performed subsidence monitoring along the Flood Control Project levees to help further 
refine subsidence rates in the flood bypasses. DWR has surveyed topographic ground 
elevations in Reach 2A, the Chowchilla Bypass, the Upper Eastside Bypass, the Middle 
Eastside Bypass, and the Mariposa Bypass. DWR also completed surveys in 2013 and 
2014 of the levee and channel in the lower portion of Reach 3, Reach 4A, and the Middle 
Eastside Bypass (SJRRP 2014b). DWR, in coordination with Reclamation, will conduct a 
study to better understand the effects of long-term subsidence on channel capacity. This 
study is expected to be completed in 2016. In addition to updating the models and 
assessing the channel capacity to consider future subsidence, DWR has started to move 
forward with a study within the flood bypasses to understand how subsidence is changing 
sediment transport. The study is designed to better understand and quantify how 
subsidence-induced sedimentation will affect channel capacity and to provide 
information on the amount of sediment removal that may be required to maintain 
necessary design flow capacities. 

As described in MCR-2: Seepage Management, Reclamation is currently monitoring 
more than 200 monitoring wells and piezometers and has identified areas vulnerable to 
seepage effects, developed groundwater thresholds, and has prioritized seepage control 
projects in the Restoration Area. The highest priority seepage projects in the Restoration 
Area are those located in areas that would be impacted at the lowest San Joaquin River 
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flows. Key areas of concern include the downstream end of Reach 2A, portions of Reach 
3, and the downstream end of Reach 4A. SJRRP seepage projects are expected to be 
complete by 2020 in areas that would otherwise cause flow to be constrained below 1,300 
cfs. Subsequent seepage projects are expected to be complete by 2025 in areas that would 
otherwise be affected by flows up to 2,500 cfs. All seepage projects are expected to be 
complete by 2030 to allow up to 4,500 cfs of Restoration Flows in the San Joaquin River. 

Regarding O&M costs associated with the Flood Control Project, see MCR-6: Flood 
Management Considerations and O&M Costs. 

Response to Comment L-KRCD KRWA-8 
This paragraph was deleted in Section 12.3.3 of the Final EIS/R. The Final EIS/R was 
revised to indicate that the Flood Control Project is operated to minimize flood impacts 
throughout the flood protection area. Modification to flood management operations 
would require evaluation by the flood management agency from a system-wide 
perspective (and may require revisions to the Flood Control Manual) and is outside of the 
scope of this EIS/R. The revised information in the Final EIS/R does not change the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-KRCD KRWA-9 
This discussion is consistent with the modeling information in the Project design report 
(Reclamation 2015a). Levee improvements in the upper portion of Reach 3 are included 
in Alternative B to maintain channel capacity if necessary. 

Response to Comment L-KRCD KRWA-10 
Section 20.3.3 of this EIS/R describes impacts to public access from access restrictions at 
structures (Impact REC-2) and impacts from fishing regulations being applicable to 
Project structures (Impact REC-3). Both of these impacts discuss displacement of 
recreation opportunities by the Project; however, the anticipated level of recreation 
pressure and fishing activity is small and is not expected to result in deterioration of 
existing recreation facilities and adverse physical effects on the environment at 
alternative fishing and recreation locations. 

As discussed in Section 20.1.1 of this EIS/R, the Kings River was only one of several 
locations self-reported by people responding to the question on alternative fishing sites to 
Mendota Pool. The Fresno Slough arm of Mendota Pool, including areas near Mendota 
Pool Park, is often used by the same people who fish from Mendota Dam. The EIS/R is 
not “redirecting” anglers, boaters, and swimmers to new areas but discussing how these 
people often use alternative sites to the Mendota Dam area. 

Response to Comment L-KRCD KRWA-11 
See response to comment L-KRCD KRWA-3 regarding potential Third-Party impacts.  
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II.5.7 Lower San Joaquin Levee District 
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II.5.8 Responses to Lower San Joaquin Levee District 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-1 
Your comments have been reviewed and considered in preparation of the Final EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-2 
Supporting documentation are cited in the EIS/R where referenced. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-3 
Although detailed design documents are not included in the EIS/R, the Action 
Alternatives include descriptions of each of the Project features including channels, 
structures, fish habitat, vegetation, deliveries, and construction considerations. The EIS/R 
is based on the level of engineering and planning currently available and is adequate to 
identify potential environmental impacts of the alternatives and identify appropriate 
mitigation measures. See MCR-4: Project Design and Operations.  

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-4 
Text has been revised in Section 12.1.1 of the Final EIS/R to indicate that it is the Lower 
San Joaquin River Flood Control Project. The revised information in the Final EIS/R 
does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-5 
Text has been revised in Section 12.1.2 of the Final EIS/R to indicate that the storage 
capacity is 520,500 acre-feet. The revised information in the Final EIS/R does not change 
the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-6 
As described in Sections 1.6.2 and 3.1.3 of the Draft EIS/R, this document uses the term 
“Chowchilla Bifurcation Structure” to collectively refer to both control structures. A 
footnote is included in Section 12.1.2 of the Final EIS/R to clarify. The revised 
information in the Final EIS/R does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft 
EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-7 
Text has been revised in Section 12.1.2 of the Final EIS/R, Table 12-1, to distinguish 
between the required freeboard in the river reaches and in the bypass. The revised 
information in the Final EIS/R does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft 
EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-8 
Text has been revised in Section 12.1.2 of the Final EIS/R for consistency. The revised 
information in the Final EIS/R does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft 
EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-9 
This sentence was deleted in the Final EIS/R. Deletion of this sentence in the Final EIS/R 
does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIS/R. 
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Response to Comment L-LSJLD-10 
The recommended capacity for conveyance of Restoration Flows at Reach 2B is 
1,120 cfs, based on the ground elevations near the landside levee toe (SJRRP 2016a). 
Text was revised in Section 12.1.3 of the Final EIS/R to include this clarifying 
information. The inclusion of this additional information in the Final EIS/R does not 
change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-11 
This sentence was revised in the Final EIS/R to indicate that the increase in conveyance 
capacity in Reach 2B may have an indirect effect of providing flood management 
agencies additional flexibility in how flood flows are managed in the lower San Joaquin 
River system, if deemed appropriate. This sentence is caveated with a footnote that 
indicates the following: (1) flood management agencies have ultimate discretion in 
directing flood flows, (2) the Flood Control Project is operated to minimize flood impacts 
throughout the flood protection area, and (3) prior to use of the additional capacity in 
Reach 2B, the flood management agency would evaluate flood operations from a system-
wide perspective. The inclusion of this additional information in the Final EIS/R does not 
change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIS/R. 

Also note that seepage and levee stability projects are anticipated to be implemented in 
the Restoration Area between FY 2015 and FY2029, as discussed in MCR-6: Flood 
Management Considerations and O&M Costs and MCR-2: Seepage Management. The 
seepage and levee stability projects are anticipated to have a direct effect by 
strengthening levees in lower river reaches and by reducing seepage effects for flows up 
to 4,500 cfs, which will indirectly benefit the City of Firebaugh and landowners along 
Reach 3 when the same reaches are conveying higher-level flood flows. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-12 
Several paragraphs were deleted and text was revised in Section 12.3.3 of the Final EIS/R 
to indicate that current flood management operational strategies are to maximize the 
amount of flood flows conveyed through the Chowchilla Bypass to minimize potential 
flood impacts to the City of Firebaugh and to landowners along Reach 3. The inclusion of 
this additional information in the Final EIS/R does not change the analysis or conclusions 
of the Draft EIS/R.  

The Project would increase the channel capacity and improve levees in Reach 2B. This 
has the potential to translate flood hydrographs, and possibly, flood damages downstream 
to lower reaches of the river. SJRRP conducted a flood risk assessment on the translation 
of flood risk from Reach 2B to reaches downstream, i.e., to Reach 3 and Reach 4A. The 
objective of the analysis was to determine if damages would change based on changes in 
the flood hydrographs and if the likely failure points for levees used in the PEIS/R 
evaluation were reasonable. The analysis included a comparison of flood hydrographs at 
four index points in Reaches 3 and 4A, an evaluation of flood damages at these locations, 
and an evaluation of the updated levee data in Reach 3 and Reach 4A. The study 
concluded that, based on a comparison of changes to flood hydrographs, there would be 
little to no increase in damages – the one area that showed a slight increase in damages 
was likely due to perturbation effects in the model – and therefore redirected flood 
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impacts would be minor. Furthermore, the risk analysis also evaluated information from 
recently completed levee evaluations including the drilling information and seepage and 
stability analysis in Reaches 2A, 3, and 4A. A review of the levee evaluations concluded 
that the likely failure points for these levees that were used in the PEIS/R were 
reasonable and conservative. For additional information, see MCR-6: Flood Management 
Considerations and O&M Costs. MCR-6 also has additional detail on the SJRRP’s 
commitment to maintain flows below then-existing channel capacities. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-13 
This comment is substantially the same as comment L-LSJLD-12. See response to 
comment L-LSJLD-12.  

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-14 
This comment is substantially the same as comments L-LSJLD-11 and L-LSJLD-12. See 
responses to comments L-LSJLD-11 and L-LSJLD-12. 

Additionally, Section 1.6.3 of this EIS/R describes flow scenarios where flood flows and 
Restoration Flows would be conveyed through Reach 2B. This section indicates that the 
flood management agencies will have ultimate discretion in directing flood flows, and 
when both are anticipated in the river, some portion of the San Joaquin River flood flows 
would perform as Restoration Flows in the reach. Reclamation will not release 
Restoration Flows on top of flood control releases when flood control releases already 
meet the Restoration Administrator’s flow targets.  

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-15 
The commenter has expressed concerns related to O&M costs for the flood system. It is 
unclear if the commenter is referring to the O&M costs of the Project facilities or the 
O&M costs for the Flood Control Project. See MCR-5: Project Funding for more 
information on the Project O&M costs. See MCR-6: Flood Management Considerations 
and O&M Costs for more information on the responsible party for O&M of the Flood 
Control Project. 

Also note that SJRRP monitoring and maintenance efforts are included in the budget 
described in the Revised Framework (SJRRP 2015). Costs to implement the SJRRP’s 
Physical Monitoring and Management Plan and Channel Capacity Advisory Group, 
which includes actions to ensure that the SJRRP is not impacting flood conveyance in 
Reach 3, are included in the “Channel Capacity Advisory Group” line item. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-16 
The San Joaquin River Restoration Daily Flow Model was developed in RiverWare based 
on best available information. The Daily Flow Model models the restoration reaches of 
the San Joaquin River system from Millerton Lake and Friant Dam near Friant, California 
to just below the confluence with the Merced River near Newman, California. The Daily 
Flow Model used as its basis of climatology the actual record of precipitation in the 
basin, from water years 1922 to 2003, and synthesized a future condition under which 
Restoration Flows were fully operational and unconstrained by channel conveyance. The 
model accounts for Millerton inflows, Millerton flood operations for rain events and for 



San Joaquin River Restoration Program 

Final Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B Improvements Project  
II-106 – July 2016 Environmental Impact Statement/Report 

snowmelt events, outflow ramping at Millerton, Madera and Friant-Kern canals 
diversions, the Restoration Flow schedule, inflows along the San Joaquin River and flood 
bypasses, diversion requests, channel flow losses, and flow routing. The Daily Flow 
Model includes the SJRRP-specific information needed to predict future flows under 
restoration conditions. 

Reclamation has developed climate change projections for four climate change scenarios 
that are representative of more than 100 discrete climate model simulations and for a fifth 
“consensus scenario” that is an ensemble of the central tendency of temperature and 
precipitation. Key conclusions include (Reclamation 2015b): 

• The consensus scenario predicts air temperatures in the basin to rise by 3.6° F 
(2.0° C), with the suite of four scenarios predicting a range from 1.8° to 4.7° F 
(1.0° to 2.6° C). 

• The consensus scenario predicts runoff in the basin to decline by 6%, with a suite 
of four scenarios predicting a range from +25 percent to -31 percent. 

• The consensus scenario predicts that reduction in runoff will be primarily from 
reduced number of “Normal-wet” years in favor of “Normal-dry” years. The 
proportion of “Dry,” “Critical-high,” and “Critical-low” water year types are 
predicted to remain relatively stable under this scenario. 

• All scenarios predict the timing of peak runoff to advance, occurring slightly 
earlier in the year. Earlier runoff as predicted by all climate models may benefit 
restoration efforts as it more closely coincides the timing of natural runoff with 
anticipated Restoration Flow releases. 

Reclamation’s climate change results shows that climate change is both uncertain and 
variable. The climate change results indicate that runoff to the basin would, on average, 
decrease by 6 percent, however the variability in this climate change prediction indicates 
that runoff to the basin could be up to 23 percent higher or as little as 31 percent lower. If 
the Daily Flow Model was reanalyzed to account for climate change, the uncertainty that 
would be introduced into the analysis (as seen by climate change predictions for basin 
runoff that range +25 percent to -31 percent) would be much greater than the expected 
change in the results (in this case, a 6 percent decrease in runoff.) 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-17 
This analysis shows that the frequency increases for 4,500 cfs flows. However, as 
described in the PEIS/R (and Section 2.2.10), Restoration Flows would be maintained at 
or below estimates of the then-existing channel capacity in the reaches that convey the 
flow. Erosion would be monitored and maintenance would occur, or Restoration Flows 
would be reduced, as necessary, to avoid erosion-related impacts. These avoidance and 
minimization measures implemented by the Program will reduce the risk of levee failure 
for flows up to 4,500 cfs. With respect to seepage damage in Reach 3 and the City of 
Firebaugh, see response to comment L-LSJLD-11.  
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Response to Comment L-LSJLD-18 
The flow frequency analysis provided in Section 12.3.3 of this EIS/R describes how often 
flows of a certain size would occur and shows that flows below the 2 percent annual 
exceedance would occur more frequently under restoration conditions; it does not predict 
that there would be a 2,000 cfs increase in flows.  

Section 12.3.3 of the Final EIS/R provides additional information on whether a given 
event would be larger with implementation of the Action Alternatives and result in more 
damages. SJRRP conducted a flood risk assessment on the translation of flood risk from 
Reach 2B to reaches downstream, i.e., to Reach 3 and Reach 4A. The objective of the 
analysis was to determine if damages would change based on changes in the flood 
hydrographs and if the likely failure points for levees used in the PEIS/R evaluation were 
reasonable. The analysis included a comparison of flood hydrographs at four index points 
in Reaches 3 and 4A, an evaluation of flood damages at these locations, and an 
evaluation of the updated levee data in Reach 3 and Reach 4A. The study concluded that, 
based on a comparison of changes to flood hydrographs, there would be little to no 
increase in damages – the one area that showed a slight increase in damages was likely 
due to perturbation effects in the model – and therefore redirected flood impacts would be 
minor. Furthermore, the risk analysis also evaluated information from recently completed 
levee evaluations including the drilling information and seepage and stability analysis in 
Reaches 2A, 3, and 4A. A review of the levee evaluations concluded that the likely 
failure points for these levees that were used in the PEIS/R were reasonable and 
conservative. See MCR-6: Flood Management Considerations and O&M Costs for 
additional details. 

As described in the PEIS/R (and Section 2.2.10 of this EIS/R), Restoration Flows would 
be maintained at or below estimates of the then-existing channel capacity within reaches 
that convey the flow. In addition, seepage projects and levee stability projects have been 
identified in the Restoration Area where potential seepage impacts or levee stability 
would otherwise cause a constraint in Restoration Flows, including areas near the City of 
Firebaugh. Restoration Flows would not increase in the river reaches until Reclamation, 
through the seepage management efforts and through the channel capacity report process, 
determines that such flows would not damage adjacent landowners or impact levee 
stability. Erosion would also be monitored and maintenance would occur, or Restoration 
Flows would be reduced, as necessary, to avoid erosion-related impacts. (See MCR-6: 
Flood Management Considerations and O&M Costs and MCR-2: Seepage Management.) 

This information is included in Section 12.3.3 of the Final EIS/R. The inclusion of this 
additional information in the Final EIS/R does not change the conclusions of the Draft 
EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-19 
This paragraph was deleted and text was revised in Section 12.3.3 of the Final EIS/R to 
describe the avoidance and minimization measure that would be implemented by the 
Program (see response to comment L-LSJLD-18). This revision in the Final EIS/R does 
not change the conclusions of the Draft EIS/R. Current flood management strategies are 
also clarified, as discussed in response to comment L-LSJLD-12.  
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Response to Comment L-LSJLD-20 
The commenter expresses concerns related to O&M costs for the flood system. It is 
unclear if the commenter is referring to the O&M costs of the Project facilities or the 
O&M costs for the Flood Control Project. See MCR-5: Project Funding for more 
information on the Project O&M costs. See MCR-6: Flood Management Considerations 
and O&M Costs for more information on the responsible party for O&M of the Flood 
Control Project. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-21 
This comment is referring to comments L-LSJLD-11 though L-LSJLD-20. See response 
to comments L-LSJLD-11 to L-LSJLD-20.  

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-22 
Text has been revised in Section 21.1.6 of the Final EIS/R to include these corrections. 
The revised information in the Final EIS/R does not change the analysis or conclusions of 
the Draft EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-23 
Reclamation will continue to work with LSJLD to better understand how future 
conditions may affect their overall operations. Additionally, coordination will continue in 
order to assess the potential changes, if any, in O&M costs that may occur as a result of 
implementing the SJRRP. See MCR-6: Flood Management Considerations and O&M 
Costs for a discussion of changes to the O&M costs for the Flood Control Project. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-24 
Text has been revised in Section 21.3.3 of the Final EIS/R to correct this typographical 
error. This revision in the Final EIS/R does not change the analysis or conclusions of the 
Draft EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD-25 
See MCR-6: Flood Management Considerations and O&M Costs. The federal 
government makes payment in lieu of taxes when purchasing land in a given county. The 
LSJLD may be able to find alternate sources of funding, some of which are described in 
Appendix E of the Revised Framework (SJRRP 2015). Reclamation also suggests the 
LSJLD embrace opportunities for multi-benefit projects that may enhance opportunities 
for obtaining O&M funding by combining flood control maintenance with habitat 
projects.  
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II.5.9 Lower San Joaquin Levee District (2) 
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II.5.10 Responses to Lower San Joaquin Levee District (2) 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD(2)-1 
Although the implementing agencies responsible for the SJRRP are Reclamation, 
USFWS, NMFS, DWR, and DFW, Reclamation has taken the lead role in development 
and implementation of the Project. Reclamation is currently working on the Project 
design and is responsible for Project construction. As described in the Revised 
Framework (SJRRP 2015; Tables 4-10 and 5-11), all of the costs for the Mendota Pool 
Bypass in the Five Year Vision and all of the costs for the Reach 2B levee expansion in 
the Ten Year Vision are Federal costs. Although DWR would continue to have a lead role 
in SJRRP implementation, including levee stability in downstream reaches, DWR does 
not have the principal responsibility for Project implementation of the setback levees.  

Although actual maintenance activities may be performed by others under contract (to be 
determined), Reclamation would be funding Project O&M. Table 5-2b of the Revised 
Framework identifies an O&M budget of $200,000 a year for the Mendota Pool Bypass 
starting in FY 2020, after construction has been completed in FY 2019. Table 5-2b also 
assigns this cost to the Federal government (Reclamation). In addition, Table 6-2b of the 
Revised Framework identifies an O&M budget of $200,000 a year for the Reach 2B 
Improvements starting in FY 2026, after construction has been completed in FY 2025. 
Table 6-2b also assigns this cost to the Federal government (Reclamation). These O&M 
costs are included until FY 2029, which is the end of the planning horizon for the 
Revised Framework. In addition, the SJRRP has committed to long-term O&M activities 
to be implemented in the SJRRP Restoration Area that could contribute to actions in the 
Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B area. These activities including invasive species 
management ($300,000 per year) and vegetation management ($200,000 per year), both 
funded through FY 2029 in the Revised Framework (again, the end of the planning 
horizon in the Revised Framework). Although the budget has not been developed beyond 
FY 2029, funding for Project O&M activities is intended to continue for the life of the 
Project. For additional information on SJRRP funding, see MCR-5: Project Funding.  

As described in Section 2.2.4 of this EIS/R and MCR-4: Project Design and Operations, 
O&M of the Project control structures includes annual operating maintenance for control 
gates, lubricating the fittings, greasing and inspecting the motors, replacing parts and 
equipment, in-channel sediment removal in the structure vicinity, and cleaning the trash 
rack. Although the budget has not been developed beyond 2029, funding for Project 
O&M is intended to continue for the life of the Project. Reclamation anticipates that the 
San Joaquin River Restoration Fund would serve as the long-term funding source for all 
SJRRP O&M activities, including O&M activities that are part of this Project. The long-
term collections (post FY 2029) in the San Joaquin River Restoration Fund would be 
comprised of the Friant Surcharge collections and Sales of Water and Property. 
Reclamation estimates these sources to result in an average of $6.2 million per year. 
These funds would be available for use as they are collected (the current restrictions on 
the expenditure of these funds are lifted in FY 2020). Reclamation recognizes that the 
roughly $400,000 O&M estimate for both the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B levees 
would be subject to inflation over time, however, the collections in the San Joaquin River 
Restoration Fund are more than sufficient to cover these costs. Reclamation remains 
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cognizant of all of the SJRRP long-term O&M funding needs and is working to ensure 
that all long-term O&M funding needs remain within the estimated $6.2 million per year 
in collections. In addition, Federal appropriations would likely also be available for any 
extraordinary O&M activities. For additional information on Project funding see MCR-5: 
Project Funding. 

Regarding O&M costs associated with the Flood Control Project, see MCR-6: Flood 
Management Considerations and O&M Costs. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD(2)-2 
Reclamation would be acquiring all lands in fee title or as an easement and therefore, 
there would be some loss of tax base as the Federal government does not pay taxes. As 
mentioned by the commenter, Section 21.3.3 of this EIS/R discusses the effects on tax 
revenues for the LSJLD (and for Fresno and Madera counties). Although Reclamation 
understands the challenge a loss in tax revenues presents for the LSJLD, fundamentally, 
the LSJLD, the CVFPB, and the State are responsible for implementing routine O&M or 
capital improvements to the Flood Control Project. In addition, the SJRRP is taking on a 
variety of actions in the Restoration Area through the Physical Monitoring and 
Management Plan that could reduce the LSJLD’s O&M actions and costs to some extent. 
Reclamation would like to work with the LSJLD to find ways to coordinate on these 
actions and help reduce costs to the extent possible. See response to comment L-
LSJLD(2)-1 and MCR-5: Project Funding regarding Project O&M costs. See MCR-6: 
Flood Management Considerations and O&M Costs regarding O&M costs associated 
with the Flood Control Project. 

As described in Section 21.3.3 of this EIS/R, the Project is anticipated to support an 
estimated four jobs for Project O&M. Project O&M will be funded by Reclamation. See 
MCR-5: Project Funding regarding Project O&M costs. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD(2)-3 
As discussed in MCR-4: Project Design and Operations, the EIS/R is based on a 15 to 
30 percent level of design for the Project. The hydrologic, hydraulic, and sediment 
transport modeling used as the basis for the Project design is described in detail in 
Appendix C of the Project design report (Reclamation 2015a). The design report includes 
a discussion of sediment transport through the bypass, effects to floodplain habitat, and 
effects to flood conveyance in Reach 3. As described in Section 2.2.4 of the Draft EIS/R, 
a 300-foot buffer was chosen based on an assessment of the sediment transport conditions 
in the Project design. Additional clarifying details are included in the Project description 
(Sections 2.2.4 and 2.2.6 of the Final EIS/R) based on the most recent design and 
hydrologic, hydraulic, and sediment transport modeling. The inclusion of this additional 
information in the Final EIS/R does not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft 
EIS/R. 

As indicated in Section 12.3.3 of this EIS/R, flows from the San Joaquin River 
Restoration Daily Flow Model developed in RiverWare were used for the flood 
frequency analysis referenced by the commenter. The San Joaquin River Restoration 
Daily Flow Model was developed in RiverWare based on best available information. The 
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Daily Flow Model models the restoration reaches of the San Joaquin River system from 
Friant Dam to just below the confluence with the Merced River. The Daily Flow Model 
uses as its basis of climatology the record of precipitation in the basin, from water years 
1922 to 2003. Future conditions were developed assuming Restoration Flows were fully 
operational and unconstrained by channel conveyance. The Daily Flow Model accounts 
for Millerton inflows, Millerton flood operations for rain events and for snowmelt events, 
outflow ramping at Millerton, Madera and Friant-Kern canals diversions, the Restoration 
Flow schedule, inflows along the San Joaquin River and flood bypasses, diversion 
requests, channel flow losses, and flow routing. This model includes the SJRRP-specific 
information needed to predict future flows under restoration conditions. 

SJRRP conducted a flood risk assessment (see MCR-6 for the analysis) on the translation 
of flood risk from Reach 2B to reaches downstream, i.e., to Reach 3 and Reach 4A. The 
objective of the analysis was to determine if damages would change based on changes in 
the flood hydrographs and if the likely failure points for levees used in the PEIS/R 
evaluation were reasonable. The analysis included a comparison of flood hydrographs at 
four index points in Reaches 3 and 4A, an evaluation of flood damages at these locations, 
and an evaluation of the updated levee data in Reach 3 and Reach 4A. The study 
concluded that, based on a comparison of changes to flood hydrographs, there would be 
little to no increase in damages – the one area that showed a slight increase in damages 
was likely due to perturbation effects in the model – and therefore redirected flood 
impacts would be minor. Furthermore, the risk analysis also evaluated information from 
recently completed levee evaluations including the drilling information and seepage and 
stability analysis in Reaches 2A, 3, and 4A. A review of the levee evaluations concluded 
that the likely failure points for these levees that were used in the PEIS/R were 
reasonable and conservative. For additional information, see MCR-6: Flood Management 
Considerations and O&M Costs.  

Response to Comment L-LSJLD(2)-4 
Reclamation and DWR have been conducting numerous studies in the Restoration Area 
to evaluate channel capacities in the San Joaquin River and flood bypasses. These 
channel capacity evaluations are updated annually through the SJRRP channel capacity 
report process (SJRRP 2016a).  

As described in MCR-6: Flood Management Considerations and O&M Costs, levee 
evaluations along the San Joaquin River and flood bypasses are being conducted by 
DWR as part of the San Joaquin Levee Evaluation Project to assist the SJRRP in 
assessing flood risks due to levee seepage and stability associated with the release of 
Restoration Flows. Geotechnical evaluations have included geomorphology studies, 
collection of geophysical data, drilling programs along the levee crown and landside toe 
(including boreholes, cone penetration tests, and hand augers), and laboratory testing of 
soil samples. These geotechnical evaluations have been used to identify existing channel 
capacity, inform levee seepage and stability modeling for each reach, and to identify 
critical levee segments that have reduced capacity for future levee stability projects.  

As described in MCR-3: Subsidence, Reclamation has been intensively monitoring 
subsidence within the Restoration Area since 2011 and Reclamation and DWR have 
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performed subsidence monitoring along the Flood Control Project levees to help further 
refine subsidence rates in the flood bypasses. DWR has surveyed topographic ground 
elevations in Reach 2A, the Chowchilla Bypass, the Upper Eastside Bypass, the Middle 
Eastside Bypass, and the Mariposa Bypass. DWR also completed surveys in 2013 and 
2014 of the levee and channel in the lower portion of Reach 3, Reach 4A, and the Middle 
Eastside Bypass (SJRRP 2014b). DWR, in coordination with Reclamation, will conduct a 
study to better understand the effects of long-term subsidence on channel capacity. This 
study is expected to be completed in 2016. In addition to updating the models and 
assessing the channel capacity to consider future subsidence, DWR has started to move 
forward with a study within the flood bypasses to understand how subsidence is changing 
sediment transport. The study is designed to better understand and quantify how 
subsidence-induced sedimentation will affect channel capacity and to provide 
information on the amount of sediment removal that may be required to maintain 
necessary design flow capacities. 

As described in MCR-2: Seepage Management, Reclamation is currently monitoring 
more than 200 monitoring wells and piezometers and has identified areas vulnerable to 
seepage effects, developed groundwater thresholds, and has prioritized seepage control 
projects in the Restoration Area. The highest priority seepage projects in the Restoration 
Area are those located in areas that would be impacted at the lowest San Joaquin River 
flows. Key areas of concern include the downstream end of Reach 2A, portions of Reach 
3, and the downstream end of Reach 4A. SJRRP seepage projects are expected to be 
complete by 2020 in areas that would otherwise cause flow to be constrained below 1,300 
cfs. Subsequent seepage projects are expected to be complete by 2025 in areas that would 
otherwise be affected by flows up to 2,500 cfs. All seepage projects are expected to be 
complete by 2030 to allow up to 4,500 cfs of Restoration Flows in the San Joaquin River. 

SJRRP studies have provided a substantial amount of information that is used in the 
analysis of the then-existing channel capacities in the river reaches and flood bypasses. 
These data are used to support the design of the site-specific projects in Reach 2B, Reach 
4B, and at the Arroyo Canal diversion in Reach 3, as well as the levee, seepage projects 
and other site-specific project designs in Reaches 2A through 4B. 

Response to Comment L-LSJLD(2)-5 
See MCR-3: Subsidence for a discussion of Reclamation’s and DWR’s ongoing action to 
evaluate subsidence in the Restoration Area. With respect to Project structures, 
Reclamation is designing new Reach 2B levees and water control structures, such as the 
Mendota Pool Control Structure and the Compact Bypass Control Structure, to account 
for 5 feet of subsidence. This is equivalent to the current rate of subsidence for 25 years. 
This design criterion is considered conservative, because in 2040 (25 years from now) the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act will have required Groundwater 
Sustainability Agencies to reach sustainable levels of groundwater withdrawal in 
critically-overdrafted State groundwater basins. This presumably means that subsidence 
will have stopped in the Project area by 2040. The Project area is in a critically-
overdrafted basin. To account for subsidence, Reclamation is designing additional 
freeboard on levees, additional height of control structures and intake facilities, and 
additional stoplogs or concrete walls to maintain the same low flow elevation after years 
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of subsidence on control structures. These factors will allow the Mendota Pool Bypass 
and Reach 2B project structures to remain operable and effective for many decades to 
come.  
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II.5.11 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
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II.5.12 Responses to San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-1 
Your comments have been reviewed and considered in preparation of the Final EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-2 
The commenter is describing the information provided in Section 4.3.3 of the Draft 
EIS/R. There are no specific comments or questions on this information. 

Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-3 
As described in Section 4.3.3 of this EIS/R, Mitigation Measure AQ-1C, mitigation 
includes purchasing offsets to net zero. 

Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-4 
Section 4.3.3 of the Final EIS/R provides updated Project construction emissions. Based 
on recent geologic investigations, Reclamation anticipates that borrow would be taken 
primarily from within the setback levees for the new floodplain, and minimal if any 
borrow material would be needed from outside of the setback levees. Therefore, the air 
quality impacts for the Project were reanalyzed using more moderate assumptions for off-
site hauling distances. This has allowed for a more accurate representation of the 
Project’s construction related criteria pollutant emissions of CO, NOx, VOC, SOx, PM10 
and PM2.5. As described in Impact AQ-1, the updated Project construction emissions 
estimates for CO, SOx, PM10 and PM2.5 are not anticipated to exceed the SJVAPCD’s 
CEQA significance thresholds. Based on these re-evaluated emissions estimates, the 
Project would have a significant impact for NOx and VOC, and Mitigation Measure AQ-
1A, AQ-1B, and AQ-1C will be implemented to reduce NOx and VOC impacts to less-
than-significant levels. The updated PM10 and PM2.5 emissions are below the SJVAPCD’s 
CEQA significance thresholds, and the PM10 and PM2.5 impacts would be less than 
significant with no mitigation required. Therefore the SJVAPCD’s recommendation of a 
Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement for PM10 and PM2.5 is not applicable. 

Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-5 
Reclamation has initiated meetings with the SJVAPCD in 2016 regarding the Voluntary 
Emission Reduction Agreement, and will include the commitment to implementing the 
agreement in the ROD.  

As discussed in Response to comment L-SJVAPCD-4, note that the air quality impacts 
for the Project were reanalyzed using the assumption that local borrow would be 
sufficient and that all levee fill would come from local borrow sites. The air quality 
analysis presented in the Final EIS/R was updated accordingly. This has allowed for a 
more accurate representation of the Project’s NOX and VOC emissions.  

Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-6 
Text has been revised in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS/R, accordingly. 

Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-7 
The commenter is describing the information provided in the Draft EIS/R. There are no 
specific comments or questions on this information.  
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Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-8 
The health risk assessment was revised as appropriate for the Final EIS/R based on the 
SJVAPCD’s comments (see Section 4.3.3 of the Final EIS/R, Impact AQ-3). A receptor 
height of 1.5 meters was used in the updated Final EIS/R analysis per the SJVAPCD’s 
comment, and the significance threshold for health impacts to sensitive receptors was 
changed to an incremental increase in cancer risk greater than 20 in a million based on 
the latest update to the District’s Risk Management Policy (SJVAPCD 2015). The result 
of the revised assessment is that the Maximum Carcinogen Risk at Receptor and the 
Chronic Hazard Index both increased for the resident child and both decreased for the 
school child in the Final EIS/R compared to the results presented in the Draft EIS/R. As a 
result of the revised assessment, the impacts described in the Final EIS/R are less than 
significant for the school child and less than significant after implementation of 
Mitigation Measures AQ-3A and AQ-3B for the resident child. This is a decrease in 
significance from the analysis in the Draft EIS/R.  

Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-9 
See response to comment L-SJVAPCD-8. Only discrete receptors for sensitive 
populations were evaluated, and a grid was not used for the health risk assessment 
analysis in the updated Final EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-10 
See response to comment L-SJVAPCD-8. Modeling construction equipment operations 
with a grid of volume sources is an appropriate method for evaluating impacts from 
exhaust emissions. Per the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment’s (OEHHA) risk assessment guidance, “emissions that are to be modeled as 
area sources are typical of fugitive sources characterized by non-buoyant emissions 
containing negligible vertical extent.” Exhaust emissions from construction equipment 
are not characteristic of fugitive sources and are more appropriately characterized by 
volume sources which include plume rise. The treatment of construction equipment 
emissions as volume sources is also consistent with the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District’s Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (SCAQMD 
2008). 

Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-11 
See response to comment L-SJVAPCD-8. Idling emissions from haul truck and off-road 
construction equipment were not explicitly modeled with separate calculations, but are 
accounted for using the load factor assumptions and operating durations used in the 
emissions calculations. 

Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-12 
See response to comment L-SJVAPCD-8. Health risk calculations and thresholds for 
evaluating significance were updated in the Final EIS/R according to the most recent 
Update to the District’s Risk Management Policy to Address OEHHA’s Revised Risk 
Assessment Guidance Document (SJVAPCD 2015). 
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Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-13 
See response to comment L-SJVAPCD-8. Per SJVAPCD comments and SJVAPCD’s 
Guidance for Air Dispersion Modeling (SJVAPCD 2006), delivery truck trips outside of 
the Project areas were excluded from the health risk assessment. Truck activity associated 
with the movement of concrete and borrow material between Project areas are included in 
the health risk assessment modeling analysis for the Final EIS/R. This activity is included 
in the impact analysis as these truck movements are anticipated to occur on and in the 
immediate vicinity of Project construction areas constituting the boundaries of the 
Project. 

Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-14 
See response to comment L-SJVAPCD-8. AERMOD modeling was conducted using unit 
emissions of 1 gram per second for each source grouping. For large scale modeling 
projects, this approach provides flexibility in the modeling process. Detailed discussions 
and descriptions of this modeling approach and the lifetime cancer risk calculations, 
assumptions, and methodologies have been added to Appendix 4-A and Appendix 4-B 
(Health Risk Assessment Methodology Appendix). 

Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-15 
As discussed in response to comment L-SJVAPCD-8, the revised health risk assessment 
resulted in findings of less than significant for the school child and less than significant 
after implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-3A and AQ-3B for the resident child. 
See response to comment L-SJVAPCD-8 for more information. Section 4.3.3 of this 
EIS/R includes discussion of the applicable mitigation measures (AQ-3A and AQ-3B). 

Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-16 
See response to comments L-SJVAPCD-8 through L-SJVAPCD-15. 

Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-17 
The list of these rules are similar to what was identified in Section 4.2.3. District Rule 
4002 is also described in that section of the Final EIS/R. 

Response to Comment L-SJVAPCD-18 
The CSLC has received, reviewed, and considered these comments.   
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