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Chapter 3.0   
Local Agency Comments 
This chapter contains copies of comment letters (and any attachments) from the local 
agencies listed in Table 3-1.  Each comment in the comment letters was assigned a 
number, in sequential order (note that some letters may have more than one comment). 
The numbers were then combined with an abbreviation for the local agency (example: 
CCC-1).  

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

Table 3-1 
Comments Received from Local Agencies on Environmental Assessment/Initial Study 

Water Year 2010 Interim Flows Project 
Abbreviation Agency 

CCC Columbia Canal Company 
CCID (A) Central California Irrigation District 
CCID (B) Central California Irrigation District 
Firebaugh City of Firebaugh 
FWUA Friant Water Users Authority 
LSJLD Lower San Joaquin Levee District 
LSJLD2 Lower San Joaquin Levee District 
LTR&PID Lower Tule River Irrigation District 
MCDPW Merced County Department of Public Works 
MID Merced Irrigation District 
SJRECWA San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority 
SLCC San Luis Canal Company 
SLDMWA&SWC San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority and State Water Contractors 
SLDMWA&WWD San Luis Delta-Mendota Water Authority and Westlands Water District 
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3.1 Columbia Canal Company 
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Response to Comments from Columbia Canal Company 

CCC-1: See responses to comments from the San Joaquin River Resource Management 
Coalition (Chapter 4). 
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3.2 Central California Irrigation District 
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Response to Comments from Central California Irrigation District (A) 

CCID (A)-1: A 14-day extension of the public review period was provided. 

CCID (A)-2: Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft Environmental 
Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS) text were necessary in response to this comment; 
therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 
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3.3 Central California Irrigation District 
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Response to Comments from Central California Irrigation District (B) 

CCID(B)-1: See responses to comments from the San Joaquin River Resource 
Management Coalition (Chapter 4). The depth to groundwater provided by Central 
California Irrigation District (CCID)was added to the data repository. U.S. Department of 
the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation is coordinating with CCID to develop thresholds 
consistent with the Seepage Monitoring and Management Plan. The data provided by 
CCID will be used in developing these thresholds. 
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3.4 City of Firebaugh 
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Response to Comments from City of Firebaugh 

FIREBAUGH-1: See responses to comments from the San Joaquin River Resource 
Management Coalition (RMC) (Chapter 4). 

FIREBAUGH-2: As described in Section 2.0 of the Draft Environmental 
Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS), the flow releases under the Proposed Action were 
developed to avoid affects to lands and facilities in Reach 3. These flows are anticipated 
to remain within the interior levees in Reach 3. Facilities and properties outside the 
interior levees within Reach 3 would not be affected by the Proposed Action, because the 
combined Water Year 2010 Interim Flows and irrigation supply flows would not exceed 
an estimated maximum of 1,300 cubic feet per second (cfs). At such flows, the California 
Department of Water Resources has estimated the capacity of interior levees in this reach 
to be approximately 1,300 cfs with 3 feet of freeboard, as described in Section 2.0 of the 
Draft EA/IS. See response to comment RMC-6 (Chapter 4).  
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3.5 Friant Water Users Authority  
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Response to Comments from Friant Water Users Authority  

FWUA-1: The text was revised to include the fifth species, sponge plant in the third 
sentence of the referenced paragraph.  

FWUA-2: The sentence has been reworded to indicate that minimum instream fish and 
water quality flow requirements in the Merced, Tuolumne, and Stanislaus rivers would be 
maintained irrespective of any changes to Vernalis Adaptive Management Plan (VAMP) 
flow releases 

FWUA-3: The text was revised to indicated that the Proposed Action will be 
implemented in accordance with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2008 Central Valley 
Plan/State Water Project (CVP/SWP) Operations Biological Opinion (BO), the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 2009 CVP/SWP Operations BO, and all other 
prevailing and relevant laws, regulations, BOs, and court orders in place at the time water 
is recaptured in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta). 

FWUA-4: Mitigation for noise will occur beyond the time frame of the Proposed Action, 
as it is associated with the removal of invasive species after WY 2010. Please see Section 
4.0 of the Draft Environmental Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS). No revisions to the 
Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to this comment; therefore, the EA/IS text 
was not modified. 

FWUA-5: Text reworded to clarify that Reach 1 has the greatest existing public access 
and instream flows, and that Reach 2 only has flows during limited high-flow periods, but 
has limited public access. Both are not expected to receive significantly increased 
recreational use from the Interim Flows. 

FWUA-6: The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) will be using this 
IS/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) to make its findings, and DWR, in 
conjunction with the U. S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation), has evaluated the effects on fish, wildlife, and other instream beneficial 
uses, and whether any legal users of the water would be injured. Reclamation and DWR 
have made their own determination for consideration by the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB). The SWRCB would consider these conclusions in making its 
own findings. No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to this 
comment; therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified.. 

FWUA-7: The sentence was revised to provide clarity 

FWUA-8: Comment noted. The text was revised to include sponge plant. 

FWUA-9: The text was revised as suggested in the comment. 

FWUA-10: The text was revised as suggested in the comment. 

FWUA-11: The text was revised as suggested in the comment. 
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FWUA-12: Wet years, per Exhibit B of the Stipulation of Settlement in NRDC, et al., v. 
Kirk Rodgers, et al.(Settlement), were selected to illustrate the estimated maximum flows 
that could be released from Friant Dam under the Proposed Action. Wet year flows under 
the Proposed Action are similar to the No-Action Alternative during all months except 
during the spring pulse. During the spring pulse, estimated flows under the Proposed 
Action would be limited by channel capacity and would be at or below the maximum 
flows experienced in normal-dry years. During normal-dry years, the Friant Division 
could experience the greatest reduction in deliveries because of the lack of available 
water. Therefore, these water years were selected to provide the greatest range of 
potential effects of the Proposed Action. 

FWUA-13: The text was revised as suggested in the comment. 

FWUA-14: The text was revised as suggested in the comment. 

FWUA-15: The text was revised as suggested in the comment. 

FWUA-16: The text was revised for clarity. 

FWUA-17:The text on Line 25 on page 2-9 of the Draft EA/IS was removed.  

FWUA-18: Water supply demands that could be considered include the Mendota Pool, 
Arroyo Canal, Lone Tree Unit of the National Wildlife Refuge (NWR), and East Bear 
Creek Unit of the NWR. Water diversions would not exceed the demand for water supply 
at these locations. No revisions to the Draft EA/IS were necessary in response to this 
comment; therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

FWUA-19: The year-types in Exhibit B of the Settlement were identified based on the 
percentages of years from 1922 through 2005 with relative inflows. The San Joaquin 
River Restoration Program (SJRRP) has developed a correlation between these data and 
the complete range of potential unimpaired inflow to Millerton Lake, as shown in Table 
4-2, Appendix C of the Final EA/IS describes this process and the need for it. The text 
was revised to reflect this. 

FWUA-20: The final forecast for a year is published in the May version of DWR 
Bulletin 120. 

FWUA-21: The text was revised as suggested in the comment. 

FWUA-22: The text was revised as suggested in the comment. 

FWUA-23: Channel capacity limitations prevent the release of full Restoration Flows 
during WY 2010; therefore, WY 2010 Interim Flows would be less than full Restoration 
Flows. Additional considerations, such as the potential to cause seepage impacts, support 
this reduction in the first year of experimental flow. No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text 
were necessary in response to this comment; therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 
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FWUA-24: Text referenced was included to provide additional clarity on the meaning of 
information presented in Figure 2-15 of the Draft EA/IS. 

 

FWUA-25: Concur. The text was revised throughout the Final EA/IS to reflect the 
NMFS BO released in June 2009. 

FWUA-26: Text was inserted to provide clarity in Section 4.  

FWUA-27: Reduction of flows would occur at Friant Dam. Diversion of flows would 
occur at the diversion locations identified in the Draft EA/IS, including Chowchilla 
Bypass, Mendota Pool, Arroyo Canal, and/or wildlife refuges. 

FWUA-28: The text was revised in Section 4 to distinguish between areas immediately 
adjacent to the lake and upstream areas.   

FWUA-29: The text was revised as suggested. 

FWUA-30: The text was revised for clarity to indicate that the diversion structures refer 
to several pump facilities and Arroyo Canal.  

FWUA-31: The text was revised in the Final EA/IS to include a description of wildlife 
refuge landscape adjacent to the river.  

FWUA-32: The Draft EA/IS does not imply that the causal relationship between human-
caused greenhouse gases (GHGs) and climate change is undisputed. However, the current 
practice under the California Environmental Quality Act is to identify the contribution of 
GHGs. 

FWUA-33: The text was revised as suggested in the comment. 

FWUA-34: The text was revised as suggested in the comment. Text regarding Mammoth 
Reach, Granite, Jackass, and Chiquito Creeks was removed from Section 3.0 in the Final 
EA/IS. 

FWUA-35: The text was revised in Section 3.0 of the Final EA/IS to clarify water 
management practices in the San Joaquin River.  

FWUA-36: The text was revised as suggested in the comment. 

FWUA-37: See response to comment RMC-59. 

FWUA-38: The volume quantity in the text was changed from 520 to 524 thousand acre-
feet (TAF) to be more accurate, but the term “maximum” was not added because a 
specific elevation/storage point is being discussed (top of active storage). Storage 
volumes in Millerton Lake can actually exceed this amount under certain flood 
conditions. 
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FWUA-39: The North American Vertical Datum1988 datum was added to the text. 

FWUA-40: The text was revised as suggested. 

FWUA-41: The text was revised as suggested. 

FWUA-42: The text was revised as suggested. 

FWUA-43: The text was revised as suggested. 

FWUA-44: The phrase “accommodate flood releases” was replaced by the phrase 
“accommodate controlled releases.” 

FWUA-45: Comment noted.  See RMC-10. 

FWUA-46: The text was revised as suggested. 

FWUA-47: The text was revised as suggested. 

FWUA-48: The text was revised as suggested. 

FWUA-49: The second sentence was removed because cropping patterns are not 
essential to the discussion in this section.  All other text was revised as suggested. 

FWUA-50: The text was revised as suggested by the comment with a few editorial 
changes.  

FWUA-51: The text was revised as suggested. 

FWUA-52: The text was revised as suggested. 

FWUA-53: The text was revised as suggested. 

FWUA-54: Text regarding “integration" of Exchange Contractor systems was removed.  
References to Reclamation’s role in the Exchange Contractor’s contracts are explained in 
previous sentences. 

FWUA-55: The text was revised as suggested. 

FWUA-56: The sentence was revised to provide clarity. 

FWUA-57: The sentences were revised to provide clarity. 

FWUA-58: The sentence was revised to include missing text. 

FWUA-59: The text was revised to add clarity. Groundwater levels in the San Joaquin 
River Hydrologic Region began to recover from the 1987 – 1992 drought in some of the 
subbasins in 1994 and continued to rise through 2000 to water levels near 1970 
predrought conditions. The most recent DWR contour map for the San Joaquin Valley 
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groundwater basin indicates that in general, groundwater levels have recovered to 
predrought levels except in a few isolated areas. 

FWUA-60: Comment is correct.  Reference to Kings County was removed from 
throughout the document.  In the revised text, Friant Division is described as a five-
county area. The text was also revised to indicate that demographic data was collected for 
Kings County to evaluate potential socioeconomic effects that the Proposed Action could 
have on Kings County, especially the towns of Hanford and Corcoran.  Because the 
county is adjacent to the Friant Division service area, it was expected that a number of 
county residents would be employed by water users in the service area. 

FWUA-61: This sentence was revised to provide clarity.  

FWUA-62: The text was revised to reflect comment. 

FWUA-63: The text was revised to include information on Skaggs Bridge Park in Reach 
1. 

FWUA-64: San Joaquin tributary operations may be changed as a result of Interim Flows 
in the San Joaquin River because of interactions with the Vernalis Adaptive Management 
Plan (VAMP), Vernalis water quality, etc.  These changes in tributary operations would 
result in changes in tributary reservoir storage.  In later months, even without the 
presence of Interim Flows, this changed storage may result in changes to tributary flows 
as operational storage limits, such as flood control limits, are encountered at different 
times.  Also, since each tributary operates differently, both to meet shared goals in the 
San Joaquin River and for its own internal purposes, these changes can be different on 
different tributaries. 

FWUA-65: See response to comment FWUA-64. 

FWUA-66: The abbreviation “i.e.” is used here to clarify that "flow objectives at 
Vernalis" refers to VAMP requirements. 

FWUA-67: VAMP flows are released based on hydrologic conditions. Modeling 
completed for the technical analysis included VAMP operating criteria, and reviewed 83 
years of historical hydrology, as described in Appendix G of the Draft EA/IS.  The 83 
years included different hydrologic conditions, which would result in different releases 
(including no releases) for VAMP. Therefore, the potential for releases or no releases 
under VAMP is included in the assessment of the Proposed Action. Additional text was 
added in Section 2.0 of the Final EA/IS to clarify how VAMP was treated in evaluating 
the Proposed Action. 

FWUA-68: Sentences revised to clarify. 

FWUA-69: Note added to clarify that WY 2010 Interim Flows will not be released 
between November 21, 2009, and January 31, 2010.   
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FWUA-70: The Proposed Action does not include release of flows after September 2010. 
As described in the response to comment FWUA-80, a change in groundwater pumping 
as a result of this 1- year action is considered less than significant. The SJRRP Program 
Environmental Impact Statement/Report (PEIS/R) will evaluate the program-level and 
cumulative affects of the future potential implementation of the SJRRP, including the 
project-level and cumulative affects of both Interim Flows and Restoration Flows. The 
PEIS/R is being developed and is not yet available. 

FWUA-71: The flows discussed in this paragraph are historical flows, not simulated 
flows from the No-Action Alternative. "Historical record" language was added to clarify 
this.   

FWUA-72: The paragraph was revised to reflect VAMP operations in the water 
operation model.  The No-Action Alternative assumes the continuation of VAMP. 

FWUA-73: Text regarding water rights and recapture was removed from this paragraph.  
This paragraph was revised to focus solely on CVP/SWP pumping changes due to 
Interim Flows.  Water recapture is discussed in subsequent sections. 

FWUA-74: The value was changed to “384” TAF to be consistent with the wet year 
Interim flows listed in Table 2-3 of the Draft EA/IS. 

FWUA-75: As described in Section 2, recirculation of recaptured water to the Friant 
Division could require mutual agreements between Reclamation, DWR, Friant Division 
long-term contractors, and other south-of-Delta CVP/SWP contractors. Text added in 
Section 2.0 of the Final EA/IS to state that Reclamation would assist in developing these 
agreements. 

FWUA-76: WY 2010 Interim Flows is a 1-year action that will be consistent with the 
two goals of the Settlement: the Restoration Goal and the Water Management Goal, as 
defined in Section 1.0 of the Draft EA/IS. Consistent with the Water Management Goal, 
Reclamation will take actions to reduce or avoid adverse water supply impacts on all of 
the Friant Division long-term contractors that may result from the WY 2010 Interim 
Flows. As stated in Section 2.0 of the Draft EA/IS, WY 2010 Interim Flows would be 
recaptured to the maximum extent possible, consistent with and limited by existing 
operating criteria, prevailing and relevant laws, regulations, BOs, and court orders in 
place at the time the water is recaptured. Recapture and recirculation of WY 2010 Interim 
Flows could require mutual agreements among Reclamation, DWR, Friant Division long-
term contractors, and other south-of-Delta CVP/SWP contractors. Text in Section 4 was 
revised to include additional information from technical analyses completed for 
preparation of the Draft EA/IS. The information presented in Section 2 is based upon a 
Wet year and represents the estimated maximum water available for transfer during WY 
2010 Interim Flows. Actual delivery reductions range from zero to the full quantity 
released and would vary based upon the year type. During a Critical-Low year, the water 
available for recapture and transfer to the Friant Division long-term contractors would be 
zero because there are no WY 2010 Interim Flow releases under this year type. During 
Critical-High, Dry, Normal-Dry, Normal-Wet, and Wet years, the water available for 
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recapture and transfer to the Friant Division long-term contractors would range between 
zero and 70 TAF, zero and 147 TAF, zero and 185 TAF, zero and 223 TAF, and zero and 
384 TAF (as shown in Table 2-3), respectively. Implementation of the Proposed Action 
consistent with the Settlement would support a finding that reductions in deliveries due to 
WY 2010 Interim Flows would result in less-than-significant impacts.   

FWUA-77: Temporary permits would not affect regulatory requirements for operation of 
San Luis Reservoir. See response to comment RMC-39. Text has been revised for clarity. 

FWUA-78: The text was revised as suggested. 

FWUA-79: See response to comment FWUA-75. Text was added in Section 2.0 of the 
Final EA/IS. 

FWUA-80: The change in groundwater pumping as a 1-year action is not considered 
potentially significant. The SJRRP PEIS/R will evaluate the program-level and 
cumulative effects of the future potential implementation of the SJRRP, including 
project-level and cumulative effects of both Interim Flows and Restoration Flows. The 
PEIS/R is being developed and is not yet available; therefore, it would be speculative at 
present to identify environmental impacts and their significance, which will be addressed 
in the PEIS/R. 

FWUA-81: WY 2010 Interim Flows would occur as a 1-year action and, as stated in the 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), is not anticipated to result in significant 
impacts. Reductions in water supply availability to Friant Water Users would be 
replenished by recirculated water and alternate sources of water. Potential impacts related 
to the reduction in water supply to Friant Water Users have been evaluated and have been 
identified as less than significant (see Section 4.10 of the Draft EA/IS, Hydrology and 
Water Quality). See response to comment RMC-93. 

FWUA-82: The text was revised according to comment. 

FWUA-83: See response to comment FWUA-67. 

FWUA-84: The expert witness reports were reviewed for technical evaluations and 
technical information on the physical system. Information and/or methods described in 
expert witness reports were used based on professional judgment, if determined to be the 
best available information. The Draft and Final EA/IS do not use this information to 
construe the Settlement. 

FWUA-85: The text was revised for clarity. 
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