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Response to Comments from Lower San Joaquin Levee District and 
Attachments: Exhibits A through J 

Nontechnical Comments 
LSJLD-1: The U. S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) 
and the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) will continue to work with the 
Lower San Joaquin Levee District (LSJLD) to develop an agreement on the actions 
necessary to implement the Proposed Action. Vegetation management and flood system 
maintenance and operations in the river and flood bypass channels are expected to 
continue.  

LSJLD-2a: Reclamation is in the process of identifying lands that may be subject to 
agreements with landowners. Flows would not be released until necessary agreements are 
in place. No revisions to the Draft Environmental Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS) text 
were necessary in response to this comment; therefore, the Environmental 
Assessment/Initial Study text was not modified. 

LSJLD-2b: Reclamation and DWR are unaware of any Conditional Use Permits for 
mining activities in Reach 2A or in Eastside Bypass Reach 2. Excavation of sand in 
Reach 2A could continue in parts of the channel that would not be inundated, and/or 
between November 20, 2009, and February 1, 2010, when Interim Flows would not be 
released. Text in Section 4.0 revised to clarify this. 

LSJLD-3: See response to comment LSJLD-1.  

LSJLD-4: See response to comment LSJLD-1. The Final EA/IS addresses impacts to 
flood control operations as a result of the Water Year (WY) 2010 Interim Flows project. 
Operational changes as a result of the long-term Interim and Restoration flows are 
outside of the scope of the EA/IS; however, Reclamation and DWR are working on the 
development of the Program Environmental Impact Statement/Report (PEIS/R) that will 
address the potential impacts of implementation of long-term Interim and Restoration 
flows. Reclamation and DWR intend to work with the LSJLD as part of the PEIS/R 
process to address changes in the LSJLD’s long-term operation, and maintenance 
activities. 

LSJLD-5a: Comment noted; the text was revised to clarify flow routing options that may 
be implemented.   

LSJLD-5b: Figure reference revised. The text was revised to clarify. See response to 
comment LSJLD-5a. Interim Flows would be diverted for exchange and recirculation to 
Friant Division Long Term Contractors to the extent the diverted water can replace other 
existing Central Valley Project delivery obligations, if any.  The text was revised to 
clarify. 

LSJLD-5c: See response to comments LSJLD-5b and 5d. 

LSJLD-5d: Only paved roads would be used as detour routes; the text was revised to 
clarify. 
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LSJLD-5e: Flows would not inundate the channel year-round under the Proposed 
Action. Sediment mobilization due to less than 1 year of flow is anticipated to be de 
minimis, as described in Sections 2.0 and 4.0 of the Draft EA/IS. See response to 
comment LSJLD-2b. No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were necessary in response to 
this comment; therefore, the  text was not modified. 

LSJLD-6a: See responses to comments LSJLD-1, -5a through -5e. The Final EA/IS 
considers and evaluates the impacts of the use of the Eastside and Mariposa bypasses for 
routing of Interim Flows. The project description includes a Vehicular Traffic Detour 
Plan that addresses potential alternate routes for transportation purposes. Reclamation 
and DWR are unaware of any Conditional Use Permits for mining activities in Reach 2A 
or in Eastside Bypass Reach 2 and, as described in Section 4.0 of the Draft EA/IS, 
Interim Flows would not be of sufficient quantity to affect mining operations and 
reclamation activities that may be in place. No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text were 
necessary in response to this comment; therefore, the text was not modified. 

LSJLD-6b: Comment noted.  The purpose of the Proposed Action is to implement the 
provisions of the Settlement pertaining to WY 2010. No revisions to the Draft EA/IS text 
were necessary in response to this comment; therefore, the EA/IS text was not modified. 

Technical Comments 
LSJLD-7: Section 2.2.2 discusses the flow considerations by reach, including estimated 
infiltration losses. The text was revised for clarification. 

LSJLD-8: The text was revised to reflect comment. 

LSJLD-9a: The text was revised to reflect that the north end of the Chowchilla Bypass is 
the confluence of the Fresno River.  Text is revised to clarify that Chowchilla Bypass and 
Chowchilla Canal Bypass are the same feature. 

LSJLD-9b: The Chowchilla Bypass and Eastside Bypass Reach 1 capacities were 
adjusted based on revisions to reflect the confluence point of the two bypasses.  Table 2-4 
was revised with the 12,000 cubic feet per second estimated existing capacity.  Design 
capacities described in Section 3 are according to DWR documents.   

LSJLD-9c: See response to comment LSJLD-6a. The text was revised to clarify that WY 
2010 Interim Flows would have a lower priority, to channel capacity, than flood flows. 

LSJLD-9d: The text was revised for clarification on the function of the Sand Slough 
Control Structure. 

LSJLD-10a: The text was revised as suggested. 

LSJLD-10b: The text was revised as suggested.  

LSJLD-10c: See response to comment MCDPW-2 in this chapter. 
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LSJLD-11: The descriptions of project and nonproject levee sections were revised to 
include project levees upstream from the Sand Slough Control Structure. 

LSJLD-12: The Proposed Action does not inhibit the development of a Central Valley 
Flood Protection Plan. Reclamation and DWR have jointly developed the Proposed 
Action in a manner that is consistent with the Central Valley Flood Control Act. As 
described in response to comment, LSJLD-1 and -4, Reclamation and DWR intend to 
develop an agreement with the LSJLD to address additional operations and maintenance 
activities as a result of WY 2010 Interim Flows. The text was revised to clarify this. 

LSJLD-13: See response to comment LSJLD-1. 

LSJLD-14: See response to comment LSJLD-1. 

LSJLD-15: See response to comment LSJLD-1 and 4. 

LSJLD-16: See response to comment RMC-30 in Chapter 4. Because of access 
limitation and boating barriers downstream from Reach 1, the enhancement to boating 
will primarily occur in Reach 1.  Thus, Finding 14 was revised to state "(primarily 
canoers and kayakers on Reach 1).”  No access is presumed nor is any boating activity 
anticipated to occur in the bypasses. 



  Chapter 3.0 
 Local Agency Comments 

Appendix I Final 
Responses to Comments 3-79 September 2009 

3.7 Lower Tule River and Pixley Irrigation District 
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Response to Comments from Lower Tule River and Pixley Irrigation District 

LTR&PID-1: As stated in response to comment RMC-1 (Chapter 4),  The Water Year 
(WY) 2010 Interim Flows constitute a complete project under the National 
Environmental Policy Act because it is a demonstration project that has independent 
utility and provides useful information on flows, temperatures, fish needs, seepage losses, 
shallow groundwater conditions, recirculation, recapture and reuse conditions, channel 
capacity (high and low flows), and levee stability regardless of the future implementation 
of the Stipulation of Settlement in NRDC, et al., v. Kirk Rodgers, et al..  These data are 
useful independent of the San Joaquin River Restoration Program (SJRRP), particularly 
with respect to understanding the flood management system and seepage. While the 
Proposed Action is one of the first steps in implementing the SJRRP, the Proposed 
Action can be implemented successfully in meeting its purpose and need and objectives 
without any subsequent SJRRP activities.  WY 2010 Interim Flows would not have 
significant impacts, and would not require the preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report. As described in Section 4.0 of the Draft Environmental 
Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS), the Proposed Action is likely to affect groundwater 
conditions but these effects are not considered significant. See also responses to 
comments FWUA-76 and FWUA-81. 
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3.8 Merced County Department of Public Works 
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Response to Comments from Merced County Department of Public Works  

MCDPW-1: Please see Section 1.3.3 for clarification on the relationship between the 
WY 2010 Interim Flows and the San Joaquin River Restoration Program (SJRRP) 
Program Environmental Impact Statement/Report (PEIS/R). The SJRRP PEIS/R will 
evaluate the program-level and cumulative effects of the future potential implementation 
of the SJRRP, including the project-level and cumulative effects of both Interim Flows 
and Restoration Flows. The PEIS/R is being developed and is not yet available. 

MCDPW-2: Comment noted.  The text was revised in Section 2.0 of the Final 
Environmental Assessment/Initial Study to provide clarity on the vehicular traffic detour 
plan. The detour plan would be prepared and implemented before roadway inundation.  
Reclamation would coordinate with Merced County to evaluate the condition of Dan 
McNamara Road after potential inundation. 

MCDPW-3: Comment noted.  See response to comment MCDPW-2. 
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