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Relicensing the Don Pedro Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project
No. 2299-082, and issuing an original license for the La Grange
Hydroelectric Project, FERC Project No. 14581-002

Final Environmental Impact Statement
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

The Don Pedro Project is located on the Tuolumne River in
Tuolumne County, California. It occupies 4,802 acres of federal
land administered by the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of
Land Management (BLM). The La Grange Project is located on
the Tuolumne River immediately downstream of the Don Pedro
Project in Stanislaus and Tuolumne Counties, California. It
occupies 14 acres of federal land administered by BLM. BLM
administers the federal lands occupied by these projects under the
Sierra Resource Management Plan.

Turlock Irrigation District and Modesto Irrigation District,
collectively, Districts or applicants, filed an application for a new
major license with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(Commission) to continue to operate and maintain the
168-megawatt (MW) Don Pedro Hydroelectric Project. In addition
to providing for hydroelectric power generation, Don Pedro
Reservoir provides water supply for the irrigation of more than
200,000 acres of Central Valley farmland and municipal and
industrial uses, flood control benefits along the Tuolumne and San
Joaquin Rivers, and a water-banking arrangement for the benefit of
the City and County of San Francisco. The Districts filed an
application for an original license with the Commission to continue
to operate and maintain the 4.7-MW La Grange Hydroelectric
Project. This existing, unlicensed project was determined to
require licensing in an order issued by the Commission on
December 19, 2012. The order found that the project is located on
a navigable river and occupies federal lands.

The staff’s recommendation is to license the projects as proposed
by the Districts with some staff modifications and additional
measures.
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Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission
Office of Energy Projects
888 First Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20426
(503) 552-2760

f. Transmittal: This final environmental impact statement to relicense the Don
Pedro Hydroelectric Project and to issue an original license for the
La Grange Hydroelectric Project is being made available for public
comment on or about July 7, 2020, as required by the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969! and the Commission’s
Regulations Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act
(18 CFR, Part 380).

! National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, amended (Pub. L. 91-190, 42 U.S.C.
4321-4347, January 1, 1970, as amended by Pub. L. 94-52, July 3, 1975, Pub. L. 94-83,
August 9, 1975, and Pub. L. 97-258, § 4(b), September 13, 1982).
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FOREWORD

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission), pursuant to the
Federal Power Act (FPA)? and the U.S. Department of Energy Organization Act® is
authorized to issue licenses for up to 50 years for the construction and operation of non-
federal hydroelectric developments subject to its jurisdiction, on the necessary
conditions:

That the project adopted . . . shall be such as in the judgment of the Commission
will be best adapted to a comprehensive plan for improving or developing a waterway or
waterways for the use or benefit of interstate or foreign commerce, for the improvement
and utilization of water-power development, for the adequate protection, mitigation, and
enhancement of fish and wildlife (including related spawning grounds and habitat), and
for other beneficial public uses, including irrigation, flood control, water supply, and
recreational and other purposes referred to in section 4(e) . ... 4

The Commission may require such other conditions not inconsistent with the FPA
as may be found necessary to provide for the various public interests to be served by the
project.> Compliance with such conditions during the licensing period is required. The
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure allow any person objecting to a licensee’s
compliance or noncompliance with such conditions to file a complaint noting the basis
for such objection for the Commission’s consideration.®

216 U.S.C. § 791(a)-825r, as amended by the Electric Consumers Protection Act
of 1986, Pub. L. 99-495 (1986), the Energy Policy Act of 1992, Pub. L. 102-486 (1992),
and the Energy Policy Act of 2005, Pub. L. 109-58 (2005).

3 Public Law 95-91, 91 Stat. 556 (1977).
416 U.S.C. § 803(a).

516 U.S.C. § 803(g).

518 CFR § 385.206 (2018).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On April 28, 2014, Turlock Irrigation District (TID) and Modesto Irrigation
District (MID) (collectively, Districts or applicants) filed an application for a new major
license with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission or FERC) to
continue to operate and maintain the Don Pedro Hydroelectric Project (FERC No.
2299-082). Subsequently, the Districts filed an amended application on October 11,
2017. The 168-megawatt (MW) project is located at river mile (RM) 54.8 on the
Tuolumne River in Tuolumne County, California. The Don Pedro Project currently
occupies 4,802 acres of federal land administered by the U.S. Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Land Management (BLM). BLM administers the federal lands occupied by
the project under the Sierra Resource Management Plan. The project generates an
average of about 550,000 megawatt-hours (MWh) of energy annually.

On October 11, 2017, the Districts filed an application for an original license with
the Commission to continue to operate and maintain the La Grange Hydroelectric Project
(FERC No. 14581-002).” The 4.7-MW project is located at RM 52.2 on the Tuolumne
River in Stanislaus and Tuolumne Counties, California, immediately downstream of the
Don Pedro Project. The proposed project boundary would occupy 14 acres of federal
land administered by BLM. The project generates an average of about 18,077 MWh of
energy annually.

Project Description and Operation

Don Pedro Project

The Don Pedro Project includes the following existing facilities: (1) a 580-foot-
high, 1,900-foot-long, earth and rockfill dam; (2) a reservoir with a gross storage capacity
of 2,030,000 acre-feet and a usable storage capacity of 1,721,000 acre-feet; (3) a 30-foot-
high, 45-foot-wide, 135-foot-long, gated spillway including three 45-foot-wide by
30-foot-high radial gates; (4) a 995-foot-long, ungated ogee emergency spillway with a
crest elevation of 830 feet National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 19298; (5) a set of outlet
works that are located at the left abutment of the dam and consist of three individual gate
housings in the diversion tunnel, each containing two 4-foot-by-5-foot slide gates; (6) a
3,500-foot-long, concrete-lined diversion tunnel with a total hydraulic capacity of

" On December 19, 2012, Commission staff issued an order finding that the
existing, unlicensed La Grange Project requires licensing because it is located on a
navigable river and occupies federal lands. Turlock Irrigation Dist. and Modesto
Irrigation Dist., 141 FERC 1 62,211 (2012), order on reh’g, 144 FERC 61,051 (2013),
aff’d sub nom., Turlock Irrigation Dist. v. FERC, 786 F.3d 18 (D.C. Cir. 2015).

8 All elevation data in this final EIS are given in National Geodetic Vertical Datum
of 1929.
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7,500 cubic feet per second (cfs); (7) a 2,960-foot-long power tunnel located in the left
abutment of the dam that transitions from an 18-foot-diameter, concrete-lined section to a
16-foot-diameter, steel-lined section; (8) a 21-foot-high, 12-foot-wide, emergency closure
fixed-wheel gate; (9) a powerhouse located immediately downstream of the dam
containing a 72-inch hollow jet valve and four Francis turbine-generator units with a total
nameplate capacity of 168,015 kilowatts and a maximum hydraulic capacity of 5,500 cfs;
(10) a switchyard located on top of the powerhouse; (11) a 75-foot-high, earth and
rockfill dike (Gasburg Creek Dike) with a slide-gate controlled 18-inch-diameter conduit
located near the downstream end of the spillway; (12) three small embankment dikes—
dike A located between the main dam and spillway and dikes B and C located east of the
main dam; (13) recreation facilities on Don Pedro Reservoir, including Fleming
Meadows, Blue Oaks, and Moccasin Point; and (14) appurtenant facilities and features
including access roads.

In addition to providing hydroelectric power generation, Don Pedro Reservoir
provides water supply for the irrigation of more than 200,000 acres of Central Valley
farmland and municipal and industrial uses, flood control along the Tuolumne and San
Joaquin Rivers, and a water-banking arrangement with the City and County of San
Francisco (CCSF), which helps to supply water to over 2 million people in the Bay Area.
The Don Pedro Project is hydrologically linked with the CCSF’s upstream Hetch Hetchy
Water and Power System (Hetch Hetchy System), a series of reservoirs, diversion
conduits, and powerhouses located on the upper Tuolumne River.®

Flow releases from the project are scheduled based on requirements for: (1) flood
flow management, including pre-releases in advance of anticipated high flows in wet
years, (2) the Districts’ irrigation and municipal and industrial demands, (3) storage of up
to 570,000 acre-feet of water to manage flow releases from the Hetch Hetchy System in
compliance with agreements with the CCSF, and (4) protection of aquatic resources in
the lower Tuolumne River in accordance with the terms of the FERC license. Scheduled
flow releases are generally provided through the four turbine-generator units (up to
5,500 cfs) located in the Don Pedro Powerhouse. Flows are delivered to the powerhouse
via the power tunnel, which has an inlet centerline elevation of 534.3 feet and connects to
a manifold that feeds each unit. A bifurcation in the manifold passes flow to Unit 4
and/or to a hollow jet discharge valve. The valve discharge is limited to 800 cfs when
Unit 4 is operating, but the valve can release up to 3,000 cfs when Unit 4 is not operating.
Units 1, 2, and 3 discharge to the Tuolumne River directly from the powerhouse. Unit 4

® The Hetch Hetchy System is not a part of the licensed project. CCSF owns and
operates it to provide hydroelectric power and water supply pursuant to the authority
conferred in the Raker Act (38 Stat. 242 (1913)). The Raker Act requires the Hetch
Hetchy System to release a specified amount of water to the Districts. Section 29 of the
Federal Power Act, 16 U.S.C. § 823 (2018), prohibits the Commission from modifying or
repealing any provisions of the Raker Act.
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discharges through a 190-foot-long, 13-foot horseshoe-shaped tunnel to the diversion
tunnel, which discharges downstream of the powerhouse. An additional 7,500 cfs can be
passed through the low-level outlet works tunnel that discharges downstream of the
powerhouse. The gated spillway can release up to 172,500 cfs if reservoir water levels
approach elevation 830 feet. If the reservoir water elevation exceeds 830 feet, up to
300,000 cfs can pass over the crest of the emergency ungated spillway (based on
maximum elevation 850 feet).

When electrical demand is high, flow releases at the project may be increased to
generate more electricity, subject to meeting the flow schedule requirements. These flow
releases are limited by the small amount of usable storage available in the La Grange
Reservoir, which is not sufficient to allow it to re-regulate variations in hourly outflows,
and also by the capacity of the TID main canal. Outflows from the Don Pedro
Powerhouse may vary by about 1,200 cfs between on-peak and off-peak periods, which
can result in daily water fluctuations of about 1.8 inches in Don Pedro Reservoir.

During the winter, inflows are stored for water supply and only limited
hydropower generation occurs. The releases during this period consist of releases to
satisfy minimum flows to the lower Tuolumne River, to provide water to fill downstream
irrigation storage reservoirs, or to manage flood storage.

La Grange Project

The La Grange Project includes the following existing facilities: (1) a 310-foot-
long, 131-foot-high, masonry arch diversion dam (La Grange Diversion Dam); (2) a
reservoir with a total storage capacity of 400 acre-feet and a usable storage capacity of
about 100 acre-feet; (3) the MID canal headworks, the first 400 feet of the MID canal,
and the “hillside” discharge gates (two 42-inch-diameter and one 60-by-60-inch) that are
part of MID’s retired irrigation canal facilities'® and are currently used to provide flows
to the plunge pool downstream of the dam; (4) the TID irrigation intake and tunnel,
which provides flow to the penstock intake structure and to the headworks of the TID
upper main canal; (5) a penstock intake structure containing a trashrack and three
7.5-foot-wide by 14-foot-tall concrete intake bays with manually operated gates and two
automated 5-foot-high by 4-foot-wide sluice gates that can be used to discharge flow to
the river via a sluice channel; (6) two penstocks leading to a powerhouse with two
Francis turbine-generator units with a maximum combined generating capacity of
4.7 MW and a maximum combined hydraulic capacity of approximately 580 cfs; (7) a

10 Because of maintenance and repair issues, MID abandoned the upper portion of
its canal on the west side of the dam and constructed a new intake and diversion tunnel
about 100 feet upstream of La Grange Diversion Dam. The new intake and diversion
tunnel are used divert water into the MID canal for consumptive use, and are not part of
the La Grange Project.
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700-foot-long excavated tailrace; and (8) a substation. The project’s estimated average
annual generation was about 18,077 MWh from 1997 through 2016.

The La Grange Project operates run-of-river. Flows released from Don Pedro
Reservoir flow into La Grange Reservoir and are diverted into the TID and MID intakes
and tunnels or pass over the spillway. Part of the flow that passes into the TID tunnel
intake is diverted at the forebay through the penstock intake structure to the penstocks
leading to the powerhouse, which has an operating range of 100 to 580 cfs. The sluice
gates in the penstock structure can also be used to release flow into the tailrace. The rest
of the flow to the forebay passes through the TID main canal intake structure at the
forebay and flows into the canal. The Districts normally release a flow of approximately
5 to 10 cfs about 400 feet downstream of La Grange Diversion Dam via gates at the end
of the retired MID intake canal. This release is made to support favorable water quality
for resident and migratory fish species and to maintain a stable flow regime for fish
present in the plunge pool.

Existing Environmental Measures

In 1995, the Districts entered into a settlement agreement (1995 Settlement
Agreement) with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (California DFW); the
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS); CCSF; and four non-
governmental organizations that provided for increased minimum flow releases from the
Don Pedro Project to the lower Tuolumne River to improve conditions for fall-run
Chinook salmon. The Commission issued an order on July 31, 1996, amending the Don
Pedro license to incorporate the lower Tuolumne River minimum flow provisions
contained in the 1995 Settlement Agreement.*! The summertime minimum flows range
from 50 to 250 cfs, a substantial increase over the prior summertime minimum flow of 3
cfs; fall through winter minimum flows vary from 150 to 300 cfs, depending on water
year type. To account for varying inflow, the 1995 Settlement Agreement established
10 water year type classifications: (1) critical and below; (2) median critical;

(3) intermediate critical-dry; (4) median dry; (5) intermediate dry below normal;

(6) median below normal; (7) intermediate below normal-above normal; (8) median
above normal; (9) intermediate above normal-wet; and (10) median wet/maximum. The
water year classifications are determined using the California State Water Resources
Control Board’s San Joaquin Basin 60-20-20 Water Supply Index and the California
Department of Water Resources April 1 San Joaquin Valley unimpaired runoff forecast.
The 1995 Settlement Agreement and license amendment also provide for the annual
release of pulse flows to stimulate the upstream migration of adult salmon in the fall and
in the spring to facilitate the outmigration of juvenile salmon, the volume of which also
varies with water year type.

1 Turlock Irrigation Dist. and Modesto Irrigation Dist., 76 FERC ] 61,117
(1996).
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In accordance with the 1995 Settlement Agreement, the Districts also monitor the
fall-run Chinook salmon population in the lower Tuolumne River and file annual reports
summarizing the results of their monitoring activities. The agreement will remain in
effect until the expiration of the current license for the Don Pedro Project.

Proposed Facility Modifications

Don Pedro Project

The Districts propose to install and operate two in-river infiltration galleries at
approximately RM 25.9'2 on the lower Tuolumne River, one of which has been partially
constructed. The infiltration galleries would be used to withdraw some of the water
required to meet municipal and industrial needs and reduce the amount of water
withdrawn at the La Grange Diversion Dam, which would result in additional flow in the
26-mile-long reach between the La Grange Powerhouse and the infiltration galleries, for
the benefit of in-river fisheries habitat.

The Districts also propose to upgrade the turbines and generators for units 1, 2,
and 3. The existing authorized capacity of the project is 168,015 kilowatts (kW) and the
proposal would increase the authorized capacity to 220,000 kW. The upgrades would
increase the total maximum hydraulic capacity of the project from 5,530 cfs to 6,100 cfs.
The upgrades would increase the average annual generation by about 20,000 megawatt-
hours (MWh).

La Grange Project

The Districts do not propose to construct any new project facilities at the
La Grange Project other than those proposed as environmental measures, described
below.

Proposed Project Boundary

Don Pedro Project

The existing project boundary for the Don Pedro Project encloses all the project
facilities described above. The Districts propose to expand the existing project boundary
to include a proposed fish counting/barrier weir to be located at RM 25.5 and the
infiltration galleries within noncontiguous portions of the Don Pedro Project boundary.

12 various locations are given for the infiltration galleries in Exhibit E and
subsequent filings provided by the Districts (responses to additional information requests
and reply comments), ranging from RM 25 to RM 26. Throughout this EIS, we use RM
25.9 based on the location shown in figure 5.5-1, located on page 5-15 of the amended
final license application for the Don Pedro Project.
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La Grange Project

The proposed project boundary for the La Grange Project would enclose the dam,
a portion of MID’s retired canal, spillway pool, TID’s diversion tunnel, forebay,
penstock, powerhouse, substation, and tailrace, and the La Grange Reservoir up to
elevation 300 feet.

Proposed Project Operation

Don Pedro Project

Other than the flow-related measures to enhance aquatic and recreational resources
and the lower minimum reservoir elevation during extended drought conditions, which
are described below, the Districts propose to operate the Don Pedro Project consistent
with existing operation. Except in years with high flows, the infiltration galleries would
operate from June 1 through October 15. To improve boating, the infiltration galleries
would be turned off during certain summer weekends and holidays. The infiltration
galleries would have a combined capacity of 200 to 225 cfs.

La Grange Project

Other than the minimum flow release of 5 to 10 cfs to the plunge pool downstream
of the La Grange Diversion Dam described below, the Districts do not propose to make
substantive changes to the operation of the La Grange Project.

Proposed Environmental Measures

The Districts propose the following environmental measures:

Don Pedro Project

e Reduce the minimum reservoir level for Don Pedro Reservoir from elevation
600 to 550 feet to make an extra 150,000 acre-feet of water available to meet
water needs during extended drought conditions.

e Implement the Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Management Plan
(filed as appendix E-3 of the Don Pedro amended final license application).

e Maintain the following minimum streamflows in the lower Tuolumne River
downstream of La Grange Diversion Dam to benefit aquatic resources and
accommodate recreational boating.
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Proposed Instream Flows with
Infiltration Galleries

Proposed Interim Flows
[to be provided until both
infiltration galleries are
operational]

(cfs) (cfs)
RM 51.7 RM 51.7
Water Year/Period (La Grange Gage)? RM 25.5 (La Grange Gage)?

Wet, Above Normal, Below Normal Water Years
June 1 through June 30 200 100° 150
July 1 through October 15 350 150° 225
October 16 through December 275 275 275
31
January 1 through February 225 225 225
28/29
March 1 through April 15 250 250 250
April 16 through May 15 275 275 275
May 16 through May 31 300 300 300
Dry Water Year
June 1 through June 30 200 75 125
July 1 through October 15 300 75¢ 175
October 16 through December 31 225 225 225
January 1 through February 200 200 200
28/29
March 1 through April 15 225 225 225
April 16 through May 15 250 250 250
May 16 through May 31 275 275 275
Critical Water Years
June 1 through June 30 200 75 125
July 1 through October 15 300 75 150
October 16 through December 31 200 200 200
January 1 through February 175 175 175
28/29
March 1 through April 15 200 200 200
April 16 through May 15 200 200 200
May 16 through May 31 225 225 225

a

U.S. Department of the Interior, Geological Survey (USGS) gage no. 11289650, Tuolumne River below
La Grange Diversion Dam near La Grange, California.

Cease irrigation gallery withdrawals for one pre-scheduled weekend to provide boating opportunities in the
Tuolumne River downstream of the irrigation galleries.

Release 200 cfs for three-day July 4 holiday, for three-day Labor Day holiday, and for two pre-scheduled
additional weekends in either June, July, or August to provide boating opportunities in the Tuolumne River

downstream of the irrigation galleries.
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Provide an annual flushing flow of 1,000 cfs (not to exceed 5,950 acre-feet) on
October 5, 6, and 7, with infiltration galleries shut off to improve spawning
habitat by mobilizing gravel to flush out accumulated algae and fines prior to
peak Chinook salmon spawning. These flows would be provided in wet, above
normal, and below normal water years only.*

Provide spring pulse flows in the following amounts to facilitate the
outmigration of juvenile fall-run Chinook salmon from the lower Tuolumne
River. The timing of pulse flows would be adaptively managed following the
methods provided in appendix E-1, attachment F, of the Don Pedro amended
final license application.

- Wet and above normal water years: 150,000 acre-feet
- Below normal water years: 100,000 acre-feet
- First dry water year: 75,000 acre-feet
- Dry water years following a dry or 45,000 acre-feet

critical water year: 4
- First critical water year: 35,000 acre-feet

- Critical water year following adry or 11,000 acre-feet
critical water year:

Develop a spill management plan to maximize the benefits from the release of
water that would be spilled or is in excess of other project needs, subject to the
constraints of flood control, project safety, and water demands, to benefit
fall-run Chinook salmon floodplain rearing, juvenile outmigration or adult
upstream migration; in-channel rearing; riparian recruitment; and/or
temperature management. The spill management plan would identify the
preferred timing of releases, minimum durations, and preferred flow rates.

Construct a permanent fish counting/barrier weir with a Denil-type fishway
and counting facility at RM 25.5° to enumerate upstream migrating Chinook

13 Flushing flows are proposed to occur only in these water year types, when they
would have less effect on the amount of water available for consumptive use than they
would in dry or critical water years.

1% In their April 12, 2019 comments on the draft EIS, the Districts modified their
proposal to reduce the flow volume allocated for spring pulse flows from 75,000 acre-feet
to 45,000 acre-feet in dry years following a dry or critical water year (Districts, 2019a).

15> The location of this facility is also stated as RM 25.7 at some places in the Don
Pedro amended final license application.
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salmon, allow for broodstock collection, and exclude predatory striped and
black bass from migrating into upstream habitat.

e Implement a predator control and suppression plan that includes sponsoring
fishing derbies; reward-based angling; public outreach programs in local
communities to promote fishing for black bass and striped bass; educational
programs on the effects of predation on native salmonid populations; and
removal and/or isolation of predatory fish via electrofishing, seining, fyke
netting, and other collection methods to control and suppress striped bass and
black bass upstream and downstream of the proposed fish counting/barrier
weir.

e Conduct a coarse sediment management program in the lower Tuolumne River
between RM 39 and RM 52 over a 10-year period, including annual surveys of
fall-run Chinook salmon and O. mykiss!® spawning use of new gravel patches
for five years following completion of gravel augmentation, and a spawning
gravel evaluation in year 12, to improve spawning conditions for fall-run
Chinook salmon and O. mykiss.

e Provide gravel mobilization flows of 6,000 to 7,000 cfs in the lower Tuolumne
River downstream of La Grange Diversion Dam, during years when sufficient
spill is projected to occur, to improve salmonid spawning habitat.

e Implement a fall-run Chinook salmon spawning superimposition’ reduction
program that includes the annual installation of a temporary barrier weir
downstream of the new La Grange Bridge after November 15 to encourage
spawning on less used suitable habitat.

e Conduct a five-year program of experimental gravel cleaning using a gravel
ripper and pressure washer operated from a backhoe, or equivalent
methodology, including monitoring interstitial fines before and after gravel
cleaning, to improve the quality of salmonid spawning gravel in the lower
Tuolumne River. Gravel cleaning would be conducted at or below the
confluence of intermittent streams downstream from La Grange Diversion
Dam, including Gasburg Creek (RM 50.3) and Peaslee Creek (RM 45.5).

e Develop a plan to implement the Lower Tuolumne River Habitat Improvement
Program (LTRHIP) and associated $38 million capital fund and annual funding
accounts. The plan would address establishment of the fund account,

18 The term O. mykiss is used to represent both resident and anadromous life
history forms of rainbow trout/steelhead, Oncorhynchus mykiss.

17 Redd superimposition occurs when later arriving female salmonids dig redds on
top of existing redds, which can result in mortality to incubating eggs.
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management of the funds in the account, administration of the Tuolumne
Partnership Advisory Committee (TPAC), guidance for selection of
recommended enhancement projects by the committee, and the Districts’
obligations with respect to the operation, maintenance, monitoring, and
reporting associated with enhancement projects.

e Create the above-noted TPAC to provide recommendations on development
and implementation of the spill management plan and the LTRHIP. The
committee would consist of the Districts, FWS, and CCSF. Other parties,
including National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and California DFW
would be encouraged to participate in the committee as full members.

¢ Implement the Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plan (filed as appendix
E-4 of the Don Pedro amended final license application) that includes
measures to prevent the introduction and spread of aquatic invasive species.

e Make reasonable efforts to shape the descending limb of the snowmelt runoff
hydrograph to mimic natural conditions in spill years, subject to other
requirements and constraints including flood control, water supplies, spill
management, project safety, and rapidly changing weather patterns.

e Implement the Terrestrial Resources Management Plan (TRMP) (filed as
appendix E-6 of the Don Pedro amended final license application) that includes
measures for controlling non-native plant species, protecting special-status
species, revegetating disturbed areas, protecting bald eagles from disturbance,
excluding bats from project facilities, and reporting incidental observations of
western pond turtles.

e Implement the Recreation Resource Management Plan (RRMP) (filed as
appendix E-7 of the Don Pedro amended final license application) that includes
measures to address existing and future recreation resource needs within the
project boundary.

e Construct a new boat launch facility to provide boating access upstream of old
Don Pedro Dam when reservoir levels are low.!®

e Implement the Woody Debris Management Plan (filed as appendix E-5 of the
Don Pedro amended final license application) that includes measures for the

18 The final license application does not identify the proposed location; however,
we assume the boat launch would be located on the northeast shoreline in the vicinity of
the location of old Don Pedro Dam shown in figure 1.1.1-1. Old Don Pedro Dam, which
was inundated when the new Don Pedro Dam was constructed, is located 1.6 miles
upstream of new Don Pedro Dam.
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collection, storage, and disposal of woody material to minimize hazards to
boating and other recreational uses in Don Pedro Reservoir.

Provide a new boat take-out/put-in facility at RM 25.5 at the location of the
fish counting/barrier weir.

Install a whitewater boat take-out facility at RM 78 upstream of the Ward’s
Ferry Bridge.

Annually notify BLM about the location and type of any project road
maintenance projects on BLM lands and convene a meeting to confer on
project details if requested by BLM.

Implement the Fire Prevention and Response Management Plan (filed as
appendix E-2 of the Don Pedro amended final license application) that includes
procedures for fire prevention, reporting, and safe fire practices for project
facilities.

Implement the Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) (filed as
appendix E-8 of the Don Pedro amended final license application) that includes
specific actions and processes to manage historic properties.

La Grange Project

Conduct dissolved oxygen (DO) monitoring in the La Grange Project forebay,
immediately downstream from the powerhouse and at the lower end of the
tailrace channel, from September 1 to November 30 each year for the first two
years after license issuance. If results indicate that a specific cause for low DO
exists, the Districts would develop and file an action plan in year 3 of the
license.

Provide a minimum flow of approximately 5 to 10 cfs from gates on the MID
side of the Tuolumne River to the plunge pool downstream of La Grange
Diversion Dam at all times to ensure consistent and adequate flow to support
aquatic resources.

Install a fish exclusion barrier near the TID sluice gate channel entrance to
prevent fish from entering the sluice channel during powerhouse outages.

Construct a foot trail extending from the former Don Pedro Visitor Center
parking lot to the La Grange Reservoir, including directional signage as well as
signage to delineate private land and inform visitors about potential hazards at
the end of the trail (e.g., spillway, flow and reservoir elevation changes).

Implement the HPMP filed on July 10, 2018, to manage potential effects on
historic properties.
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Public Involvement

Before filing their license applications, the Districts conducted pre-filing
consultation under the Commission’s integrated licensing process. The intent of the
Commission’s pre-filing process is to initiate public involvement early in the project
planning process and to encourage citizens, governmental entities, tribes, and other
interested parties to identify and resolve issues prior to formal filing of the application
with the Commission.

As part of the National Environmental Policy Act scoping process for the Don
Pedro Project, Commission staff distributed a scoping document to stakeholders and
other interested parties on April 8, 2011. Two scoping meetings were held on May 11,
2011, in Turlock and Modesto, California, and an environmental site review was
conducted on May 10, 2011. Based on comments made during the scoping meetings and
written comments filed with the Commission, Commission staff issued a revised scoping
document on July 25, 2011.

For the La Grange Project, Commission staff distributed a scoping document to
stakeholders and other interested parties on May 23, 2014. Two scoping meetings were
held on June 18, 2014, in Turlock and Modesto, California, and an environmental site
review was conducted on June 19, 2014. Based on comments made during the scoping
meetings and written comments filed with the Commission, Commission staff issued a
revised scoping document on September 5, 2014.

On November 30, 2017, Commission staff issued a notice that the Districts’
applications for a new license for the Don Pedro Project and an original license for the
La Grange Project are ready for environmental analysis, and requesting comments, terms
and conditions, recommendations, and prescriptions.

The Commission issued a draft environmental impact statement (EIS) on February
11, 2019, and requested that comments be filed by April 12, 2019. The Commission also
held two public meetings on March 26, 2019, in Modesto, California to receive oral
comments on the draft EIS.

Alternatives Considered

This final EIS analyzes the effects of continued project operation and recommends
conditions for any licenses that may be issued for these projects. In addition to the
Districts’ proposals, the final EIS considers three alternatives for each project: (1) no
action, meaning the projects would continue to be operated as they currently are with no
changes; (2) the Districts’ proposals with staff modifications (staff alternative); and (3)
the staff alternative with all mandatory conditions.

Staff Alternative—Don Pedro Project

Under the staff alternative, the project would include many of the Districts’
proposed measures with the exception of the following: the early-October annual
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flushing flow, the permanent fish counting/barrier weir, the predator control and
suppression plan, the fall-run Chinook salmon spawning superimposition reduction
program, the establishment of an LTRHIP fund account, the TPAC, the new whitewater
boat take-out facility upstream of the Ward’s Ferry Bridge, the new boat launch facility
to provide boating access upstream of old Don Pedro Dam, and the new boat take-
out/put-in facility at the proposed fish counting/barrier weir.

We do not recommend the early-October annual flushing flow because the volume
of water proposed (1,000 cfs) is not likely sufficient to achieve the intended purpose of
improving spawning gravel quality, and the proposed timing could cause adult Chinook
salmon to migrate into the Tuolumne River before water temperatures are suitable.
Instead, we recommend that this water be used later in the fall to promote the timely
upstream migration of adult fall-run Chinook salmon, with the timing and shaping of the
flow release to be determined via annual consultation with the fisheries agencies.

We do not recommend the predator control and suppression plan or the associated
fish counting/barrier weir because decisions related to the control of predatory fish,
which support recreational fisheries, are fishery management activities under the
responsibility of state and federal resource agencies and not the Districts.
Implementation of other habitat-related measures included in the staff alternative (i.e.,
increased base flows, spring pulse flows, gravel augmentation, and habitat enhancement
measures under the LTRHIP), however, would decrease the amount of available predator
habitat (by providing flows above the most suitable range for predatory species, and
increasing the amount of gravel transported into the special run pools), expedite the
outmigration of Chinook salmon smolts, and increase the quality and quantity of
available salmonid spawning and rearing habitat, including escape cover.

We do not recommend implementing the proposed fall-run Chinook spawning
superimposition program because of the potential for injury to adult Chinook salmon
from contact with the temporary barrier, which could also result in the “take” of federally
listed California Central Valley steelhead (if present), and because other measures
recommended by staff, including flows, gravel augmentation and cleaning, and
implementation of habitat enhancement measures under the LTRHIP would increase the
amount of available spawning habitat and reduce the risk of redd superimposition.

We do not recommend requiring the Districts to create a TPAC to guide
implementation of the proposed spill management plan and LTRHIP because the
Commission has no authority to require other agencies to participate in such a committee.
Instead, we recommend that the Districts consult with appropriate federal, state, and local
agencies in preparation of the spill management plan and the LTRHIP. We also do not
recommend requiring that the Districts establish an LTRHIP funding account because the
Commission is concerned with protecting resources with specific enforceable provisions
towards that end rather than requiring a licensee to provide a general funding source to be
used at least in part, by entities over which the Commission has no authority and to fund
unspecified measures and actions to which the Commission may or may not have control
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through a license. Instead, we recommend that the Districts identify and implement
specific measures under the LTRHIP in consultation with federal, state, and local
agencies and approved by the Commission. As license conditions, implementation of
these measures would be the responsibility of the Districts and would be under the
jurisdiction of the Commission.

We do not recommend the installation of a whitewater boat take-out facility
upstream of Ward’s Ferry as a license requirement because the proposed lifting platform
does not address safety concerns related to hoisting heavy rafts in a confined area where
they could be blown into each other while being hoisted and potentially swing into or fall
onto recreationists in the narrow river canyon area below the platform. Instead, we
recommend that the existing trails on both sides of the river be improved to facilitate
hand-carrying rafts from the river. We also do not recommend construction of a new
boat launch at Don Pedro Reservoir upstream of old Don Pedro Dam. The existing boat
launches provide adequate boating access to Don Pedro Reservoir unless hydrologic
conditions drier than those that occurred during the 42-year period of record occur in the
future, which would likely be very infrequent. We also do not recommend that the
Districts provide a new boat take-out/put-in to facilitate boat passage past the proposed
fish counting/barrier weir, because we do not recommend construction of the weir.

The staff alternative also includes the following recommended modifications of
the Districts’ proposal and some additional measures:

Geology and Soils Resources

e Develop a soil erosion and sediment control plan for all project-related
construction involving ground-disturbing activities authorized by the license
that includes: (1) a description of best management practices (BMPs) to
reduce the quantity of soil and sediment entering the river during construction;
(2) provisions for inspecting erosion control measures while they are in place;
(3) emergency protocols for erosion and sedimentation control (e.g., steps that
would be taken if control measures fail during a storm event); (4) techniques
that would be used to stabilize sites once construction is completed; and (5) a
description of when and what type of water quality monitoring of surface
waters would occur during ground-disturbing activities and thereafter until soil
conditions have stabilized.

e Modify the Districts’ proposed coarse sediment management program to:

(1) expand the reach where potential gravel augmentation sites would occur to
extend downstream to RM 24.5; (2) require 75,000 tons of gravel to be placed
at sites between RM 52 and RM 39, and 25,000 tons of gravel to be placed at
sites between RM 39 and RM 24.5, for a total not to exceed 100,000 tons over
the duration of any license; (3) require filing of an implementation plan for the
first group of gravel augmentation sites within one year of license issuance,
after review and input from California DFW, NMFS, and FWS; (4) require
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filing of a summary report with the Commission in year 12 after license
Issuance presenting monitoring, mapping, and evaluation of projects conducted
in the first 10 years, and based on the results of the monitoring, any
recommendations for additional gravel augmentation at the initial sites or new
augmentation sites; and (5) if any new gravel augmentation sites are
recommended, require filing of a plan for Commission approval for the new
gravel augmentation sites identified in the summary report.

Aquatic Resources

Modify the proposed Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure
Management Plan in consultation with the California State Water Resources
Control Board (Water Board), California DFW, FWS, NMFS, and BLM to
include: (1) a description of how hazardous substances would be transported,
stored, handled, and disposed of in a safe manner; (2) a description of
equipment and procedures to be used to ensure containment and cleanup of any
spilled hazardous substance; (3) a provision to notify the Water Board,
California DFW, FWS, NMFS, and BLM within 24 hours of discovering a
hazardous substances spill; and (4) a provision to file a report with the
Commission within 10 days of a hazardous substance spill that identifies:

(a) the location of the spill; (b) the type and quantity of hazardous material
spilled; (c) any corrective actions that have been undertaken to clean up the
spill; and (d) any measures taken to ensure that similar spills do not occur in
the future.

Develop a plan to monitor water temperatures at five sites in the lower
Tuolumne River, in consultation with California DFW, FWS, NMFS, and the
Water Board, to include: (1) real-time monitoring at the La Grange gage and a
site near the temporary fish counting weir; (2) periodic monitoring in Don
Pedro Reservoir near the dam whenever the reservoir elevation is lower than
700 feet; (3) a provision to make available to these agencies water temperature
data from the La Grange gage and temporary fish counting weir in real time
and Don Pedro Reservoir temperature according to the schedule defined in the
plan; (4) a provision to file annual summary reports of all temperature
monitoring conducted in each year; and (5) a provision to file a summary
report after five years that includes any recommendations for adjusting future
monitoring and any measures recommended to enhance water temperature
conditions to benefit Chinook salmon and O. mykiss in the lower

Tuolumne River.

Develop a fall pulse flow release plan that would include provisions for:

(1) the annual release of 5,950 acre-feet of water downstream of La Grange
Diversion Dam to promote the upstream migration of Chinook salmon during
favorable instream thermal conditions; (2) annual consultation with the
fisheries agencies to determine the timing and magnitude of flow releases;
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(3) annual monitoring of upstream passage at the temporary fish counting weir
to assist the determination on the timing of the fall pulse flow releases to
coincide with the upstream migration; (4) notification of the selected pulse
flow release timing and magnitude to the Commission, and (5) a summary
report after 10 years of monitoring to evaluate effectiveness and any
recommended changes to the fall pulse flow release plan. These flows would
be provided in wet, above normal, and below normal water years only.

Modify the proposed spring pulse flows to include the floodplain rearing pulse
flows provided in the draft Voluntary Agreement® to be implemented via the
proposed spring pulse flow adaptive management plan (AMP)? in consultation
with California DFW, NMFS, FWS and CCSF. The floodplain pulse flows
would be timed to coincide with Chinook salmon springtime rearing, and
would provide a flow of 2,750 cfs for 20 days in wet and above normal water
years, 18 days in below normal water years, 14 days in dry water years, and 9
days in critical water years. When one or two below normal water years
follow a single dry or critical water year, the duration of the floodplain rearing
pulse flows would be reduced from 18 days to 14 days. In successive dry or
critical water years, no floodplain rearing pulse flows would be provided, and
floodplain rearing pulse flows would not resume until an above normal or wet
water year occurs. Finally, if three successive below normal water years occur
following a wet or above normal water year, the Districts, CCSF and California
DFW would confer to determine whether any water is available for a
floodplain rearing pulse flow.

Modify the proposed spill management plan to include a provision for annual
consultation with resource agencies to determine the preferred magnitude,
duration, and timing of releases made under the plan and specific criteria for
evaluating whether project operations during the descending limb of the spring
snowmelt runoff period reasonably mimic the natural hydrograph.

19 California DFW and California DWR submitted the draft \Voluntary Agreement
to the Water Board on March 1, 2019. The agreement would serve as a Tuolumne River-
specific alternative to the Water Board’s update to the Bay-Delta Plan.

20 The AMP would use estimates of run timing based on counts from the
temporary adult counting weir in conjunction with temperature monitoring data to model
fish growth and estimate the timing of smoltification, and rotary screw traps would be
used to monitor effectiveness. After a period of 7 years, the results of the pulse flow
management program would be assessed to determine adjustments in pulse flow triggers
and duration, as well as whether other pulse flow management options should be
considered.
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Develop a drought management plan to include: (1) a definition of drought
conditions based on available data specific to the project (e.g., current and
projected storage in Don Pedro Reservoir, watershed snowpack and
precipitation conditions, current and projected operating requirements for
instream flows and water supply deliveries, weather forecasts, and other
project operation limitations); (2) identification of license requirements (e.g.,
required flow-related measures) that may need a temporary variance to meet
any critical shortfalls in water available for consumptive uses during drought
conditions; and (3) a description of how available cool-water storage and
instream temperatures would be incorporated into the proposed

operational variances.

Develop an operation compliance monitoring plan to document compliance
with the flow and water level requirements included in any license issued for
the projects.

Modify the proposed LTRHIP to require incorporating a minimum of 6,535
cubic feet of large woody material into the design of the first group of habitat
enhancement projects, anchored in a manner designed to provide the maximum
sustained habitat benefit, and to eliminate the associated $38 million capital
fund, annual funding accounts, and guidance of the plan by the TPAC.

Modify the proposed Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plan to include:
(1) educating recreational users on ways to reduce the spread of invasive
species by providing signage and information pamphlets at designated public
access sites and on websites used to provide the public with information on
project facilities; (2) continuing the boater self-inspection permit program;

(3) identifying project operation or maintenance activities that could result in
the introduction, spread, or proliferation of aquatic invasive species, and the
measures that would be used to control each species for which there is a risk of
spread or introduction; and (4) recording and communicating incidental
observations of aquatic invasive species to BLM, FWS, and California DFW.

Terrestrial Resources

Modify the proposed TRMP to include:

- Conducting noxious weed surveys in areas that support occurrences of
special-status or threatened and endangered plants and using manual
control of noxious weeds, where feasible (instead of herbicides), in areas
with sensitive resources.

— Implementing control measures for the giant reed population documented
along the Don Pedro Powerhouse access road.
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Implementing BMPs to minimize potential for pesticides? to affect non-
target species and avoidance and minimization measures where project-
related ground disturbance authorized by the license would involve heavy
machinery within 300 feet of wetlands and riparian areas.

Recording incidental observations of any special-status or threatened and
endangered species and reporting them to FWS, California DFW, and BLM
for the purpose of tracking the status of occurrences in areas where project
operation and maintenance occur and inform the need for additional
protection measures.

Conducting surveys for special-status plants following California DFW
protocols on project lands within the Red Hills Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC) every five years and every 10 years
elsewhere within the project boundary at project facilities, recreation areas,
and roads and trails that are predominately used for project-related purposes
and where project-related disturbance is reasonably expected to occur.

Installing interpretive signs about the unique plant communities on project
lands within the Red Hills ACEC requesting recreationists to stay on trails.

Conducting pre-construction surveys for special-status or threatened and
endangered plant species following FWS and/or California DFW protocols
(FWS, 2017a, b, and c; California DFW, 2018e) prior to any project-related
ground disturbance in areas with suitable habitat and establishing 50-foot
buffers around special-status or threatened and endangered plant
occurrences, marked with flagging or fencing, prior to implementing
vegetation management or ground-disturbing activities.

Conducting a bat survey of project facilities focused on locations where the
potential exists for conflict with humans, including a daytime visual
assessment and nighttime emergence survey during the peak bat maternity
season (July 1 through August 31) within 2 years after license issuance; and
resurveying project facilities with potential for bat occurrence every five
years to look for evidence of bat use; and installing and annually inspecting
bat exclusion devices at project facilities with evidence of bat roosting.

21 pesticide refers to many kinds of chemicals intended to control, destroy, repel,
or attract pests, including insecticides, herbicides, and rodenticides. The Districts use
herbicides annually for vegetation management and rodenticides occasionally for ground
squirrel management. The resource agency recommendations frequently reference
“pesticides,” which we interpret as meaning both herbicides and rodenticides. For the
purposes of this EIS, the use of the term “pesticide” includes both herbicides and/or

rodenticides.
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Reporting any sick or dead bat found at the Don Pedro Project to California
DFW and FWS as soon as possible and following accepted
decontamination protocols when entering project areas with potential bat
occurrence (found in appendix C of White-nose Syndrome Conservation
and Recovery Working Group, 2015).

Recording the locations of elderberry plants during pre-construction
special-status plant surveys and surveying for elderberry plants in
accordance with FWS protocols (FWS, 2017a) within 165 feet of project-
related ground disturbance with potential to remove elderberry shrubs to
protect valley elderberry longhorn beetle. If elderberry plants are
identified, following avoidance and minimization measures identified in the
Framework for Assessing Impacts to Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle
(FWS, 2017a).

Describing specific project locations where the Districts’ proposed rodent
control activities could occur.

Conducting surveys of ground squirrel burrows on project lands for
occupancy by San Joaquin kit foxes, California tiger salamanders, and
burrowing owls in accordance with California DFW and FWS protocols
(FWS, 2011; FWS, 2003; and California DFW, 2008) prior to any rodent
control or ground disturbance activities that could destroy potential burrows
and implementing avoidance measures for any occupied or potentially
occupied burrows; and documenting any anecdotal evidence of San Joaquin
kit fox, burrowing owl, and California tiger salamander during other
biological surveys for the purpose of tracking the status of occurrences in
areas where project operation and maintenance occur and inform the need
for additional protection measures.

Implementing BMPs to protect California tiger salamander from project-
related activities, which include conducting project-related ground
disturbance or vegetation management within 300 feet of suitable
California tiger salamander breeding habitat only during the dry season
(approximately April 15 to October 15 depending on rainfall and site
conditions) and conducting project-related ground disturbance or pesticide
applications in suitable upland habitat only between July 1 and October 15.

Avoiding use of pesticides on project lands within 500 feet of suitable
aquatic or upland habitat for California tiger salamander.

Decontaminating equipment in accordance with appendix B of FWS (2005)
during project activities that require movement from one waterbody to
another to prevent the spread of chytrid fungus and invasive species.

Develop a bald eagle and special-status bird management plan that includes:
(1) annual bald eagle nesting, wintering, and night roost surveys within
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suitable habitat on all lands within 0.25 mile of the shoreline of Don Pedro
Reservoir, conducted in accordance with the Bald Eagle Breeding Survey
Instructions (California DFW, 2010) and the Protocol for Evaluating Bald
Eagle Habitat and Populations in California (Jackman and Jenkins, 2004) to
identify areas where limited vegetation management operating periods? are
needed; (2) a 0.25-mile protective buffer on project lands around nests and
communal night roosts, unless consultation with BLM, FWS and California
DFW allows for a reduced protective buffer if nesting eagles demonstrate a
greater tolerance; (3) coordination with BLM, FWS, and California DFW to
establish a protective buffer on project lands around any new bald eagle nest or
communal night roost; (4) installation of signs on project lands to inform
recreationists of the temporary closure(s) during the breeding season to prevent
disturbance to nesting bald eagles; (5) collection of incidental observations of
all raptor species at the project to determine if protective buffers on project
lands are needed; and (6) consultation with FWS and California DFW to
identify suitable protective buffers on project lands around any active nests of
other special-status birds.

Recreation Resources

e Modify the proposed RRMP to include: (1) installation of signs, fences, and
gates, where appropriate, along the Don Pedro shoreline access trail to
discourage trespassing on private land adjacent to the trail; (2) a description of
the operation and maintenance of the Don Pedro shoreline access trail to ensure
the trail is maintained through the license term; (3) a description of the
thresholds or conditions in recreational use data that would warrant the need
for additional facilities, based on the results of the visitor use reports that
would be filed every 12 years; (4) a provision to invite BLM and other
interested parties to an annual coordination meeting to discuss the
management, public safety, protection, and use of project recreation facilities
and resources; (5) conceptual drawings and descriptions of project recreation
facilities that are consistent with the outcome of design review by BLM and
would be constructed, reconstructed, or rehabilitated on BLM-managed land;
(6) consultation with BLM to design visitor use surveys, to ensure data are
collected about topics relevant to visitor use of project facilities on BLM-
managed lands; (7) designation of the Fleming Meadows Visitor Center as a
project recreational facility and a description of its operation and maintenance;

22 Limited operating periods include seasonal restrictions on vegetation
maintenance or other activities that result in loud noises that would have potential to
disturb nesting or winter roosting bald eagles, as described in the National Bald Eagle
Management Guidelines (FWS, 2007).
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(8) identification of the access designation (i.e., public versus non-public) of
adjacent non-project lands on recreational facility maps to reduce the potential
for project visitors to inadvertently trespass on adjacent private land; (9)
specific measures to address adverse recreation-related resource effects on
project lands that receive recurrent recreational use classified as “high impact
sites”; (10) construction and maintenance of shoreline access trails on each
side of Ward’s Ferry Bridge to provide suitable shoreline access for visitors,
provide safe egress from the river for hand-carrying rafts, and reduce erosion
and vegetation damage caused by user-created trails; (11) a non-motorized
project trail including signs, fences, and gates, where appropriate, between the
former Don Pedro Visitor Center parking lot and the La Grange Reservoir, to
provide visitor access to La Grange Reservoir; (12) consultation with boating
interests to determine the timing of weekend boating releases (dates of releases
and start/end times of releases on each day) and making information on the
planned boating releases and the minimum flow schedule available to the
public; and (13) a schedule for construction of the Don Pedro shoreline access
trail, the proposed visitor center, the Ward’s Ferry shoreline access trails, and
reconstruction of project recreation facilities, including restrooms, that are
currently in poor condition or do not meet accessibility guidelines, which
includes proposed accessibility upgrades. The schedule should allow adequate
time for design, permitting, agency approvals, and construction as well as
consideration of facility condition, capacity, and location when determining
reconstruction priorities.

Modify the proposed Woody Debris Management Plan to include provisions
requiring the Districts to maintain a valid burn plan for any woody material
stored and burned on project land that is also BLM-administered land and a
description of the coordination between the Districts and BLM to manage
wood on the surface of Don Pedro Reservoir near Ward’s Ferry Bridge. This
measure would prevent large concentrations of wood from accumulating and
becoming boating hazards and obstructing water surface and shoreline use.

Land Use and Aesthetics

Modify the Fire Prevention and Response Management Plan to include
information on fire history, references, results of fire occurrence analysis,
permits, and use and storage of explosives to ensure that project operation and
maintenance activities are conducted in a manner that does not contribute to
the ignition and spread of wildfires.

Develop a transportation system management plan to ensure proper annual and
long-term maintenance of project 