
 

 

Local Agency and Tribal Government Comments and Responses 
 
The following comments were received from other entities. A listing of those entities providing 
comments is below: 
 
Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Narragansett Tribe 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Orange County Planning and Development Services Department 
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Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District page 1 

Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District page 2 (cont’d) 

No response required. 
 

Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District Page 2 
Response Begins Below. 

Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District page 2  

 

1) Yes, the limitation would begin with the adoption of the new program. 
There will be no “grandfathering.” 
 
2) The intent is to achieve one of the principal goals of program improvement: 
to reduce taxpayer funding of repetitive repairs at the same location. NRCS 
would encourage purchase of floodplain easements if a site were damaged for 
the third time within ten years.  However, there may be other State or local 
programs that may be able to assist or the landowner could perform the repairs 
with their own funds. 
 
3) Please refer to Proposed Action Element 10 of Section 3.2.2.1.  This aspect 
of Element 10 is wholly adopted under the Preferred Alternative.   
Bioengineering is a well-founded restoration method, not an experimental 
technique. NRCS would encourage its use in situations where it is a technically 
sound restoration method as a substitute for the more frequently used methods 
that are much less desirable from an environmental perspective. Also note that 
the NRCS approach and references to the least-cost solution have been revised 
so the selected method, if it is bioengineering, need not be the least-cost design 
because it will most likely have environmental benefits that offset higher cost 
(please see response to USEPA page 5, response #6).  
 
4) Under the Draft PEIS Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative, there 
would no longer be categories of floodplain easements.  All NRCS-funded 
easements under these alternatives would provide 100 percent of the 
restoration costs. 
 
5) Allowing a gradual transition from cropping to easement would not be 
consistent with the purposes of the easement program and would not be 
allowed. There are compatible uses that might be allowed to the landowner 
that would bring an economic return, other than cropping. 

(continued at top of next column) 

6) The Summary and main text have been revised to ensure consistency 
regarding the cost share ratio which is 75%/25%. 
 
7) a. Please refer to the socioeconomic discussions in Chapter 5, Section 5.3 
for a discussion of the potential for loss of tax revenue.  
 
b. The consensus in the scientific community is that introduction of riparian 
forests improves the floodplain function. Riparian vegetation acts to slow 
water velocities, leading to a longer flood retention time, as well as a decrease 
in streambank erosion. While the longer retention time may cause minor 
increases in floodwater levels, the benefits of the retention far outweigh the 
detrimental effects. Primarily, the duration of flooding is extended, reducing 
the velocity and volume of floodwaters in downstream areas, further reducing 
threats to downstream residents.  Also, turbidity is reduced, as water velocity 
slows and drops the sediment load and soil infiltration is greater, leading to 
improved groundwater recharge and soil moisture levels for vegetation. Please 
refer to Section 5.2.5 of Chapter 5 and Section E.1.2 of Appendix E for further 
information. 
 
8) Recolonization of riparian areas by T&E species is consistent with the 
NRCS floodplain easement goal of floodplain hydrologic function recovery 
(see PEIS Chapter 2, Section 2.4) and the broad mandate of all Federal 
agencies to help further T&E species conservation, as required under the 
Endangered Species Act. Adjacent landowners, as well as the local sponsor 
who would own the easement property, could be eligible for Federal assistance 
under the Safe Harbor policy from the USFWS. Safe Harbor provides technical 
and financial assistance to landowners for the purposes of promoting T&E 
species and their critical habitats. Land uses at the time (including grazing and 
haying) would be permitted to continue for the duration of the agreement.  

 
9)  see response to comment 3 above 
 
10) Please refer to Proposed Action Element 10 of Section 3.2.2.1 and 
response #3 to the left.  NRCS would not promote or approve the use of 
bioengineering in situations where it is not technically sound. 



 

 

 
 



Emergency Watershed Protection Program Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EWP PEIS 

December 2004                 Comment Responses – 42 

 

Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District page 3 

Tribal Historical Preservation Office, Narragansett Tribe 
page 1 

No response required. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

1) Your points are well taken and we have expanded the text to include discussion 
of consultation with THPOs, federally recognized tribes, and concerned 
communities.   Please refer to Proposed Action Element 5 of Section 3.2.2.1 
regarding environmental and social defensibility for additional information. 
THPOs were added to lists of coordinating agencies where applicable.  These 
aspects of Element 5 have been wholly adopted under the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board page 1 California Regional Water Quality Control Board page 2 
1) All applicable State and local requirements regarding permitting would be 
met.  NRCS would seek improved coordination between EWP and other 
emergency programs and require that State Conservationists prepare ERPs that 
detail working relationships with other groups on the Federal, State, and local 
levels.  These issues would also be dealt with in the pre-disaster planning 
outlined in Proposed Action Element 6 of Section 3.2.2.1.   
 

1) NRCS recognizes that Alternative 3 “Prioritized Watershed Planning and 
Management” would likely be the environmentally preferable alternative.  
However, the agency supports Alternative 4 as its Preferred Alternative 
because: 
 
a. Current law, as interpreted by NRCS legal counsel, limits activities 
conducted under EWP primarily to disaster recovery work.  Alternative 3 
would add a substantial increment of preventative measures to reduce future 
flood damages.  Legislative authority would be required to implement such a 
major expansion of the purpose of EWP under Alternative 3. 
 
b. To a large extent, NRCS has integrated the management of its watershed 
programs as described in Alternative 3 within the Water Resources Branch of 
the NHQ Financial Assistance Programs Division working closely with the 
NHQ Easement Programs Branch. Together they oversee the recovery 
practices and floodplain easements portions of EWP and provide funding and 
technical assistance and training to the NRCS State Offices.  But NRCS is 
limited in fully implementing the scope of Alternative 3 primarily by funding 
constraints.  Several NRCS watershed programs currently exist under P.L. 566 
and P.L. 534 that address watershed planning and management and include 
measures for watershed protection and flood prevention, as well as the 
cooperative river basin surveys and investigations.  Under the new Watershed 
Rehabilitation Program, NRCS works with local communities and watershed 
project sponsors to address public health and safety concerns and potential 
adverse environmental impacts of aging dams.  NRCS so far has undertaken 
118 projects in 20 States to assess the condition of and repair of more than 
10,000 upstream flood control structures built since 1948.  The structural and 
non-structural practices implemented and the easements purchased under those 
programs have greatly reduced the need for future EWP measures in project 
watersheds.  Nevertheless, EWP must remain available to deal with the 
aftermath of major disasters regardless of improvements under the other 
watershed programs.   
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Orange County Planning and Development Services Dept. 

page 1 
 

1) NRCS recognizes that Alternative 3 “Prioritized Watershed Planning and 
Management” would likely be the environmentally preferable alternative.  
However, the agency supports Alternative 4 as its Preferred Alternative 
because: 
 
a. Current law, as interpreted by NRCS legal counsel, limits activities 
conducted under EWP primarily to disaster recovery work.  Alternative 3 
would add a substantial increment of preventative measures to reduce future 
flood damages.  Legislative authority would be required to implement such a 
major expansion of the purpose of EWP under Alternative 3. 
 
b. To a large extent, NRCS has integrated the management of its watershed 
programs as described in Alternative 3 within the Water Resources Branch of 
the NHQ Financial Assistance Programs Division working closely with the 
NHQ Easement Programs Branch. Together they oversee the recovery 
practices and floodplain easements portions of EWP and provide funding and 
technical assistance and training to the NRCS State Offices.  But NRCS is 
limited in fully implementing the scope of Alternative 3 primarily by funding 
constraints.  Several NRCS watershed programs currently exist under P.L. 566 
and P.L. 534 that address watershed planning and management and include 
measures for watershed protection and flood prevention, as well as the 
cooperative river basin surveys and investigations.  Under the new Watershed 
Rehabilitation Program, NRCS works with local communities and watershed 
project sponsors to address public health and safety concerns and potential 
adverse environmental impacts of aging dams.  NRCS so far has undertaken 
118 projects in 20 States to assess the condition of and repair of more than 
10,000 upstream flood control structures built since 1948.  The structural and 
non-structural practices implemented and the easements purchased under those 
programs have greatly reduced the need for future EWP measures in project 
watersheds.  Nevertheless, EWP must remain available to deal with the 
aftermath of major disasters regardless of improvements under the other 
watershed programs.   
 
 
 

 

 


