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February 3, 2006

Mr. Paul A. Marshall

Department of Water Resources, South Delta Branch

Draft EIS/EIR Comments

1416 9th St., 2nd Floor

Sacramento, Ca. 95814

Ms. Sharon McHale

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

Mid-Pacific Region

Draft EIS/EIR Comments

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, Ca. 95825

Re: South Delta Improvements Program Draft EIS/EIR      SCH#2002092065

Dear Mr. Marshall and Ms. McHale:

The Regional Council of Rural Counties (RCRC), representing 30 of California’s 58 counties, offers the following comments on the South Delta Improvements Program (SDIP) draft EIS/EIR.   We have provided broad subject discussions below and then follow with more detailed comments (see attachment). 

RCRC’s member counties are the land management agencies responsible for development and implementation of comprehensive land use and resource management plans mandated by state law, as well as serving as the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act on a broad diversity of projects.  Additionally, these counties have the authority, and many have passed ordinances, to regulate groundwater and/or surface water resources. 

RCRC member counties are for the most part rural, with a significant segment of the local economy dependent upon agriculture and agricultural related businesses.  Some of RCRC’s member counties have Central Valley Project (CVP) and State Water Project (SWP) reservoirs located and operated within their borders. These facilities have public recreational facilities which contribute to the recreational opportunities within those counties. Additionally, some member counties have CVP and SWP water delivered to water users within those counties (SWP deliveries are upstream of the Delta) and are located within watersheds in which CVP and SWP operations influence surface water quality, instream flows and recreational flows for white water rafting, fishing, swimming and other uses.

The SDIP will potentially increase surface water transfers from upstream of the Delta to the export area, and change the operation of CVP and SWP facilities within RCRC member county borders. Depending upon the configuration and duration of those transfers, and the method used to make transfer water available, RCRC member counties could experience significant negative redirected impacts to their environment and economy.

RCRC notes that the SDIP EIS/EIR does not include as an alternative the  completion of the physical component of the plan (all four tidal gates and the Head of Old River [HOR] fisheries barrier) in combination with the existing Water Rights Decision 1641 (D-1641).  The inclusion of this alternative would show the level of water quality improvement Delta water users could expect, and focus efforts on alternative South-of-Delta water supply improvements through alternative non-Delta based resource management strategies as defined in the Bulletin 160-05 State Water Plan. Public Law 108-361 requires the Secretary of Interior to prepare and present to the Congress a plan that includes “...all water management actions or projects including those identified in Bulletin 160 that would improve firm yield or water supply...”   

Additionally, limiting the operational component to increasing exports to 8,500 cfs in all four alternatives does not allow for a vibrant discussion of alternative methods of increasing water supply reliability for south of the Delta SWP and CVP contractors. This flaw, also present in the CALFED Programmatic EIS/EIR, has not been resolved in this document. As the alternative of not increasing exports was not addressed at the Programmatic level, RCRC is of the opinion that it should be addressed in this EIS/EIR. Absent an analysis of such an alternative this document is flawed and does not comply with CEQA’s requirement for a complete analysis of reasonable alternatives.

The draft EIS/EIR does not include the use of a portion of the export water for recirculation back into the San Joaquin River to improve water quality as an alternative. Such a utilization of the export water has been evaluated as part of the San Joaquin River Water Quality Management Group’s stakeholder process. The San Joaquin Water Quality Management Group’s Summary Recommendations for Meeting the Water Quality Objectives for Salinity Measured at Vernalis and Dissolved Oxygen in the Stockton Deep Water Ship Channel  determined that recirculation of water could  potentially  benefit San Joaquin River (Vernalis and downstream) water quality. Additionally, the use of Delta export water in this manner would allow the “backing” up of some additional water into New Melones Reservoir for storage, thus avoiding releases from New Melones to maintain San Joaquin water quality in some months. This could have the effect of storing more New Melones water for other beneficial uses while still maintaining Vernalis water quality objectives.  RCRC urges that the potential for recirculation be considered as a component of the SDIP and analyzed in this process.

The Bureau of Reclamation is a project proponent and is required to comply with specific actions as called out in Public Law 108-361. Recirculation is identified clearly in Section 103 of that law in the following manner.

“Recirculation Program- The Secretary shall incorporate into the program a recirculation program to provide flow, reduce salinity concentrations in the San Joaquin River and reduce the reliance on the New Melones Reservoir for meeting water quality and fishery flow objectives through the excess capacity in export pumping and conveyance facilities.” (emphasis added)

The proposed SDIP includes operational changes which would “...provide a north-of-Delta supply up to 75,000 acre-feet from CVP storage facilities to reduce SWP’s obligation to comply with Bay-Delta water quality and flow requirements.” 

Water demands in upstream area of origin counties will increase in coming years.   As noted in the State Water Plan, those demands may come in the form of Area of Origin filings on State (SWP) and Federal (CVP) facilities.  This fact should be acknowledged and discussed in the EIS/EIR.

The draft EIS/EIR references data from the State Water Plan, Bulletin 160-98 throughout its text. The California Department of Water Resources recently completed a State Water Plan update (Bulletin 160-05). The updated projections, data and other relevant information in Bulletin 160-05, including resource management strategies should be incorporated into the final EIS/EIR. 

To the extent refinements in either the CALSIM or CALSIM II models becomes available, those improvements should be incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR analysis. As further refinements are made any subsequent operational analysis should also incorporate updated models.

The EIS/EIR should also note some of the short comings of CALSIM II with regards to Salinity on the San Joaquin River.  The CALSIM II model weaknesses are described as imperfections and not “...fatal flaws that render a model useless.” 
RCRC appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments and looks forward to reviewing the final EIS/EIR for responses to these comments and the more detailed comments in the attachment.

Sincerely,
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KATHY MANNION

Director of Water and Power

RCRC DETAILED EIS/EIR COMMENTS ON THE SDIP

Vol. 1a pg. 1-8
The range of alternatives does not include a physical alternative in combination with the existing D-1641.  Given the proposed schedule and the uncertainty surrounding the condition of the Delta this is a reasonable alternative and should be examined.

Vol. 1a pg. 1-10

The project objectives and purpose states that these are to be met “..by increasing the maximum permitted level of diversion through the existing intake gates at CCF to 8,500 cfs.”  Stating the objective in this manner constrains the range of alternatives which could be examined under NEPA and CEQA.   It would seem reasonable to provide at least one alternative, in addition to the no project alternative, which does not increase the maximum permitted level to 8,500 cfs, but rather includes the deployment of alternate water management strategies as described in Bulletin 160-05.

Vol. 1a pg. 2-12/13
Water flows during some months may be significantly altered on the San Joaquin River if either a decision or settlement is reached on the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) Friant Water Users litigation. If information is available, any modifications to the hydrology should be included within the assumed baseline hydrology for the San Joaquin River in the final EIS/EIR.

Vol. 1a pg. 2-15

The potential effects of transfers from upstream areas should be examined in the same (water source areas identified) fashion as was conducted in the EIR for the CALFED Bay-Delta Program Environmental Water Account.  

Vol. 1a pg. 2-17 - 2-20

There is no consideration given to providing priority for recirculation of Delta export water to the San Joaquin River.  It does not seem unreasonable to include an alternative and an alternative analysis of benefits, including the potential for re-operation of New Melones Reservoir (as required in Public Law 108-361 Section 103).

Vol. 1b pg. 5.1-2 and Table 5.1.1

Please note our earlier references to improved sources of information (in progress or completed) which include;

1. State Water Plan Bulletin 160-05. 

2.  New Melones Interim Operations Plan update (now underway by B.O.R.)

3. CALSIM II refinements

4. NRDC/Friant San Joaquin River litigation

Where possible the final EIS/EIR should incorporate new information from these sources.

Vol. 1b pg. 5.1 - 14

The report states that “The CALSIM model does not indicate many changes in the San Joaquin River Basin between the 2001 and 2020 baseline simulations, because the reservoir operations assumptions remain the same for 2001 and 2020 conditions.”

RCRC notes that there are a number of ongoing processes which could significantly alter the hydrology in the San Joaquin watershed including, but not limited to:

1. The DWR’s examination of the potential to restore Hetch Hetchy Valley by removing O’Shaugnessy Dam (now in progress).

2. The update of the New Melones Interim Operations Plan by the Bureau of Reclamation (now in progress).

3. The proposed Madera Groundwater Bank (Madera Irrigation District) in Madera County.

4. The proposed Temperance Flat Reservoir (Upper San Joaquin Watershed CALFED Storage Investigation now underway).

5. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission re-licensing of New Don Pedro Reservoir in 2016.

6. The potential modifications to CVP operations and other management strategies required to be examined by the Secretary of the Interior as part of P.L. 108-361 and reported out to the Congress.

7. The NRDC/Friant litigation potential settlement/decision (pending).

RCRC recommends that the final EIS/EIR include any significant information from any of the above that are completed in time for inclusion. For those which are still not in final form, RCRC suggests they be identified as potential future influences on operations within the San Joaquin River system.  Additionally, RCRC suggests that a process be established to incorporate any potential influences from those actions into SDIP implementation.

Vol. 1b pg. 5.1 - 17/18

Please note that updated information from Bulletin 160-05 should be included in place of that data from Bulletin 160-98.
Vol. 1b pg. 5.3 - 14

The report states that “SDIP changes in the San Joaquin River flows downstream of the head of Old River will not have any substantial effect on the Brandt Bridge EC.”
Recirculation of Delta export water through Newman would improve water quality on the lower San Joaquin and could improve water quality at Brandt bridge especially if combined with other resource management actions considered within the “Summary Recommendations of the San Joaquin River Water Quality Management Group for Meeting the Water Quality Objectives for Salinity Measured at Vernalis and Dissolved Oxygen in the Stockton Deep Ship Channel” and the complimentary relationship to New Melones Operations. One or more of these actions could be incorporated into SDIP as envisioned in P.L. 108-361.

Vol. 1c pg. 10-2

The draft EIS/EIR references the Bureau of Reclamation’s NEPA handbook with regards to identifying potential cumulative impacts. It should be noted that SDIP is part of a larger CALFED Program which was federally authorized (Public Law 108-361).  As such, all authorized CALFED complimentary actions should be placed in the context of potential cumulative impacts. In addition, existing ongoing programs such as the B.O.R.’s New Melones Interim Operations Plan (revision) should be evaluated.

Vol. 1c pg. 10-3

References to existing conditions and the 2001 level of development should utilize Bulletin 160-05 data instead of Bulletin 160-98.

Vol. 1c pg. 10-17

The report references the work of the San Joaquin Water Quality Management Group as a report “in progress”. It is our understanding that this effort is nearly complete, if not completed at this time.  A final version of the report should be incorporated into the final EIS/EIR.
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