
From : Department oF Rsh and Gome                ~’~

s~i~ ~ Ho-Acdo~ Alternative ~or ti~ CALFED ]~y-Deita Program

We I~. reviewed the ~o~ paper regarding develoR~ment of the no-action alternative
and cumula2ive, acdons list for the .CALFED Bay-Delta P~g-~m and offer the following
comments:

Role of No Acthm AIternativ~

The ,liscussion paper describes how the no-action alternauve s purpose is to provide
"reasonable~ baseline for assessing t[~ iml:~.ct.s of tl~ acdon a~rnatives, h should be clarified
tha~ the existing conditions called for by CEQA also provid~ a "reasonsble" baseline for rJ~is
mine lXtrpom. The comt:mrison wi~ existing Cxmdidoo.s as t~ ~b~tine will also be importune for
the dam and m~alyses required for the Department to complete c.gnsulmdon under CESA. h isn’~
clear how the results of the supplemental or "sensitivity" ~mlyses will be used if
controversy "about including or excluding an act.ion from t~ nocacdon alterrtadve. If the results
of these analyses are displayed in tJ~ PEIR!EIS most conc~rn~ sheuld be addressed.

Most. of the criteria described shottld b~ usef~l in screening actions for the no-action
alternative. Some categories of a~ions, however, may not lind themselves to be screened by
these criteria. For instant, policy and institutional measurr.s ~nay be difficult to screen.

i
Criterion 3 slx~Id also include referen~ to a Noti¢~ ofiDemrmmat~on on a Final ELR or

Negative Declaration as well as a cornplemd FONSL h shoeld also allow for actions tha~ don’t
require environmental documentation or are categorically exempt.

Criterion 5 wottld prrstmably re.,~It in eliminating a nun~ber of actions from the no-action
alternative ~ would be expecu~ m be implemented at so’he level even in the absence of
proceeding with any other altvrnative in the PEIR/EIS. Ther~ are many core actions tl~t could
fall into ~ category. Care slumld be token that they arelno~ eliminated for the no-action
alternative.
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°
Poss~le Phasing of Aaalyses~

We tre ncx aware of such a phased analysis being conducted. While using
analysis may not be important to selecting an alternative ther~
at~roar.h to help define how best to phase implemeata~ioa of an alternative. An additional benefit
would be to display at some mid-point, per]raps 13-20 years i,~toproject implementation, how
each alternative is exlxcted to compare to the no-action alternative. Data presented on how the
alternative is me~ting water supply demands, for instance, cod.~Id be important. It may also be
critical to display how early implementation of some actions will provide the greatest
improvement in conditions for fish w.hil, other habitat m~,sures may only show gradual
improvements o~er much longer periods of time.

;Program Time Frame

Using 2030 may be reasonable when developing the cumi~lative actions list and may be as
far as we can reasonably predict furore actions and impacts, ho~vever, it may not be practical to
limit the Progran’s time frame to that date. Some actions, such ~ habi~ restoration, will extend
well beyond that date. It may be more acouram to use that da~e as the time when all remaining
environmental documentation and permitting will be completed, even though implementation
would still be in progress.

Appendix A

-- - The definition of some of the action categories seem~ problematic. For instance, the
;

definition of Policies could be misleading since it implies tha~ they are policies that need to be
adjusted before the no-action alternative can be analyzed. It ~a.y be more accurate to state that
these are policies that are being implemented or are expected to be implemented which could

faclllttes ~should include things other thanaffect any of the Program resourc~ areas. Physical " " "
wamr mpply and smrag¢ facilities. Environmental Actions desdribed on page A-5 address issues
such as water quality not just fLsh and wildlife. Examples include Arroyo Pasajero and the Old
River at Tracy Imrrier.

Changes should be considered to Appendix A. F~ instant.e, SB-3~, related levee

of diversion could be added, edger actions such as Sites Reservoir, enharged Shasta, LBO, r~orm
Delta Water Management Program and Red Bank Dam Study sl~ld be deleted. The South Delta
Program simuld not be included in the Environmental Action ategory
Consideration should be given to including regulation and poll :ies regarding the introduction of
harmful exotics through the discharge of ballast water, pertdin ,~ more restrictive drinking wamr
quality standards, and tt~ San Joaquin Drainage Implementation Program. A review of the drafz
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report pred~ar, ed for th~ Program by I>-parunent stuff which describes relamd actions and
programs may assist ~n completing a r~vise.d Appendix A.

When the time is appropriam for evaluating ~ ac~onstin Appendix A, our Dcparm~. ent
would lik~ m assis~ in ~ evaluation, or review the draf~ results of the Program team’s efforts.

Th~ c~cludes our ~r. If y~ or your stuff l~v~ any ~di~ional questions or would like
our review o~" future draRs of ~ work prc~tuct please contact ,Mr. Prank Werncrm at CALNEr
8-423-7800.       .-

Fe : Chadwick
DFG/CALFED Bay-It)elm Program Liaison

Mr. Jim White, ESD
Mr. Frank Wernetm, BDD

I

TOTAL. P. ~,
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