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Attn: ~ Executive Director

Re: Public Input

Gentleman:
WRITTEN TESTIMONY

My name is Y. Tito 8asaki, of PC Box 2.00, Vineburg, CA 95487, 1 am a member of North Bay
Agriculture Alliance and Sonoma County Farm Bureau, My wife and I ~rm in the 8outhem part of
8chorea County, off San Pablo Bay, i attended your public headag on May 28 in Santa Rosa, and
made a verbal te=timony. Thi~ writter~ testimony re~terates and expands what I ~id, and adds two
new suggestions that I did not have time to state at the hearing,

My basic concern is on the type of alternative~ we were offered to comment on. I agree with
the approach that alternative solutions be generated, reviewed and discussed so that an optimum
solution may emerge. The three alternatives presented, however, do not cover the entire range of
options we have. All of them have the same geographic coverage, the same volumes of additional
~urfa~:~ and ground Watcr storage, and tho ~arr~ approach (i,¢,, conba~ planning and government
led implementatbn of a four-pronged program). The only significant difference among the three is
tho extent of equoduct ~onettuction,

More importantly, ithe stated goals and the evaluation criteria for the alternatives are confusing
and misleading. If the leading goal of the program is the reetoration of fish habitat as your
presentation seemed to portray, a major criterion should be dollars-per-additional fish. With the
project price tag or up [o ,II12 billion, we are buyin~t very e×pen~ive smelt. You can a~’ually buy the
whole fishing industry with that kind of money.

II’ you ~at~ thu~. th~ goal w,~ I.u s~ure udditiu~ul I~ve- 1o ten-P,~illio~ a~re-feet pe~" year of
water for 8outhem ,California I~y 2020, and the major constraint was the preserver(on of
agriculture, ~ommunltles and en,~ircnment in the Bay-Dellu, I.hu~ we could have had a more
focused and meaningful discussion, The goals and constraints in rea,ty are more complex than
what i quoted above. However, It I~ a far better summarization of the trul, h the== the ~x~nrusing
words in the pamphlet, On this premise let me suggest four alternatives that should be
considered.

~..O.o:~0~lng ~,!tema~ve.
AS the baseline ~ase, we should prognosticate what would happen if them is no Bay-Delta

Program. Planners ~ may they be. consultants or bureaucra~ - don’t like this exe~i~ rut two
reasons: one is that it is much more difficult to do than it may first appear, and the other is that, if
the result comes outprom~s~ng, they may lOSe their job. Consequently, the do-nothlng alternative
is almost always painted with a broad stroke of a brush as a doomsday picture.
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Yet, a serious examination of the doonolhtng alternative is essential because it should serve as
the. bench mark against which all other alternatives be evaluated, and atso because it ~ften comes
OUt aS the best solution. For example, the private agricultural lar~d along the San Pablo Bay, whlc,h
North Bay Agriculture Atllance represents, is in a far healthler shape ecologically than anything
else that the government agencies have touched. Economically speaking, private farms produce
wealth and tax revenues whi!c governrncnt-owned land ~,pends tax money.

The do-nothing after.~ative should assume the continuing but limited i,lvotvement of the
governmental agenotes in allo6atlr~g water and regulating its use. The main driving force,
however’, will be the decentralized decision making by the private sector for acquiring and using
water. It |s not a ohaotlo situation but an orderly presses guided by the "invisible hand" of Adam
Srr~, or the "spontaneous order" of Friedrk~h Hayek, Nobel laureate Austrian economist.

2. ~ Storage and Recovery.
A network of strategically located Aquifer Gtorage/Re¢overy (A~JR) weIl~ eho~ .d. be .s~dicd aS

an alternative method of water storage and recovery. Compared to the surface al~rage, ASR has
numerous advantages, eg(;h as:
1. It does not sauif~ productive farmland or ~.,~:~ogically vatu~le wetland.
2. It i~ not su.seeptible to surfaoe evaporation loss and accidental spill, leas eu~eepr:ib~e to

accidental and natural contamination of the stored water, and more suited for long-term
uto~ar3e ur water for drrut~,J!=t

3. It improves water quality by stabilizing pH and ~edu¢ing disinfection byproducts
(trlhalomethanes ~and haloacetl~ acids), hydrogen =ulrKle, Iron’s, manganese,

4, I~ rm:luces grou~ subsidence, restores wellf~eld production in the interconnected aquifer
areas, anO prevents sat~wate~ Intrusion In ~e coastal areas.

5. its naturally controlled release of wate~ to streams are ecologically superior to the artificial
release from surmce storage.

ASR is a proven method practk,’~i succesdu~ly ir~ many cou,~tries, states (FL, lYJ, TX, CO, NV,
WA, OR, CA, etc.) an~ Ioc, a!~t~es (Pass:lena, Oxnara, Goleta, C;alleguas~

The three alternatives p~’oposed in your report have a uniform allocation of 8~% (5.5 mat/
Surface Storage and 12% (0.75 mat) Grou~ Stora~ie. It =~; no~ clear from t~e t~ra!;ure it the
Ground Storage meant basin recharge (i,e., natural percolation) or well recharge (artificia!
recharge). I suggest that a maximum ASR application be s~uO~eO as an a=tetnatlve.

3. Free Ma.~ket_as .A[bi_ _’tar of SUpply a~
Bay-Delta Program presupposes that the only qualllted entity to ~nt~ol ~ha supply and demand

of water is the govemment. The three alternatives do not g;ve any choice in tllis res!:)l~t.
Histodr,,ally, however, the best mechanism to balance the supply and demand of a r.,omrn~tty

is the free market. Some may argue that water is an essential commodity wi~h little
elasticity and, there~0re, l~’ shoul¢l not be pdvatJzed. This argument i~ flawed In two respects. First,
most of water usageIs ~iscretionary - such as backya~ swlm~ng pe~ls, lawn watering, large
air-conditioning installations, and manufm:~uring process uses. The demand elasticity is certainly
greater than that of gasoline, whiCh is, nevertheless, marketed successfully by private companies.
SeCondly, there already are dependable, efficiently-run invest, or-owned ut=lities supplying water to
many communities such as San Jose, Palos Verdes, 75% of France, and entire England.

Ma~at-~dven prlclng of ~,ater may achieve a better balance baleen supply and demand then
the central planning of supply an~l regulatory enforcement of ~nservation measures, A mo~l to
consider is the re{cent deregulation of the e~tric power supply. The state and municipalities could
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continue to own the delivery system and some of the supply sources like the currently franchised
power uttllUes ~Io, I~ut private companies ~nay compete tot selling water tibet: they produce or
purchase wholesale from the source owner through competitive bidding. When private water
companies grow to the. s~ze ot t~ay’s power companies, exploration and securing of the supply of
water will be done by their own capital -- just like needed capital investments in other "uti~es"
(telecommunication, air transportation, pamel delivery, electric power, petroleum ~nd gas -~ to
name a few) are all taken care of privately without using the tax money.

It is interesting to note that we don’t worry about shortages of elec~ical power, telephone lines,
aidine flights, etc., unless one lives in a country where these services are nationalized. Water
supply and sewage treatment are two areas where we are still lagging in achieving the maximum
e~ciency and retiability through utilization of the free market mechanism,

4. ~.a~,,Co~umbia River Water aqd Reduci~ Envir_o~m~r~t~i.Water. Demand
The only viable long-term solution for ample and reliable supply of water for Southern

California seems to be tapping the water of the Columbia River watershed. With its 200 mar of
annual runoff, Columbia River Basin could sell 10 to 20 mar to California if the price is right.
Construction of the needed aqueduct is no harder than that of the California Aqueduct or Los
Angeles Aqueduct, given the technolo~i~l advances in recent decades.

The Columbia River Alternative is not within the power of CALFED to pursue at this time.
However, some g~oundwork should ~ laid now since there is no other viable alternative source of
water In sight.

An interim solution that CALFED should seek is to reduce the environmenta! water demand
w~out jeopardizing the basic ecological health of ~he State. The environmental sector’s
restrictions on Bay-Delta exports, their demand of over I mar from Central Valley Project, and the
totaldemand of some 30 mar - all seem more like an exemise of power than a result of rigorous
scientific analyses

Just as the agriculture sector is making all.out effort ~o develop water-e@cient methods of
farr~ing, the ecologica! agencies (NMFS, USFWS, EPA, and F&G) should develop the most
water-efficient habitat restoration methods as part of any biological opinion statement.

The water problem that California faces is indeed serious, and no particu{ar party should have
license. All involved parties should try to contribute to the solution instead of simply imposing
demands on other members and on the society.

Y Titn .~n.~ki

GO: NBAA Board
California Farm Bureau
The Bay Institute
Gov. Pore Wilson
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Y. Tito Sasaki
P.O. Box 200

Vineburg, CA 95487

MR LESTER A SNOW, EXEC DIR
CALFED BAY-DELTA PROGRAM
1416 NINTH STREET SUITE 1155
SACRAMENTO CA 95814 ~ ~.


