
SAN DIEGO COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY
Comments on CALFED Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR

Programmatic EIS/EIR

Untoss stated otherwise, all pages numbers cited refer to tlle Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental impact Report.)

Page 2-10, The list of potential concerns about t!~e ecosystem restoration program
should be expanded to include a bullet on the potential ~lnnking waxer quality impacts
of some ecosystem restoration activities.

Page 2-12o The lu~t bullet under benefit~ of the Wator Quality Program =houl~l be
amended ~o read "_A_~_.s~pme_l..ocations iq.the Delta, Rreduces concentration of ~
compounds contributing to trihalomethane formation potential and degra~lation of
arinkin9 wmer supplies. 1?he Water. Quality Pro~__ram will not r~P~_!~Ce the concef~tration
of bromide ~,t drinking water SUpOly in~es, Bromide is alsoadisinf.~tion by-pr.o~uct
precursor:

Page 2-!2. The list of potential concerns about the water Quality Program ~l~ould be
expanded to include, "The Water Quality Program will not reduce bromide, a
disinfection by-product precursor".

Page 2-37. The latest clraft of the California 4.4 P~an is dated December 17, 1997.

Page 2-38. We agree with the assumption that successfu! implementation of a plan
that allows California to live within its 4.4 million acre-feet Colorado River is necessary
to balance the supply and demand for D~lta water. The water conservation and
transfer agreement between our agency and the Imperial Irrigation District, which w~s
signed on Apd129 of this year, is a lin~hp=n ot =he California 4,4. Plan.

Page 6.!-12, Alternative 3, The summary of Storage and Conveyance Impacts should
include a discussion of the reduetio~ of TOC and bromide eoncentrations ’~hat would
occur at the CVPISWP export pumps under Alternative 3,

6.1-17, S~:ond column, fourth paragraph. The second sentence shoulcl be amended to
state that ozone, when combined with bromide, also produces undesirable by-products.

Water U~ Efficiency Component Te~hnlc~l Appendix

Page 1-3, third paragraph. The last sentence should be revised to clarify that CALFED
effurts to implement conservation measures that are cost-effective from a, statewide
perspective, but not from the perspective of the local water user or water supplier, will
not result in financi!l or other burdens on loczzl w~zter users or water suppliers beyond
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those contained in ~e Memomndum of Understanding Regaling U~an Water
Con~mation in CNifomia (U~an MOU) and Momentum of Understanding Regarding
Eff~ienr Wa~er M~a~n]ent Practice~ by Agri~u#u~/ Water Su~liers in California
(AO~cu~u~l MOU).

Page 1-6, Table 1-!. The urban ~onservation projections in ~his table are inconsistent
with those found elsewhere in the report. Specifically, the Bulletin !60-98 i~aseline is
shown =n Table !-! as a sop=rate increment of conserved water in addition to the water
projected to be conserved uncler the No Action scenario. Table 5-5 and text in Cl~apter
5 suggest that tl~e Bulletin 160-98 baseline projection is incluOec! in t!le No Action
projection. Which table is e.orreeto

Page 1-6, secon~l paragraph. The par=graph should =tress th=t CALFED’s approach tn
water use efficiency is not to pursue specific water savir~gs or recycling targets, bu! to
assure that appropriate efficiency measures are implemer~te~. Actio~|~ c~n be a~ured;
rasutts cannot.

Page !-7, Table 1-3. We =re concerned that the projected tea! water savings frcxn
urban water conservation are overstated under both the No Action and CALFED
Program scenarios. It is unlikely that all Laban BMPs wil! be found co,t-effective in all
areas of the st~t~ by 2020 as presumed under the No Action s~enado. Assuming that
not all BMPs meet the local cost-effectiveness test, substantial public funding will be
needed tu achieve even those levels of ~on=erv=tion identified under the No Proje~
scenario. We are also concerned that the water savings projected under the CALFED
Program scenario assume the development of additional technologies and incentive~
beyond thos~ sugg~.sted in the Urban MOU. Urba~ water conservation projections
should be based ~ realistic, tested data consistent with the urban BMPs.

Page 2-1, first paragraph. We agree that implementation of water’ use efficiency
measures, even in those areas where water woul~l otherwise return tu II~e hydrologic
system in usable form, can provide ecosystem and water quality benefits that contribute
toward CALFED objectives. The Urban and Agricultural MOUs, however, provide the{
agencies must only implement thos~ effioiency measures that are eost-effective at the
local level. Where there is a statewide interest in pursuing conservation or recycling
above the ~reshoid of a !ocal cost-effectiveness test, sta~ewi~le funding sllould be
provided to effect these actions.

P~ge 2-I, Program Linkages, Water Quality. We would suggest adding the following to
the end of this section: ~lncreases in in’!get!on efficiency may also result in long-term
degradation of urban and agricultural soil qualit7 due to salt accumulation."

Page 2-1, Program Linkages, Financing. This paragraph could be inappropriately
irzterpre’~ed to mean that because water cost increases tend to make water use
efficiency measures more economically attractive, cost increases are desirable as an
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end unto themselves and .~hc~ld be supported as a policy objective. CALFED Program
costs should be equitably apportioned to a!! Program beneficiaries, without regard to
their effect on the economic viaDility of specific water use efficiency measures.

Page 2-5, second paragraph. All urban BMHs may not De cos~-effective for ~very
agency. The third sentenne in this paragraph should be revised to read, "These Best
Management Practices are appropriate for anal_vFi~ and conFi_de, ration by aimest every
agency ....

Page 2-12, fourth paragraph. The proposal to offer incentive payments to encourage
the implementation of practices that meet CALFED objectives but are not cost-effective
at the Iooal level is a good one and should be added to the Urban Water Use Efficiency
Approach as well.

Page 2-14, first paragraph. We are concemed with how linkages !;~tween water use
efficiency and other elements of the CALFED Program are developed, Once a set of
conservation assurances has been developed, CALFED water supply benefits should
not be withheld from agencies pursuing good faith efforts due =o the non-pefformP, nce
of others.

Page 2.15, Conservation Implementation, Reponin.q and Certification. We support the
CUWCC as the appropriate agency to certify and evaluate agency compliance with the
Urban MOU and develop a set of a ~sc, ur~noe measures that emphasizes incentives over
recju!atonJ actions. We support a similar role for the Agricultural Water Management
Council.

Page 2-16, third paragraph. The Urban Wate~ Management Plan (UWMP) certification
process, if eetabli=hed, mu~t be clear, objective, and consistent wit~ the requiremems
of the Urban Water Management Act. We believe that DWR review of UMWPs to
verify inclusion of water recycling elemems consistent witl~ the CUW/VWateReuse
Recycling Guidebeok is sufficient to ensure that cost-effective recycling projects will be
implemented. Suct~ a review must not second guess the policy judgment of the local
agenm/, but should only verify that the agency has included = recycling element in the
UWMP and followed the basic planning principles described in the Guidebook.

Page 2-18, fourth paragraph, A distinction should be made between P.,ertification
responsibilities, which should be performed by the CUWCC or a similar stakeholder
ageno~, and enforc..,,,,ment a=ions, which should be performed a regulatocy agency.

Page 4-’4!, Special Conditions, first paragraph. We aisagree with the use of ~t~e word
limited’ m describe the role of the lmpedal ~ Coachella Valleys in a CALFED
solution, The California 4.4 Plan will provide urban Southern California with water that,
if not conserved in the Iml0erieJ a~qd Coachella Valleys, may have to come from the Bay-
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Delta In that sense, the Imperial and Coachella Valleys may play at substantial role in
the Bay-Delta solution.

Page 4.42, second paragraph. Uncter certain circumstances, the Coachella Valley
Water District may receive up to 50,000 acre-t’ee~ of water con~e~ved under the transfer
agreement between Metropolitan and the Imper+al Irrigation District. The second
sentence in this paragraph shou~ t~e mvis~ to read, +This landmark agreement will
result in ju~,: c~,’ct between ~0,00o and 100,000 acre-feet annually being transferred
from agricultural uses in the imperial Valley to urban uses in Southern California."

Pages 5-4 and 5-5, General Statewi~ Assumptions. We concur with CALFED’s
assumption that water conserved by urban agencies will first be use~ to offset
increasing unmet demands anti thorefore will not result in reduP..ed demands on the
Delta. We also concur with tree assumption that water savings experienced by export
ames importing water sources in a~l~ltion to Delta w~|e~ may be u~ed to offset
sl~ortfalls in origen" supplies, such as Colorado River supplies, and will not necessarily
result in a reduction of Delta exports.

Page 5-!1, last paragraph. We question whether inc!oor residential water use of 50 to
60 gallons per capita per ~lay (a 14 tO 16 percent rutJ~ction beyond that projected under
the No Action scermrio) is =ample for continuation of existing lifestyle habits’. While
we are hopeful that new technology will be developec! which facilitates these acl~litionaJ
water savings, wo do not believe that CALFED planning efforts should assume tile
development of such technology. We strongly support additional public funding for
research into new water conservation techniques u+~d technolog+e~, as p~oposed on
page 1-3.

Page 5-! !, l+=m paragraph. Does the methodology used to fot’ecast irrigated u~an
landscape acreage assume any cl~ange in the mix of housing units or inc,’ease in
population ~lensity? it seems likely ~at lhe amuunl of irrigated I~dscape per capita
wou~ decrease if population ~lensi~ies increase. To tP~e extent that the forecasting
methodology overstates future irrigated urban acreage, it also overstates future water
demands and potently! water savings.

Page 5+23, TaDle 5.7. Does this table reflecP, or+ly system losses or does it include
"unaccounted’ water, such as water used for fire suppression, hydrant flushing an~
othm" unmetemd activities? If Table 5.7 refers only to system losses, then the 9
parent loss estimated for the South Coast Region appeam to be too high. if the table
includes unacc, ounted water, then the project~ water savings from leak reduction
programs are overstated, since unaccounte~ water use will not be affected by leak
reduction programs.
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P~zge 6-1, first paragraph. In California, te~ia~ treat~, disinfected recycled water is
periled for ~ non.~table uses, not all non-~table uses as ~ated in the f~rst
p~gr~h. The paragraph should be ex~d~ to ~ate that the use of recyoled water
~ene~lly requires the installation of a ~pa~te non-potable distribution system, which
~n ~ pmhibitively ex~nsive,

Page 6-2, first paragraph. The paragraph should note that, as is the case with water
conservation, water recycling ~n produce water quality and et~,~ystem benefits that
contribute to CALFED’s objectives, even in those areas Where the water would
otherwise return to hydrologic system in usable form (e,g., the S~cramento River).

Page 6"5, last paragraph and page 6-6, first paragraph. These paragraphs incorrectly
imply ~at all wastewater flows are suitable for recycling when, in feel, a significant
portion of these flaws may be unsuitable for recycling due to poor westewater quality.
Salinity, in the form of Total Dissolve~l Solid=~ (TDS), is the constituent which most
frequently limits the suitability of wastawater flows for recycling, but chloride, boron,
fluoride, manganese, sulfate, calcium and magnesium can also pose problems. In
general, re=,--yclod wator with a Total Dissolved ._O~olids (TDS) level greater than 1,000
mg/L is of marginal suitability for irrigation. A number of agricultural crops common to
Southern California, inclu~ling cut flowers, r;itrus and avocados, require even lower TDS
levels. In a recent study, the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(Metropolitan) found that about half of the wastewater flows generate~ in its service
area contain TDS levels of 1,000 mg/L or greater (Salinity Management Study Phase
1). Because the tertiary treatment process do~s not remove TDS, the use of those
poorer quality wastewater flows for irrigation, groundwater recharge, and other non-
potable uses may entail the addition of advanc~ treatment (i.e.,. membrane treatment)
to the recycling process. This additional treatment requirement may make recycling
these wa=ewater flows prohibitively expensive.

Page 6"7, t=rst paragraph. While we ug[ee that the timing of when recycled water is
available is a critical limitation to the amount of recycling ultimately realized, we would
suggest that the size and location of ~lemands is of equal importance, as is the quality
of wamewat¢r available for recycling.

Page 6-8, thiK! paragraph. This paragraph states that a proj~t in San Diego will be
the fiPst to treat a significant quantity of wastewater and recycle it into San Diego’s
ddnking water. The paragraph ~ould be revised to state that this project is ~11 at the
environmental review stage and has not been approved for implementation by either
the City of San Diego or state permitting authorities. At present the EIS/EIR is due to
be release~l in early I999.

Page 6-10, Table 6-2. Table 6.2 identifies a totat recycling potential of 837,000 acre-
fe~t from "planne<£ projects. What porti~n ~f this projected yield is from projects at the
feasibility study and preliminary design stage? We believe that the assumption that all
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projects currently undergoing feasibility study and pre!imina~ design wil! 10e found
feasible and implemented I~y 2020 is overly optimistic and not reflective ot past project
implemental~on rams.

Page 6-10, footnote. This footnote is inconsistent tile No Actiun conditions de,s~ribe~l
in Volume 1 of the Draft PEIS/R and with comments made l~y CALFED staff. Page 2-23
in Volume 1 of the Draft PEIS/R indicates that CALFED l~as assumed the Cal=tomia
Plan will ~ lead to additional demands on Delta water. CALFED staff have also
stated publicly that that the analysis in the Draft PEISiR assumes a full Coloredo River
Aqueduct. By assuming both a 4.4 Plan and the Oevelopme~tt of recycle~ water
pmjeote that might occur if Colorado River issues remain unresolved, CALFED appears
to be "double counting" water supplies,

Page 6-11, last paragraph. Has CALFED analyzed the potential impact of ~e levels of
water conservation projected under the CALFED Program scenario on th~ quality ot
wa=tewater flows available for recycling?

Page 0-12, ~cond paragraph. We believe that the levels of recycling idenfifiea under
the No Action conditions exceed the levels of recycling that can be achieve~l without
CALFED funding assistance, and may represent a pra;tical upper limit un~ler the
CALFED Program ~.~ditions. The cumulative estimates of water recycling potential
should be revised to reflect the level of planning completed for potential projects, ~e
estimate~ co~t of ~hose project=, and the quality of wastewater available for ~ecycting.

Page 7.3, O!0jectives of the Water Transfer Element. We support the development of
uniform and equitable rules for transfers using state and fecleral facilities and cross-
Delta conveyan~. This objective should apply to t~u~sfe~ that use regional
conveyanc= l~cilitie.s a,= well. One of ~e biggest obstaci~,~ to development of an active
water transfers market is the lack of uniform rules or even a uniform approval process.

Page 7-5, Issues to Resolve in Developing an Effective Water Marl<et. The list of
issues to resolve ~ou~ be expanded to include access to capaci~ in regional
conveyance f=~cilitie~s at a pri~ th¢t reflects the actua! cost of the facil~[ies used for the
transfer. From our perspective, protection of the water rights of those who wish to
transfer water and access to conveyance capacity at a reu,’,’~na~ble cost are the two
most important issues nea~ling resolution if an expanded water markez is to occur.

Page 7-13, Solution Option~ for the Nature, Extent and Ability to Mitigate Third Party
Impacts. A clear nexus must be established between the level of any water transfer
tax or mitigation fee, a~ the third party impaots it is designed to mitigate, Based on
the level of third party iml~=S identified to have occurred under previous wamr
transfers, lhe Vansfer tax proposed in the 1996 Model Water Transfer Act ($5 per acre-
foot) a~opear~ adc~quate to offset thi~ party impa=~. The establishment of an
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unreasonably high transfer tax or mitigation fee will impede the development of a water
transfers market.

Pages 7.16 and 7-17, Possible Functions of a Water Transfers Clearinghouse. We
support the establishment of a statewi~ clearinghouse to collect and make available
information on water transfers. To facilitate the establishment of an efficient transfer
marl(el and maintain credii~ility among all p~ies, the clearinghouse should be
opeJated from a neutral thi~d-perty perspective and neither advocate nor oppose
specific water transfers. The establishment of priorities for different types of water
transfers, as suggest~ =n the last butler on page 7-17, is inconsistent with a. neutra, I
perspe~ive and should not be pursued. The clearinghouse should not have
regulatory authority, nor should its "brokerage" role extend beyond the collection and
diss~nination of information. Duo to the general public benef’~s the clearinghouse
woulcl produce, we believe the clearinghouse should be funded with public moneys.

Page 7-16. Possible Functions of a Water Transfers Clearinghouse. in providing
a~vice and assistance, and performing analyses, the clearinghouse must be caretul to
maintain a neutral role. The last bullet on this page should be amended as follows:
"Provide advice and assistance to loca! decision makers~ on technical
analysis, environmenta! impacts and economic impa~ts."

Page 7-!7, Possible Functions of a Water Transfers Clearinghouse. The ttlird bullet on
this page should be amended as fol!ows: "Provide recommendations Zo decision
makers a,s req~uested on ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate environmental or economic

Page A-5, last paragraph. We agree I~a~ an issue of primary concern to transtemng
parties is reliable ae.~ess to facilities for long-term water transfe~’s. As noted on page A-
5, this certainty does not exist under the cunent system and operating constraints.
Development of a Delta wa~er transfer murke~ will require adequate flexibility anti
capacity in Delta ~annels and conveyance facilities to allow water to be transferr~
efficiently and reliably, while minimizing impacts on ~e ecosystem and delivery of 5WP
and CVP supplio~.

Page A-6, tirst set of bullets. The discussion un how CALFED’s ~to~ge end
conveyance alternatives could improve opportunities for water transfers should be
expanded to state that new conveyance ~cilities could help reduce carriage water
lo~see. Carriage water losses are a major impediment to cross-Delta water transfers.

Page A-B, second paragraph. We believe this paragraph understates the potential
demand for water transfers from Southern California. Our agency has identified water
transfers from the Central Valley as a future resource option and has issued a HFP for
up to ! 00,000 data-feet of transfers. Other Metropolitan member and sub-member
agencies are pursuing water transfers as wel!. ~e 400,000 acre.feet of dry-year
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t~sfer= identified ~y Metropol~ in its IRP may or may not duplicate needs iOentif~
~y ~s mem~r or sub-mereSt agencies t~mugh ~eir own planning e~o~s.
Me~mpoli~n is in the pr~e~ of updating its tRP and its proje~ed ne~ for water
t~nsfe~ may be revi~d as a result of this

Page A-g, Soumes of Transfer Water. The list of potential sources should be
expandeO to include the transfer or sale of project entitlement water (tot south-of-De!~a
tmnsfem).

Page A-g, Speculative Demano Potential for Water Transfer~ to Meet Environmental
Needs. The fir, t paragraph under this section s!~ouid state that ~hat transfers for
environmental purposes ~n multiple benefits. For ex~rnple, transfer water useU to
meet ecosystem nee~:ts ~long r.,pe~ific stretches of a waterway can be used downstream
by agricultura! and urban water users. This situation =an hold tree for urban or
agricultural water transfers as well.

Water Quality Pro~jram Technic, el Apl:mndix

(Unless s~aled o~he~i~, ~! ~ges num~e~ ~i~e~ refer to ~e Wmer Quali~ Pr~ram
T~hn~i Ap~ndix.)

Page 25, Wate~ Tm~ent, Aotion 1. ~at ~n~ves d~ CALFED pro~ To
provide for add~ion of enhan~ ~agulation, ozone, granular activat~ ~n
fi~ti~ a~ ~mbr~e fi~m~on tacilffi~ to ~e water ~yst~ tr~fing water from
¯ e De~a region? CUWA’s ~y-~#a Water Qual~ Evaluati~ D~ R~I Repo~
e=imat~ ~at the ~st of th~ treatment t~hnol~i~ r~ge ~om $!6 to $~ per
~r~foo~ ~r enh~ced c~gu~fion to $~ to S~0 ~r acr~t for rever~ osmosis
(excluding wa~r !~). ~e pm~sed Water Quali~ Pr~r~ ~n~ing level,
a~mximately $25 million per yea~ a~rding to CALFED’s P~ 2 Inte~m Report, i~
ina~uate to finan~ the ad~ion of advan~d tr~t of =1 De~a wate~ delivere~
for municipal and inOustdal u~.

Page 25, Water Treatment, Action 1. The proposed performance measure for this
actions ap~ar ~to be incorrect - clecrease~ dete=ion of TOC, pathogens, turbidity and
bromides at drinking water intakes would not result from the addition of advanced
treatment at facilities treating water from the Delta.

Page 25, Water Treatment, A~tion 2. This action should include as a method the
relocation of island drainage discharges away from drir~king water intakes.

Page 26, Water Management Methods. Please clarify the effect of encouraging water
recycling in ames that di..~harge wastewater to salt sinks ~n the impairmeP, t of
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beneficial uses associated with salinity. Is reduced impairment ~f l~eneficial uses
associated with salinity expected to occur due to reduced demands on the Delta? We
would disagree with this assumption on the basis that recycled water will be used by
urban agencies to reduce water supply shortf!lls and wil! not necessarily re,suit in
decreased ~lemands on the Delta. We =gr~o’e tl~t water recycling in those ~reas where
wastewater would otherwise flow to the Delta or its tributaries could recluce the
impairment of beneficia! uses to the extent tha~ it results in reduced TDS loading to
Delta.

Page 27, Human Healm (as amencled by errata ~heet dated February 27). The Water
Quality Program, as propose0, will not appreciably reduce bromicle levels. The level of
annual funding proposed ($25 million) is insufficien! to finance t!~e a~lOition of advance0
treatment at water treatment facilities, and the onty ~thar measure proposed for
bromide reduction is to move municipal wata~ in~akes to areas less impacted by
bromide. We are aware of no location within the Delta that is suffi~ien~ removed ~om
the influence of bromide to meet municipal water quality needs under a plausibly
conservative long-term regulatory scenario (e.g,, a Cryptosporidium inaot=vation
requirement and ¯ 5 gg/L bromate limit).

Page 42, Talkie 5. TaDle 5 notes ~hat urban water agencies are further analyzing
source wamr quali~ mquir~e~ assuming a~emative t~tment t~hnot~ies
const~uent ~vels. ~is ana~sis is includ~ in ~e CUWA ~y-De#a Wate~ Quali~
~luation D~# Final R~, ~ich was su~i~ed to CALFED by CUWA. ~e revis~
r~ con~l~es ~at for currency ava,able a~an~d water tmatm~t t~hnol~y (i.e.,
enbanc~ ~agulation and ozo~ disinf~tion) to ~ ~tem~t tong-te~ ddnkin9
w=er qual~ s~ards, wamr d~e~ed from ~e De~a ~ou~ have T~ con~ntra~s
of 3,0 m~ or ~ and bromide conc~tmti~s of 50
braids par~me~r ~ges cit~ in Table 5 (2 - 4 ~L ~ 50 - 1~ p~L, res~ely)
may not ~ ~ffidently con~wa~e to allow agenci~ to ~t ddnking water trea~ent
r~uiremen~ under ~t~n[ial fu~m regulato~ s~nad~.

Page 47, Footnote oo. We agree that reduced TDS levels would facilitate the
development of local water management programs. We also support efforts to reduce
the current 10-year averaging period for SWP salinity objectives.

As a general comment, we request that CALFED place greater emphasis on the
development of source control measures for TDS, TOC, pathogens and other
constituents that impair drinking water quaJity. The measures proposed to improve
water quality for environmental needs are more extensive and, in most cases,
developed in more detai! than the measures proposed to improve drinking water
quality. For example, Action 5 under Wastewater and Industrial Discharge, which
would protect drinking water quality, is proposed for evaluation and nee~s assessment,
while Action 2, which would protect environmental water quality, is proposed for
implementation,
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Implemontation Strategy Technical Appendix

(Unless stared otherw{se, a// pages numDers ci~/ ~fer to th~ /rnp/~men~ation Strategy
Technical Appendix.)

Page 4, Program Elements, The list of program ~le(nents to be assured =hould include
water transfers.

Pages 11 - 12, Staging. We agree th=t each st&9e ~,f the Program should be
~ompleted before the nex~ begins and each stakeholder group should have strong
inducements to c, ompw;e each and every stage, Th~ following item shoufd be added to
the characteristics of a. =~aged implementation strategy:

¯ each stage should ~’efleet balanced investments in CALFED’s four Program
objectives (i.e., ecosystem health, water quality, wa, te~ supply reliability and levee
integrity)

Page 12, Staging. The last bullet under characteristics of a s~ageU implementation
strategy should be amended to ~ead ~mgr~ elements wh~h a~e o~side the ~nt~l
of ~e C~FED a~ncies should ~ implemented as eady ~ ~le, ~nsi=entw~ ~
bal~ ~ple.~enta~O =ra~y..~o r~uc~ ~e dsk ~=t o~side ~o~ m~y aff~t
implemen~tion." We would a~o ~est ~ the ~l~t ~ mvi~ to clan~ the te~
"outside a=om". D~s CALFED include the ~e~al publ~ in ~is ~o~ We
a~� ~at OARED i~ ~t suggesting ~at ~e m!~ ot the public in ~e~ining w~t
proje~ ~m impl~ente0 in t~ir comm~ities be rea~; h~ever, ~ ~ullet could be
~te~eted in th= manner.

The following are general comments on the issue of assurances ancl staged
implementation:

1, The Program =mplementation pi==n =~houi~ reflect a balanced mix of investment=
in e~’~ystam, water quality, water supply reliability, and system integrity improvements
and should ensure that no objective moves forward ahead of the others.

2. The assurances package should include a habitat consenration plan with a no
surprises provision, ~nd other protections a=~ may be neceee, ary to a.,~,~ure ~akehoiders
regulatory certainty and water supply reliability.

3. Development of broad-based support fnr a CALFED .~=olution may require local
as well as statewide assurances. For example, our agency is a member agency of the
Metropolitan Water OistP, c’t of Southern Calilon~i~, which rec~ive.~ water from both the
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Delta and the Colorado Ri~er. For six months of the year, our agency receives no
water from the Delta, while during the o[her six monks, we receive only 25 percent ot
our supplies trom ~he Delt=. We, and otho~" agencies in our sit~a~ion, must be assured
the! we wil! receive a fai~ share of benefits from a CALFE[~ solution in re~um for our
financial contributions Local assurances a~e one ot many ulements that ~re outsi~ of
CALFED’s dkect ~ontrnl, I~ut are n~etheless necessary for its ultimate success. The
PEIS/R should recognize this.

4. The PEIS/R must contain eno~gl~ detail to allow CEQA/NEPA approve! and to
obtain a programmatic Section 404 permit for ~e entire CALFEI3 P~ogra~, including
tho~ actions th=t may t~ subject to future decisions or triggers.

Page 15, fi~st paragraph. We agree thai the Progrun~ cost apportionn~nt should be
benefits-based. The establishment of a ~nancia! baseline" to acljust for past impacts is
inconsistent witt! a benefits-based cost allocation approach and is until(ely to ~esu~t in a
finance pack=ge th=tt a!l stakeholders can support.

Page 18, first paragraph. T~e CALFED tlnancing pla~’~ must provide an equitable
~iiocation of ~,~sts to all those benefiting from improvements in me Baby-Delta system.
The establishment of a~ Delta watershed fee to fund those portions of the common

¯ progrums that provide bro~d benefits to w=ter users is appropriate, provided tl~ fee
applies to ~pstream and in-Dett= surface and groundwater diversions as well as Delta
exports.

Page 19, Ability to Pay. If the cost allocation for certain classes of users is re~ucec!
based o=~ ~hei=- ability to pay, tho re~uhing subsidy must be funded by the public, not by
ol~er w~te~" users. We ag~’ee tt~a~ ~ny reductions in cost al!ocations based on inability
to pay should be explicitly ident~fiec! and justified.

Page 19, Cre~liting. The CALFED cost allocation should reflect the substantial
inv~tments that agencies have made an~ will continuP., t~ make in conservation,
recyoling, ~he Category 111 Program, and ot~er activities that further CALFED’s
o~eclives.

Page 27° first para~graph. We believe that the establishment of a financial baseline is
in~nsistent with a benefits-based approach to cost allo~:ation anti should not be
pursued. Water use~" funding for a portion of the Ecosystem Restoration Program
(ERP) is appropriate if benefits can be demonstmled. A habit~ conservation p.lan
incorporating ~o surprises~ protectior~, for example, woul~ provide water supply
reliability benefits anti could provide a rationale for water user funding.
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Draft EI~EIR Comments
P~ge 12

Page 29. U~an interests. Urban agencies are interested not only in controlling costs,
but in ensuring that costs are commensurate with benefits. We a,~e also concerned tt~at
water supply benefits produced by tho CALFED p~eferred alternative are cn.~t~effective
when compared with other water resource options.

Page 30, ~tor~ge and Conveyance Facilities. Storage and ~onveyance facilities costs
~ouicl be allocated to tt~ose that benefit from the facilities. The portion of tl~e storage
facilities ean’na~ed fo~ ecosystem neecls should be funded wP~h public moneys, as
should ~ose portions of ~e conveyance facilities that provide ecosystem benefits. The
portions of storage that benetit water users shoul~ be fun~l~d by water" u.~ers.
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San Diego County Water Autl~dty
Propose~ Policy Pr~r~ples regaroing CALFED Bay-Delta AIt~rnativu~

April 11, !996

To ensure e safe, reliable water supply for San D~ C~y, ~e CALFED Bay-
Pel~ Priam prefe~ a~s~ive mu= ~ ~e f~l~ ~s~c ~li~ prig=pies

W~er Sup~y Reli~l~

¯ Provi~ regulatory osrtainty and Wed~cta~iiity of De~ water ,,supplies to help meet ~
st~ort- and long-term water neecls ofge,etkem California.

Improve tl~e ability to transport water .._ax-c__~..*~J~e._ ~e.~_~ in orcler to enttarY’.~, future State
ProJect supplies ancl improve dnnking water quality wl~ile protecting enwronrnen~a! anti
otr~ ~neficial uses in me De~.

Water Quality

, Improve ~ quality of water diverted from tie Delta to assist m conu’o!ling costs of
trearjT~=nt an~ use, inclucling use for recla~mecl wamr oeve~opmen~.

Ecosystem Prote~don

o Contain a compreher~ve ecosystem restoration program tr~ wi!! enl’~’K:e tt~e
ecological healtl~ of ttte Bay4:)elta, ta~ng =nto account all rectors contnl~t~ng to the
~tegradation of Bay.Delta l",,~bitat and anirr=l species.

;.

Include an element wt~i~ encourages cost-effective clemano side management
measures such as conservation, uuater reclamati~, groundwater clevelopment, anti
water transfers as a means of reducing dema~s on rJ~e De~. Control over
implementat~=rt of ~ meae~ures ,T~’K~uI~J remain at the lOCal agency l~=vet.
Conservation measures required in tl~ solution alternative sl~oulcl ~ consistent wTtl~
those =clentif’~l in tl~ currem Best Management Practices ~BMP) process

~_.ovicle ~ cost-error., ive solution when comparea,,~._~ W~...!-~. su.o.o~v Oevelopment
options

Provicle for _a~ .~u~le allocation ~ costs to a!t.~..b~ti~ from improvements
tt~ Bay-Delta system.
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N~ 13, I ~7

San Diego County Water ~ ~ of Di~or~ rmroby .=opts ~

s~ shall ~ gu~ by ~ p~~ in ~l~i~ ~a a~o~fi~

1. Provi~le operational criteria tl~ e~COU/’dgeS and facilitates

2. Provi(g) ~ f~.,ilities ~ ottmr phyaica! improvements necessary to
transfer water efft~iently across tr~ Delta.

3. RocognLze tttat access to regiona~ ~nveyan~ facilities for wt’meling
equally important to ace-as= tc> Central Valley Proj~t (CVP) aria State
Water Project (SWP) facilities., W~out auct’~ access, agenc~ not

e ctirectly ~qnectea to CvP or 5WP facilities trove oilly
or no ability ,,- to participate =n u’ansfem Wdtm~Jt this
cleveiopment of an effic=ent water transfer manet i= impossible

4 Promote fair, timely proceOures for cletermining cost ancl availability of
c~nveyance capacity to move transfer water,

5. Encourage agencies that control conveyance facilities to set wheeling
rates =n accordance wi~ state law ana to not use wt~eeling rates as a
way to chscou~ge transfers, w~tl’t consi~ration af aplxopriate appeals
proceaures left to a neutral aec~s©nmaker.

6 Promote anct encourage cleve!opment of uniform, comprehensive rules
regs,’¢hng "one-stop =nopp~ng" for transfer aplxovais anc! permits.

7 Encourage transfers that result ~n no net harm to the Bay-Delta
ecosystem anc~ qual=ty of wamr from Delta.            "

8. En~urage= transfers as a way to meet envlr~l nee= in tt~ Bay-
Delta system.
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thim-pm~ i~ within the =tiztr~ tmrmfwTin@

1 I. Promote dl~!tia-to4iitri= ~.

12.All~w ~ ~ of water r.av~ Ire’ouCh �~ricZwi~ an~ ~,,farrn

!3. Etlcoura~ quarttifiCt~ltiOn of watar iligil~ ~- tt-at~t~r in an ~uit~le ano
ex~clitiou= rr~r~r.

14. En~oura~ an area ~ m ol~in ac~litional water tttrou~ transfers

im~N~l~tion ~ ~ ~ managegte~ I~1~=~ an= agricultural
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Ma~ S, l~e~
P~4

CALFED Water Use Efficiency Policy Principles

Purpose

The ~ Diego County Water Aultxx~s CALFED wat~ use efficier~ !~icy
principles reflaa. !;,;~i~ adopted by the Board of Dim¢tor=, direction from t~ Strategic
Plan, the Auth~ty’s 1997 Legislative Policy Guidelines an¢l staff rec~mmen~tions. The
~ ~lirect staff in advocating positions ~ t~ CALFED P~ as tl~ pekin to
water u=~ efficiency.

Polide=

It =hall be the Water Authodty~s policy to suppo~.

= Irx:tu=ion of wat~ use eff’~ =andw~s as a core elem~t in ~ CALFED Process.

¯ Urban water use efficiency starx:lar~ in the CALFED Process wNch consist of
implementation of cost-effective best ma~ager~ practir.,es for ~ water

¯ Water recycling ~~ in tt~ CALFED Process which cor~ist of ~ ~
i~tati=, te=~:a~ an~ planning a.istan~0 funding assistance and
klenti~gcati~ and encouragement of regional cost-effective water recycling

¯ The California Urban Water Consenration Council as the entity designat~ to set
~ ~-,f~-titions, revi~¥ ~ ~,aluate wat~ agency i~’rformano~ arKt F’ovid~

in the CN.FED Pr~x~e~s.

¯ Agricultural water use ~ standards in t,~ CALFED Process ~ t~ t!~se
o:~ainecl ~ MB~orand,,,~ of U~ng Regatcting F_ffi¢ie, nt Water Mat~
Practices by .,~Itura! Water Suppliers in California.

Enforcemen! n-Bchani.~s used ~ a~,sur’e impleme~ta~on of water use e~ency
~ in the CALFED Process that stress the use of incentives ~ ~!~ ~
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