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June 30, 1998

CALFED Bay-Delta Program
Attn: Mr. Rick Breitenbach
1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1155
Sacramento, California 95814

Re: Comments on the CALFED Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR

The Mountain Counties Water Resources Association hereby files its comments on
the CALFED Draft Programmatic EIS/EIR. The Mountain Counties Water Resources
Association is composed of counties and water districts located in the central Sierra and
Foothill Regions. This includes the region encompassed by the counties of Sierra,
Nevada, Yuba, Placer, El Dorado, Amador, Calaveras, Tuolumne, and Mariposa.

Our members represent a major portion of the watersheds on the western slope of
the Sierra Nevada Mountains that are tributary to the Sacramento and San Joaquin Delta,
including the watersheds of the Yuba, Bear, Cosumnes, Mokelumne, Calaveras,
Stanislaus, Tuolumne, and Merced Rivers.

Like everyone involved in CAL-FED, MCWRA is concerned about the possible
outcome of the process and whether it will yield any benefits or cause any detriments to
our region. DWR Bulletin 160-98 has projected year 2020 water supply shortages for our
region equivalent to nearly 100% of our total existing water usage.

It is important to understand some of the characteristics of our region to
understand our response to the CAL-FED process. Our geography is characterized by
mountains, valleys and foothills. Our population is relatively small and rural (581,480),
but it is fast growing with many of our member Counties predicting a 100% increase in
population by the year 2020 (1,093,930), which will constitute a little over 2% of the
statewide population by then.

These characteristics shape our region’s future water supply options. The simple
fact is that we have limited water supply options which is ironic when considering that
much of California’s water originates in our region as snowfall and runoff. However,
most of this water has been prior-appropriated by more populous coastal and central
valley interests. Some examples of this: San Francisco’s Hetch-Hetchy Project uses much
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of the Tuolumne River; Oakdale and South San Joaquin and the CVP use much of the
Stanislaus; East Bay Municipal Utility District uses much of the Mokelumne; and the CVP
and Sacramento use much of the American. The mountain county region itself uses less
than 3% of the water originating there. Our region has a limited supply of reliable
groundwater and we are not in the best physical situation to take advantage of typical
"water transfer" options.

A portion of our future increased supply will have to come from "conservation"
options, primarily in the form of improvements to unlined and outdated conveyance
facilities. There also may be opportunities for expansion or use of storage in existing
facilities owned by others, and as result of the relicensing of FERC regulated projects.
Most of our region’s existing supply comes from locally developed surface water, and
water to meet our future requirements will also need to come from additional surface
storage which, as a geographic physical reality, will likely come from on-stream storage
projects. We recognize that on-stream storage is disfavored by the "environmentalist"
community and by the CALFED process as well, but for our region it will be a necessity,
even though it will face many development obstacles.

As a region therefore, we have relatively limited future water supply options.

In addition we have the related financial limitation of a small population and rate
base over which to spread our water development and water treatment costs, and we must
deal with the reality that the incremental costs of new water development is much higher
today than it was thirty years ago because only the more marginal sites remain, and
because of greatly increased environmental compliance and mitigation costs.

We are also constrained by further limitations on our ability to divert water,
created by individual stream full-appropriation declarations, and the State Water
Resources Control Board Term 91 condition included in some upstream water rights
permits which has the effect of precluding upstream diversions when the CVP and SWP
are releasing water from storage to meet environmental requirements.

While much of our region is the intended beneficiary of watershed and county of
origin statutes, to this point those entitlements remain regularly challenged and largely
unsatisfied. These county and watershed statutory protections are included, respectively,
in Sections 10505, and 11460 and 11463 of the California Water Code, and were intended
to assure that there would be adequate water reserved to meet the needs of upstream areas
atter development of the State and Central Valley Projects. To this end the State of
California filed water fight applications for future assignment to these areas as their needs
increased. These rights are very important to the members of MCWRA and MCWRA
expects CALFED to fulfill its commitment that the CALFED process will have no adverse
effects on area of origin rights.

So what is our position as to the CAL-FED process and its three proposed
alternatives? It is no secret that our region’s water users do not believe they are the cause
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of Bay-Delta environmental problems, nor that they should bear the pain of fixing the
problem. The present effort to impose high water quality standards in the Delta is a result
of the Delta being the transport facility for downstream exporters, many of whom are
exporting significant amounts of water for domestic consumptive use. We do sympathize
with their problem but do not think our meager water supplies should be any part of the
solution.

The three proposed CAL-FED Alternatives do not appear to have any direct
impact on us. They do not at this point appear to produce any new water for our
upstream region. Perhaps this could change as the actual storage facilities are selected.
However, the Alternatives will hopefully increase the reliability of export supplies along
with increasing downstream storage, thereby indirectly taking pressure off natural flows
needed for diversion upstream.

Mountain Counties is a participant with other "stakeholders" in the CALFED
Ag/Urban Policy Committee which is preparing its own response to the CALFED Draft
Programmatic EIS/EIR and MCWRA hereby adopts and incorporates those comments by
reference. There is a separate area of origin work group within the Ag/Urban Policy
Committee which is specifically reviewing the area of origin issues and will make its
preliminary recommendations to CALFED for satisfying area of origin needs in the
context of the CALFED process, either during the current comment period or within the
comment period set for comments on the selected preferred alternative. The present
recommended approach of the work group recognizes that area of origin laws will allow
future upstream development, even if that development results in a reduction of inflow
into the CVP and SWP. The approach proposes the utilization of Sacramento Valley
storage to meet downstream Bay-Delta environmental purposes for mitigation of future
upstream diversions made to meet area and county of origin needs, both on an interim
basis as upstream demands build, and also to provide some Sacramento Valley storage
water for Bay-Delta environmental purposes on a long-term basis.

The current approach taken by Ag/Urban and MCWRA on this issue is not one
which attempts to argue what area and county of origin fights legally entail, but rather is
seeking a constructive and practical solution to our region’s water resource problems. We
believe the approach to meeting area of origin protections is to identify the future needs
and to build solutions to those needs into the CALFED program and the agreements that
implement the program.

To this end Mountain Counties retained a private engineering consultant to
prepare a "Water Needs Assessment" to provide it with a more detailed projection of its
water needs, an identification of possible solutions to fulfill those needs, and possible
constraints on those solutions, in order to provide better input to the CALFED process.
The Assessment identified existing supplies; where additional water can come from system
loss reductions, and where new supplies are needed. The attached Preliminary Water
Needs Assessment indicates that our region’s future water supply situation falls into three
general categories:
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1. Where water entitlements are fully used, and supplemental entitlements and
infrastructure are required immediately.

2. Where available supplies are fully used, and new infrastructure to recover
water losses will postpone the need for supplemental entitlements.

3. Where entitlements are adequate, but significant infrastructure is required to
conve,~ the water to its place of use.

At this point we have determined that our projected regional water needs are very
modest relative to the needs of other regions and statewide~on the order of 100,000 af
by the year 2020. This represents about 3% of the statewide demand by 2020. We hope
that the CALFED solution will provide a real means for us to meet this demand.

When the study is completed Mountain Counties’ will need to seek CALFED and,
where feasible, downstream user financial participation in identified projects. Unless
"new" water can be developed by additional storage possibilities, probably the most
feasible and helpful approach would be a CALFED project grant/low interest loan fund
which could enable the Mountain Counties to develop its future requirements.

It is critically important that the CALFED process and the State bond supply grant
and loan funding for the Mountain Counties future water development. The reasons for
this are many, including most importantly that we simply do not have the rate base to do it
alone, and recognizing the fact that we are talking about a relatively modest amount of
water for our region - - a region which is the source of multiple watersheds and significant
water supplies for others, and which is also a region which is a recreational playground for
the rest of the State. Our region certainly expects to cost- share to the extent it reasonably
can, but the funding of today’s development and environmental compliance and mitigation
costs are otherwise out &our reach.

We add that we also support watershed management as an important component
of CALFED program. Although watershed management is not expected to provide any
significant increase in water quantity, it will yield water quality benefits. These measures
are too expensive for our local areas to support alone, and therefore will also require
financial help from CALFED in recognition of the widespread benefits they provide.

In summary, we look upon the CAL-FED process as an opportunity to meet our
regional water needs as part &the larger solution to California’s Bay-Delta problems.

CHRIST(
Executive Director
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