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Component’s stated goals to "promote, encourage, and facilitate water ~." It is simply not
appropriate to suggest, on one hand, that water transfers are cxitical to a solution and then, on the
other hand, to plan a physical response that assumes away the advantages of transfers.

With respect to the Water Transfer Component, the aCdons comprising the Component are
inadequate to reach its stated goals. Overall, the water transfers discussion in the document poses
many more questions than it even atte~npt# to answer. Without adequately investigating thee
issueS, CALFED rannot estimate how much water �ould actually be tramferred, and ¢va!uatioa of
these issues is critical to the selection ors preferred alternative. For example:

¯ What �omtitutes transferable water? A~ revealed in preliminary rta~ions to the Draft
EIR/EIS, there are fears in many areas (like the Sacramcuto Valley) that too much water will be
extracted to protect loca! economies in "donor" regions of the State. Other areas (like the
southern �oastal urba~ ~r~) fear that so little water will actually be available for transfer that
transfers will make no meaningful contribution to future water demand. These issues must be
faced and addressed before CALFED can make reasoned decisions about a preferred alternative.

What will the permitting process look like? [low is the no injury rule to be implemented?
Western Water Company’s experience is that transfers, supported in broad generalization, are
actually thwarted in practice by an unpredi~’table, capricious, �ostly and dine-consuming
administrative processes stacked against voluntary traaffers, Further, there is deep suspicion
among water rights holders, including Western Water Company, that long-established water
rights will be attacked when and if they are proposed for transfer. The risks, oosts smi time
necessarily allocated to complex litigation to defend th~se fights acts as a significam deterrent to
voluntary water transfers, oven in situations where third-party impacts are appropriately avoided
or mitigated. Particularly in light of the traditional attempts by the State Department of Water
Resourcea to reduce and eliminate private water rights, CALFED must include more definition
of the permitting process so that water transfers can be evaluated as part of an overall soltrtion~

What types of third-party impacts must be considered, who pays, and how long do the
payments, if any, last? WH! local water districts have the final authority to block water
transfers without objective guidelines? Obviously, water transfers are only one element in a
dynamic economic and social equation affecting land use throughout the State. For instance,
elimination of federal crop price supports may more significantly affect tbe decision to fallow a
particular piece of agricultural property than �onsiderations of the availability or price of water
for irrigation. It would be inappropriate, under such circumstances, for a specific voluntary
water transfer to bear the entire economic burden for a transition in land use or its attendant
disruptions. Put another way, investigation and mitigation of third-party impacts must not be
~ntorted into a process for preventing water transfers or maintaining an otherwise
Unsustainable status quo. Western Water Company believes that CALFED must offer more
definition on this issue to adequately evaluate program alternatives.

¯ Will equitable wheeling arrangements be mandated, or will transfers continue to have a
low priority? Without economic access to excess conveyance rapacity, water transfers will
continue to be an unfulfilled promise of more rational water allocation. CALFED must
explicitly address this issue by embedding wheeling assumptions in its planning. Western
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Water Company realizes that, in light of rec~ controversies involving the Metropolitan Water
District and the San Diego County Water Authority, the cost of wheeling is the subjezt of
controversy and litigation. However, ~ publio poli~ issues underlying wheeling arrangements
cannot be ignored in the CALFED process. In �~nformance with State and federal policy and
~e~ Western Water Company urges CALFED to insist that currently available �onveyanc~
capacity must be efficiently managed as a prv-condi~’on to adding new capacity. California can
no longer afford the capital ineffioiency ~sociated with bureaucratic reluccznce to make excess
system c~pacity available to third-party transferors at an economically justified price.

These are basic questions that will materially impa~t the development and the shape of the water
markets in California. They are not adequately addressed in the Drat~ EIR/EIS, and the Water
Transfer Component does not include elements necessary to adequately evaluate the contribution
that a viable water transfer market ~ould make to Bay-Delta solutions. Without appropriate
investigation of these critical question~, the sc~pe aJui scale of the transfers market cannot be
analyzed. Without understanding the role of an effective transfer market in addressing the problems
of the Bay-Delta, and putting in place objectively meastwable plans leading to a viable water
market, it is difficult to support expensive new facilities, regardless of who pays for them.

That is not to ignore the issue who will bear the cost of the CALFED prosram. Indeed, Westen~
Water Company mbsc~Tibes to the premise that those who benefit from new facilities should pay
their full share oftha co~ts of such facilities, Since the era of large-scale public ~ubsidies is clearly
over, all users should incorporate the real econonfic costs of their water resource use into their
deci’sion making. The CALFED implementation strategy relating to finance is not clear on tlds
point. The finance plan should not rely on or encourage unrealistiz expectations of further subsidies
relating to new water projects. Water users c~n adequately evaluate resource ~ematives only with
a clear under~.anding of the f~l costs of water use. A viable transfer market facilitates this effort by
creating appropriate market incentives for responsible water use.

To summarize, it is essential that the EIR/EIS give more serious consideration to water
transfers. Along with the other Common Programs, water transfers can form a foundation for the
long-term solution to some of the most vexing Bay-Delta probIems. Therefore, adequate analysis of
water transfers must be included in the decision-making process regarding a preferred alternative, as
wel! as future analysis of impacts that would remit from implementation of the CALFED progra~
The discussion of transfers to date has not fa~ed these iraportant question~, and suggested solutions
are inadequate to implement the goals of the program. We look forward to working with you to
resolve these concerns as the CALFED process moves £orward.

Sincerely,

Mr. Y~er Snow
J~ly;I, 1998
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