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De~ Stove:

You have asked rL, r public comment on a the .Tuly 8, 1998 version of a CA.I-FED document
entided DRAFT: Developing a Preferred Program Alternativ©.

.-ks I mentioned to you yesTerday,’the July 8th DRAFT is so full of problems, and at the same
time so fu!l of holes, that EDF had intended simply to wait and comment on the revision now
scheduled for July 31 (or thereabouts), viewhlg.it as but or~e more in a series of hastily-
compiled Dr’af~s that has already undergbcte considerable behind-the-scenes revision.. However,
at your urging, I will at least make the t’ollowin8 two observations:

Fizst, Llte document purports to equate forward progress in ~e ~ur "CALFED" resource
proble" : ,rea~ (Le., ecosystem quali. "ty,.water supply re!iability~ water quality; and levee system

--integrity - see Ph.~:~ II Interim Report, page 20) witl’i-concurrent progress among CALFED’s
six-:"~ommon program elements" (ecosystem restoration,~watef use e~ciency, water transfers,
~-~r quality, watershed coordination, and levee system integrity) ax well as its two "variable
l~ogram elements" (sTorage and conveyance). This is .~" f-undamental cha~ge in orientation and
scope wldeh attempts to blur important and long-recoguized distinctions between the common
and variable prograzn elements - e.g., what will (and will not) be common to a long-term
solution (no matter what) and what can be done to ensiare forward progress in the tour problem
are~ by making better use of the very.substantial investments in water storage and delivery
capacity which have already l~ten made over many, many decad¢.s of Bay-Delta water
deveJopment, vevat~ what (if any) new facilities are warranted, who will pay for an)" new
capac’ity incz’emcnv~ as a fundamental component of’demo.nswated "need," how will such new
capacity l~ o~r’a~d, how will such operations be assured to be consistent with and not
¢on~ary to the re,oration of’ecosystem health, etc., etc.

:

EDF urges CAt.FED to return to the notion of ensming forward progress in the four problem
areas - an approach that will be best accomplishedby articulating a ¢lrar priority for
ecosystem restoration program above all, beca~.L~ everyone will benefit from the restoration of
ecosystem hea.lth, and because no "comprehensive" or "durable" or "equitable" solution will be
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pos:;~bte without .:t. , To this end, I ~.ould only note that the Stage I ecosystem restoration
program proposeo as part of the July 8 draft has. ,,,,-ell. a long way to go.)

5eo.~rtd. the Draft reaches significant programmatic conclusions l e.g.. ’New storage will be
included in the ;Jre ~’erred program alternative." ’page B-q) before extensive criticisms of the
initial draft Programmatic EISiR have e~,’en been considered’, and certainly before a revised
programmatic dra~ EIS, R has been re-circulated which addresses those problems in particular.
Tlais-is part ofa I~trgdr flaw in the NEPAJCEQA process which underlies the J’uly 8 Draft.
o~"~~ai ali:buiigncres the fundam~ental concerns and problems that EDF and others have
identit~ed as pan ~:f the initial programmatic draft (but which are now being swept aside due to
the needs ,’rod pre.<~ures resulting from the urtrealistic deadlines which have becbme a CALFED
laailmark~. Speci;2caily. EDF believes that the J’uly 8 Draft. like the initial programmatic draft
EIS.EIR:

~. ,o a~ts t~, address the single most important factor in restoring and sustainin_g Bay-
Delta ecosystem health, the:total amount of wa~er that can be extracted from the system~:indeed,
it improperly asserts the opposite, that significantly more water can be extracted from a
severely-depleted system and.then manipulated in a manner that results in act ecological
benet’its, as welt as increased consumptive water supplies.

2. Fails ’,o recognize that market-oriented alternatives can optimize the use of
California’s already extensively developed water management infrastructure in order to m"et
the needs of ecosystems and people at minimum long-term cost.

3. Fails .:-o articulate a least-cost~financial strategy that wil! pay for the common
program elements, and it fails to establish who will be asked to pay for the mag. y new dams and
com,eyance facilities’that account for ~he majority of the program’s projected capital costs,

4. Fai~s ~o emphasize the critical role that restored ecosys.tem health will have in
securing and sus~aing all other anticipated program benefits, and it fails to acknowledge the
~ubstantiat water u.ser benefir.s associated.with an aggressively implemen.ted ecosystem
restoration program.

5, Fatls.:tO de!*me legal; financial~operational, and hydrologic baselines (including
~.’~rmprcla~nsive meas_urement of total water use and the basis for and quantification of its water
supply:reliabilky objective) that provide the foundation for a long-term agreement.

6. Fa~!s to establish implementation mechanisms and performance criteria for the
Ecosystem Restoration Program plan and other common program etements to ~sure that these
programs actually will be implemented as promised.
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i ~vill not at r.his i~oint attempt to address’our extensive specific concerns with the July 8 DraR’s
:n,Jividual pcov~sions. EDF believes, however, that only a comprehensive re-write (.if not a
fundamental re-,,rientation) of the July 8 Draft - one that responds directly and materially to the
abo~e concerns and criticisms, and which proposes a tl"amework for addressing and resolving
~m.~ and all ou,~anding issues and concerns as a fundamental’ pa~rt of"Stage 1" -- can hope to
ser~e as the ha_<~s ~or developing a draft preferred program alternative which has any real
chance of mee,.mg CALFED’s long-term objectives.

ge w ill be hap.r’.v to provide more extensive review and comment on such a revision when it
bcc,.~m¢s a~

l’haaks you az-,~ -:mcerely.

Da~id Y ar~Las
Senior
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