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~une 22, 2000

Mr. Steve Ritchie
Acting Executive Director     "..
CALFED Bay-Delta Program
1416 Ninth Strcrt, Suite 1148 ::;
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: CALFED "Fr~.~ work for Action~- Groundwater Mansgement

....

We have reviewed "A 1~r~a~vork for Action" roleased by Governor Davis and
Secretary Babbitt on 3une 9, 200~..’.. As you know, we support efforts to develop this
framework to guide near-term i~.’.plgme.ntafion of a solution to the environm~ntal,
quality and watex supply problem._ s of the Bay-Delta. Ther~ is, however, among other issues,
tremrndous oonfusion and conce.m throughout the Sacramrnto Valley with the provisions
regarding groundwater management and particularly AlYp~ndix H. To ~nsure that Northern
California water users property .understand the intent of these provisions and to help guid~ our
constructive efforts, we believe .that it is imperative that you immediately clarify CALFED’s
intent regarding groundwate~r m~nagement. To do this, we respectively request that
provide clarification oft he folio’wing concerns:

I. Basin-wide Groundwater IVIanaeemen.t. The Framework states that "Groundwater
should be managed at thd basin lcvel. Such a management system would avoid
multiple, potentially corff[, ioting sub-baSin groundwat~ management plans." (Page
15.) What does this statamem mean and how does it r~late to the other provisions in
the f~amework that foster, and r~ly upon groundwater management at the sub-basin
level? In our view, this statement direly conflicts with local groundwater
management programs under AB 3030, other local groundwater manag~a~nt �fforts,
and the Department of Water Resources (DWR) recent efforts as part of the Integrated
Storag~ Investigations gSI) and other programs to better define and understand
g~oundwatcr at the sub-l~asin levd. Most important, this statement will likely serve as
an impediment to the coi~siderable progress that is ah’e, ady o~urring with respect, to
groundwatex manag~mmt at the sub-basin level in the Saoram~nto Valley and
elsewhere. Recall that AB 3030 already provides a mechanism for Ioc, al water
agencies and counties to develop me~noranda of agreements and joint power
agreements to allow for larger scale, �oordinated managcmont efforts to link sub-
basins together.
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2. County Ordinanees/AB ~;030 Plans. The Framework proposes in Appendix R that
"county groundwater ma~ag~ent ordinances must b~ consistent with groundwater
management plans, adopte~d by water agencies under AB 3030 or other statutory
authority." You can be s~¢ that this provision has spawned confusion and has led to
varying intcrpretaf!.’ons. We strongly suggest that CAt,FED focus its efforts to
encourage cooperation arid coordination among local ag~cies and affected
landowners with anthorir~ over groundwater. Many local interests in the Sacramento
Valley have spent ~onsid~.rable efforts to work towards this end and to develop
unique, local solutions that have brought historic adversaries together. The process is
typically very vola~tile ~ o~treraely s~sitiv¢. The current CALFED language could
shatter those efforts.    .:

3. Water Code Section 12~0. Appendix H refers to the n~d for amendments to Wat~
Code section 1220 to facilitate conjunctive use, groundwater banking and groundwater
transfers in the D¢Ita-Si ~.e~ra Basin. While we acknowledge that this is an ambiguous
provision in law, wc do .~o.t understand how k is unique in this regard for the Water
Code. Reopening ~his s~on of the Water Code will have dir~. t implications for the
Sacramento Valley and w~ill immediately create fear that groundwatvr will be exported
from the Valley. Again, What purpose does this serve? In any ew-nt,. Sacramento
Valley water uses will d,b, mend that their groundwater is protected in Water Code
1220, and that any modification to the Water Code maintains the lewl of proration
currently provided for th~ Sacramento Valley.

4. Groundwater Managed~ent Incentives. The fi:amework rexluir~s local agencies to
have a groundwater managemrnt program to r~eive program brz~fits. We fully agrev
with the concept posed l~y the Framework that local agencie,~ should be strongly
~ncouragod to develop and implement AB 3030 groundwater management plans. In
fact, we support efforts tb strengthen certain sections of AB 3030 and we ar~ willing

¯. to work with CALFED ~nd the legislature to accomplish this goal. We believe,
however, that the most ~f-fvctive wsy to accomplish this is for the CALFED agencies
re provid~ technical and!financial incentiws to those entities. We are therefore greatly
encouraged by CALFED’s support for AB 303 CI~nomson) to provide this type of
incentivvs to local entities. In this regard, CALFED’s Framework should
acknowledge those efforts to develop plans that "address both groundwater, and
surfac~ water" are already underway throughout the Sacramento Val1~y, including
Butte, Glenn, Shasta, and Te.hama counties. Those efforts span over a dozen-
groundwater sub-basins; Appendix H must be clarified to provide consistency with

_ earlier CALFED publications th~ promote cooperative and inc,~fiw based locally
controllod groundwater management.
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As you am woll aware, S .~. ramemto Valley water users strongly objected to initial
CALFED conjunctive m_anag~.~,mont actions proposed over throe years ago. This was
because CALFED and.DWR.~ a sp~ifio (and c, omplot~ly ~tio) target for
groundwater exports and as ~.~a~sult Sacramento Vall~y intm~sts p~rreive~l CALFED as an
"outsidr e~tity" se~Mdng to ox~ort groundwater from the area of origin. To ~t~e ~r~dit of
CALFED, its m~nber’ag~i~s and staff~ tz~mendous progress had be~n mad~ in the last
several years to assuage thes~ concerns. Most notably, CALFED has stressed that
groundwater managrmrnt and conjunctive mauag~n~nt programs will b~ cmRed,
impl~m~nt~d and controlled ~ th~ local lev~l. The Framework provisions, unfortunately,
arc soon by many Central Va~. ey inmrrsts as a step backward, to the placr CALFED was

...,.
Again, we approciat~ youi’.’ efforts to address this complicated issue.. We look forward

to your response.         ~.:

David ’-" Dan K~ppen
Ex~utive Director "~ Director ofM~nber & Gowrnment Relations

c~: Nascr Bat~i
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