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)BLED FRUITS & NUTS

September 12, ! 999

CALF’-l) B~.y Delta Program
Arm: Mr. Lester Snow
1416 N|nth Street, Suite 1155

Sac~m=mo, CA 95814

Subject: Comments of the I~’4,ff Prosrammatic F:nvironmental Impact
Statement/~.,avironmental Tmpa=t Report (EIS/E, IK [’or the CALFED Bay Delt~ Program)

Dear Mr. ~now:

I I~m approximately 550 ~crcs in Yt~h~ and Solano Cuuntics and am int¢restcd in the
CALFED process. My position on the CALFED Proposal is as follows:

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program must recognize existing agricultural surface and ground
water fights and area of origin ~ights, as well as existing contractual obligations ofthc State
and Federal Oovexnments, New water demands (lbr urban growth and environmental uses)
._must luok to. newly dey. ¢!.oped water supplies. [ strongly object to any effort to require
agricultural water users to pay any additional costs to replace water taken for ¢nvironmental
uses throughout regulatory actions or foe =’eplacing water dedicated to environm¢ntal
protection by legislative actions and the Bay-Delta Accord.

A primary benefit ofth~ CALFED Program for agriculture is the development of an adequate,
affbrdab[e and reliable water supply. Water reliability must b~ defined as.the timely deliw=ry of
water to sastaln crops. 1 do not accept th~ posit[err t~f �,¢rt~[n stttkehokt~rs that "tess w~ter
delivered more often" is consistent with the CALFE, D solution principles.

i believe that California’s water storage and conveyance capacity must be enhanced before
water transfers can play a meaningful rolc in resolving statewid~ water nmnagement issues.
CAI,FED must recognize that water transfers do not create "new" water, rather, transfers,
simply move water fi’om one bcueficial use to another. I support the inclusion of voluntary
transfers and exchangers as a component of an integrated and balanced CALFED package.
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The d~velopment ofweter markets should he left to stakeholders. CALFF..D’s involvement in
water transfm’s ~ou~d be fimitcd to construction of the necessary conveyance and storase
|~oilltics that will rouble transfers to play a meaningful role in Ca!itbmia’s overall water
management. CALFP_,D should not adversely impact existing water rights or transfer
programs, tither dire~ly or indirectly, through n©w regulations or controls.

I strongly assert that improvex[ conveyance is essential to meet the CALFED water supply
reliability, water quality, flood rontrol and fishery objectives. I maintain that the minor
improv~menls identified in Alternativ~ ]. are inadequate to meet these ol~eotiv©s. Farthar
r~incment and optimization of Alternative 2 and 3 are necessary to determine if each can
accomplish ~,cccptabl~ |¢vels of improvsment~ I also bd~eve that such improves’aeries arc only
�ff’ective iflinkcd with additional storage.

I strongly assert Lhat ~ .rtdl.. water ~torag.o. capacity must be part oFCALFIi, D’s common
programs rather than variable options.

Additional surface storage slmuid be moved from variable options to the site of CA! .icED
common programs. CALFED’s storage proposals should directly address the �ff’cct of such
storage options on water yield, power consumption versus pewee production, flood control
benefits and opportunity for multiple benefits in the use of’increased yield. CALFED should
construct pew surface stor..age in the Sacramento Valley, a~ac~.nt to the Delta and in the San
Io~uin Valley, Cn’oundwat~r management programs must be d~velopecl on the local level and
supported by local affected groundwater users and communities, a "one-size-fits-all" approach
will not work in all basins or sub-basins.

1 oppo~ the widespread conversion of agricultural land ~d its s~ociat~ w~¢~ r~u~s to
o~r uses. ~Ie some Io~lly dfi~n, voluntaw progr~s that ad@¢ss s~cific issues may
have m~fiL widespread I~d retir~nt ~or co~v¢rsion h ~a~ep~lo. ~nd ~tirement for
dtmand redu~ion p~o~s w~ ¢li~ated ~om ~lh~ dis~ion at the ~d of Ph~ I, and
must remain "offthe table".

What is the mitigation for the ircevorsible and irreu’ievahle conversion of fkrmland? ls the
mitigation to include impacts on local businesses, local state and federal governments and
agencies?

C~21"ED should structure the Eco System Restoration Program to avoid, reduce or mitigate
potential impacts to agricultural water and land re, sources. The program should develop an
approach that emphasizes collaborative local projects with landowners. CALP’ED should assist
local agencies in ~h~ncing water quality through means othrr than land r~irement. CALFED
should also evaluate its common programs and give precedeno¢ to measures that maimain
lands in private ownership and agricultural operations. In any ev¢nt there should be no third
party impa~,-ts.
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CAI,F’ED m~t perform additional analysis to address the relative weakness associated with
Alternatives 2 and 3, and try to opdmize each of these alternatives to determine if’each cart
accomplish acceptable levels M’improvcment in all solution are& This anely~s must include
development ofoperatdng criteria and assurances that provide fishery protection, and address
water supply reliability, in-Delta and export water quality, earthquake risk and flood control.

I support revisions to the common programs in order to maintain land in private ownership and
agricultural production. In addition, the common programs should provide incemtives for
landowners to participate in program objectives:

CA[FED sbould revise its common proto’am proposals to reduce, avoid or mitigate impacts on
agricultural resources. Programmatically, CALFRD should develop incentives for farmers,
ranchers and other landowners to achieve CALFED objectives while maintaining the private
ownership and economic productivity of agricultural land a~d water.

11. is understood that the CALFED Pro~ess is to go through three phases. The Fu’st Pha~ is
essentially to identify what the problems are with possible solutions. The second Phase is to
develop an E1R and EIS to address the problems of Phase One, Phase Three is
implemente, tion of the approved plans - thought to take 20 to 30 years given enough money
and political will. How and why is it possible fi~r State, Federal and Local agencies to acquire
properties and implement the Re~oratlon Coordination Program, spending $228 million to
supposedly mitigate problems identified E! Phase 1 prior to completion of the EIS and
process (Phase 2)? Aren’t we putting the cart before the horse? How" and why is this process
legally possible?

! support the continued voluntary implementation of efficient water management practices and
oppose a~y mandatory requkements for agricultural water use efl]ciency.

CA~.FEE> should recognize California agriculture is already higldy efficient in its use of water
and that more �fficient water application does not necessarily increase useable water supplies.
CALFED should also delete references in its Water Use Et~ci~cy Teehrdca! Appendix ~o
water pricing and measurement, h~consi.~nt with ~he AB 36~6 MOU, as ma~dato~j practices.

Yolo County borders Putah Creek and has Cache Creek flowing through the county. Both
stt;eams are extensively managed, Cache Creek particularly, for the benefit of’Yolo Couttty
Agrieuhure. I do not want CALFED to interfere with the current system of water and
environmcetal management of either stream.

In conclusion, CALFED will fail Jr’it doesn’t live up to its underlying promise, that everyone
gcts better togetlxe~. Perhaps, realistically speaking, it is better to say that everyone suffer
t_q~.ther. Th|s means that not only mum environmental goals be met, but that the needs of
California farmers, industries and urban residents must also be addressed all at the same time.
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FRUITS & NOTS

September 12, 1999

CALFED Bey Delta Pr0fjram
Arm: Mr. Lester Snow
1416 Ninth Street, Suite ! 155

Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Comments of the I)ra~ Programmatic I:-:nvironmental lmpact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIK for the CAI.FED Bay D~a Program)

Dear Mr. Snov~.

I farm approximately aS0 acres in Yolo and Solann Counties and am interested in the
CALFED process. My position on the CALFED Proposal is as [’ol[ows:

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program must recognize existing agricultural surface and ground
water rights and area of origin rights, as well as existing contractual obligations of the State
and Federal Governments. New water demands (for urban growth and environmental uses)
must look to newly developed water supplies. I ~rongly object to any effort to require
agricultural water users to pay any additional costs to replace water taken for environmental
uses throughout regulatory actions or for replacing water dedicated to environmental
protection by legislative actions and the Bay-Delta Accord.

A primary bextel’it of the CALFED Program for agriculture is the development or’an adequate,
afibrdable and reliable water supply. Water reliability must be defined as the timely delivery of
water to sustain crops. I do "not accept the position of certain stakeholders that "less water
delivered more oRen" is consistent with the CALFED solution principles.

I believe that California’s water storage and conveyance capacity must be enhanced before
water transfers can play a meaningthl role in resolving storewide water management issues.
CALFI~D must r~ognizo that wa~cr tmns~brs do not create "’new’" water, rath.cr, transfers,
simply move water from one beneficial use to another. I support the inclusion of voluntary
transfers and exchangers as a component of an integrated and balanced CAI,~RD package.
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The developmenl of water markets should be left to stake, holders. CAI,FRD’s involvement in
water transfers should be limited m construCtion of the necessary conveyance and storage
~aciliti~s that will enable transfers to play a meaning~’ul role in California’s overall water
management. CAI,FED should not adversely impact existing water rights or transfer
programs,, either directly or indirectly, through new regulations or controls.

I stror~y asse~t that improved ~onvcyanc¢ is essential to meet the CALFED water supply
r=liability, water quality, flood control and fishcw objectives, [ maintain that the minor
improvements id~mtitied in Alternative I arc inadequate to m~’t these objectives. Further
r~fincment and optimization el’Alternative 2 and 3 are necessmy to determine if’each ~m
accomplish acccptable levels o~’improvoment. I also believe that such improvcracnts are only
eflr~tiv¢ iflink©d with additional storase.

I stronsiy as~rt that addiiional wg.t.er.gor.ag¢ capacity must be part of CALFED’s common
programs rather than variable options.

Additional surface storage should be moved fi’om variable options to the site o{~CAI ,FR1)
common programs. CALFED’s storage proposals should directly address the effect of such
storage options on water yield, power consumption versus power production, flood control
benefits and opportunity for multiple benefits in the use ofincreascd yield. CAI,FED should
construct new surface storage in the Saeramento Valley, adjacent Io the Delta and in the San
Joaquin Valley. Groundwater management programs must be developed on the local level and
supported by local affected groundwater users and communities, a ’�on~-size-fits-all" approach
will not work in all basins or sub-basins.

1 oppose the widespread conversion of’agricultural land and its associated water resources to
other uses. While some locally driven, voluntary programs that address specific issues may
have m~t, widespread land retire~raent and/or conversion is unacoep[able. Land retirement for
demand reduction purposes wag eliminated from luther discussion at the.end of’Phase 1, and
must remain "offth¢ table",

What is the mitigation for the irreversible and irretrievable conversion of t~rmland? Is the
mitigation to include impacts on local businesseg local sta~e and federal governments and
agencies?

C~d~F~D should structure the Ere System Re,oration Program to avoid, reduce or mitigate
potential impacts to agricultural water and land resources. Th~ program should develop an
approach that emphasizes collaborative local projects with landowners. CALFED should,assist
{oral agencies in enhancing water quali~y through m~ans other than land retirem~t. CALFED
should also eva~uat¢ its common programs and give precedence to measures that maintain
lands in private ownership and agricultural operations. ]n any event there should b~ no third
party impacts.
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CALFED Bay-Delta Program
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CALFED must perform additional analysis to address the relative weakness associated with
Akemafives 2 and 3, and tW to optimize each of these alternatives to demrmine if’each can
accomplish ac~.~pt’,tbl¢ levels of improvement in all solution at, ca. Tide analysis must include
d~,’~lopmcnt ofoperadn8 criteria and assurances that provide fishery protection, and address
water supply reliability, in-Delta and export waler quality, earthquake risk and.flood control

I support revisions to the common programs in order.to maintain land in privat© own~ship and
agricultural production. In addition, the common programs should provide incentives for
landowners to participate in program objectives.

CALFED shnuid revise its common program proposals to reduce, avoid or mitigate impacts on
agricultural resources. Programmaticaliy, CAI .I~EI,) should develop incentiv~ for faramrs,
ranchers and other landowners to achieve CALFED objectives while maintaining th© private
ownership and economic productivity of agricultural land and water.

it is undei~tood tJmt the CAI,FED Process is to go through three phases. The First Phase is
essentially to identify what the problems are with possible ,~lutions. The second Phase is to
develop an RIg and EIS to address the problems of Phase One. Pha~e Thre� is the
[mplernentatlon of the approved plans - thought to take 20 [o 30 years g~vcn cnough money
and political will. How and why is it possible for State, Federal and Local agencies to aC~luir©
properties and impl~nem the Restoration Coordination Program, spending $228 million to
supposedly miti/~e problems identified in Phase ~ prior to completion of the E/S and
process (Phase ~-)? Aren’t we p~tting the cart before the horse? How and why is tbJs process
legally possible?

] support the cominued volumary implementation of efficient water management practices and
oppose any mandatory, requirements £or a.gricu[tural water use efficiency.

CALFED should recognize CaliFornia agriculture is ah’eady highly efficient in its use of water
and that more efficient water application does not nccessarily increase useable water supplies.
CALI~ED should also delete references in its Water [1~ Efficiency Technical Appendix to
water pricing and measurement, inconsistent with the AB 3616 MOU, as mandatory practices.

Yo]o County borders Putah Creek and has Cache Creek flowing through the coumy. Both
streams are extensively managed, Cache Creek particularly, for the benefit of Yo[o County
A~riculmre. 1 do not want CAI,FED to interfere with the current system of water and
envirotmtental management of’either stream.

In conclu.sion, CAI.FED wil| fail if it doesn’t live up to its underlying promise, that everyone
gets bvtter together. Perhaps, realistically speaking, it is better to say that ~,eryone suffer
together, This means that not only must enviromnental goals bc met, but that the needs ol~

California farmers, industries and urban residents mu~t also bc addressed a|l at the same time.
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CAL~’ED Bay Delta Program
September 23,~ 1999
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide tb~s~ comments. If you I~v¢ ~ny fi~nhCr questions,
please do no hesitate !:o ca][ m~ a~ 530-795-2G~3.

Yolo County Farm Bureau
California F~rm Bureau Federation
Assemblywoman Helen Thomson
Scrmtor M~uricc Johanncssen
Congressman Doug
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