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The Dr~ft Document

The Policy G, roup considered three appro~che, s to prese~t,~ng t.he Intera~ency Development
Team’s (IDT’s) optimiz~i alrernat, ives in the dr~u~ document, ranging f~om s neutral review oft.he
alternatives to actual se, lecdon of a preferred ~lternative The Policy Group ultimately concluded
th~t the best approach would.be to lay out the t~hnic~l ~aly~es ofe~ch of t~he slw, msfives,
dearly m’t~culatJng the ~ren~h~ md weaknesses of e~h. In ~Idition, we concluded t.h~t t~e dr~
document could indicete that, ba~ed ou these analyses, the IDT believes that Alt~’nafive 3 has the
~ to provide ~e hlghe~ level ofbmefits, but that mGre irfforn~fion md m~ysis is needed
in s~veral ~re~, including dermmd ra~nagement, ~$urances, and flmm~ng, before the Policy
Group could ~de~t a p~fermd ~Ite, m~dve. Firefly, we agr~d that th~ dr~f~ documem ~hould be
written so as ~o ~ighlight ~e unresolvcxi i~ues and lay the grour~dwork for ~he focused
discussions ~h~t agency and stakeholder participants must h~ve over the next ye~ as we move
towards a decision.

The drai~ document should include:
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Common programs

Generally, we are concerned that the common programs lag behind the detailed attention being
given to storag© a~l conveyance. The possible exception is the ecosystem re~toration program
plan (ERPP), which has b~n aided by near-term implementation funding and the work of the
Scientific l~¢iew Panel. Further ERPP improveme~s can be expected through the process for
peer review and implemen~tion planning recently agreed upon by stakeholders and CALFI~D.
We believe that other common programs would also benefit from focused technic, al review and
join~ implementation planning whicJa addresses sp©�~ phasing and fumac, ing requ~em~nts. At
the same time, we should be working on more speci~c formulation and assessm~t of the common
programs, Prior to re.lease of the draR document, CALFED should map out larocesses for this
technical review and program development. Information on these processes should be provided

Water quality: The water quality common program la~ks implementation strategies to carry
CALFED beyond the current situation. The Policy C’foul) recognized that CALFED should do
more to support and supplement existing efrorts. In providing these resources, CALFED should
not be concerned with a strict distinction between regulatory and non-regulatory aspects of these
efforts. For example, projects to address non-point source water quality probl~, such as
de,image management, may rely upon integrated use ofteclmical assistance, improved moRitoring,
and oth~ means to support attainment of water quality standards. Prior to release of the dear
document, the water quality’common program should incorporate more complete action
str~ttegies for ~ pollutan~ sources of �oncern. This includes Rdler integration ofexistin~
pro~ran~ whbh the CALFED Program will support and/or build upon, and, as discussed above, a
description of ~e processes for peer review and stakeholder consul~tion.

Wa~er use efficiency: Several a~reemen~s in principle came our of’the Policy meeting. Furman
discussion will be needed regarding the scope of analyses identified at the meeting, and how ’
information from these m~.lyses will be integrated imo the draft and/or final Program documents
and Program decisions.

i. The Program document will include an economic analysis which compares water use e~ciency
options (including conservation, reclamation, and transfers) and new facilities and identifies leas’t-
cost ways ofmeeting CALFED objectives. The Policy Group discussion clearly recognized that
an analysis of this kind could improve our assessment oft.he most �osbeffec~ive mix of"demand
management options" a~d supplies from new facilities and conjunctive use. We also believe that
this analysis is impor~an~ for supporting the assessment of alternatives under NEPA and tl~ Clean
Water Act Section 404. Al~ough this analysis may no~ be avaiJ~ble for the dear document, it will
be needed for work with st~eholders on technical and implementation issues prior to release of
the n~’r document.

I would like to emphasize one point in particular. The CALFF.3D Program h~s repeatedly sZated
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~the CALFED Program document concludes that edd~don~ storage is needed in any ~terna~ive,
there must be a written m~lysis demonstrating this need. Need for storage should be assessed in
the �onte~ of other options addressing ¢omp~able objectives. As mentioned previously, at the
Policy meeting we recognized that a major feature of’this demonstration of need for storage will
be an economic analysis comparing storage with water use e~ciency measures, trans~’ers, and
reoperation. Prom the perspective of a Clean Water Act Section 404 alternatives analysis, it
be important to e~tblish the extent to which CALFED objectives can be m~ through practicable
~dternatives to sto~’age. I.fthis work has not been �ompleted in time for the deaR, analysb of need
should be described as an issue to be resolved in the period between draft and final.

The dr~fl document will ~Iso need to explainthe process for evaluating, compa.dng, and ~ele~dng
specific storage sites. We should specify the decisions which ~ be made in the context of the
Phase II Prograzn, and define subsequent steps anticipated i~ the context of’phased
implementation of the Program.

The dear docume~.-r should expb~n the rime value of water concept which is being used to justif’y.
new storage to ’q:~neficially" recon~re instrea~n flows. As you know, EPA and oth~s are
concerned that ~CALFED may overlook important bio!ogical and channel-forming func~aons of
peak flows which might be reduced through new srorase. For example, under high~ peak flow
conditions, nutrients move into the south San Francisco Bay and Suisun. Fur~er, we n~ed to
assure that diver~ons to new storage will occur in a way which proton non.peak flows requi~ed
for ecosystem re~rr.oration. Since it is likely that new storage wilt be very expensive, there may be
built-in incentives to assure supplies to water users, ~en ifinforma~on gained through ~aptive
management indicates need for higher instream flows tbzn originally estimated.
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Conveyance

Presentation of the three hybrid alternatives in the draft decision document will,, of necessity,
fox-’us on the d~stiz~ui~ing conv~ance features. Cem~ issues regarding evaluation oftexhnical
performance h~ve been discussed above. Genrrally, we need to recognize the hnpoftance of the
perception of the De.ha as a "common pool," a resource which we all have a stake in protechng.
Our solution mus~ for6fy this broad interest in the health of the D~Ita. To this end, our ~,’aluation
of conveyance alter,natives should include sensitivity analyses looking az how different operating
criteria perform relative to a given level of environmental protection in the Delta.

A$~urance~ grid financing

We recognize thst the draft document will l~ge!y present a framework and process for further
work on implementation assurances and financing, since most of*.J~s work must be tailored to a
specific alternadve with common programs expressed in substantially more d~all d2all at present.
Given the erki~ importance of a �onserasos a~surance package to the o~:e.zall succes~ of the
CALFED e~of~, the draR document should carefully pfeser~ the work done thus far in o~der to
~oficiz the consmactive involvement of all interest ~oups.

We suppor~ the agreement on general principles provided from the finance work group.
However, we recognize tha: this agreement has not yet been fully re~ciewed in the ¢mkeholder
community and thus is not a consensus document. The draR document should present this
agreement on general principles in a way that facilitates con~nued progress on this i~sue.

We believe that zhe BDAC Assurance Workgroup ha~ done a good job in laying out the an’ay of
possible institutional arrangements. Before the release of the draR document, CALFF.D should
consider how best to fitcilita~e a consemsus on assur~a~ces. In addition to relying on the ongoing,
work of’the BDAC Assurances Workgroup, we susgrs~ explofin~ other otltfeach ef[’o~s and
forums for dis~-ussion~ The draf~ document should then be wrkte, n to support ~he work of these
consea~.sus-building effoxxs.

It is important tha~ m evaluation of alternatives pursuant to Cle,ax Water Act Section 404@)(I)
guidelines proceed in conjunction with o~er Program work, so tha~ we can assure tlmt the
alternative ulthnately selec¢ed complies wiCh CWA 404 requh’ements. We are concea’ned that, to
date, CALFEI> has not established a review procedure furl)’ acceptable to EPA and th~ Corps of
Engineers. The draR do~unemt should outline a process for a CWA 404 r~ciew approl=riate ~o
Phase II of the Program. Othexwcise, this should be identified as ~t priorit7 task for CA,LF~D in
t3e period between the drai~ and final documents.
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