
1

2

3 IN RE THE MEETING OF THE )

4 BAY-DELTA OVERSIGHT COUNCIL )

5 )

6

7
TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

8

9
Sacramento Convention Center

i0 1416 9th Street - Suite 1155
Sacramento, California, 95814

ii

12 TUESDAY, JULY 22, 1997

14

15

16

17

18

19

20 Reporter By :Katherine L. Cardozo, CSR No. 6344

21

22 PORTALE & ASSOCIATES DEPOSITION REPORTERS

23 211 East Weber Avenue
Stockton, California 95202

24
(209) 462--3377

25

PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (209) 462-3377

E--01 4965
E-014965



APPEARANCES:

CHAIRMAN:       Lester Snow

3 VICE CHAIR:    Sunne McPeak

4 COUNCIL MEMBERS:

5 Robert Meacher - Regional Council of Rural
Counties

6 Tib Belza - Northern California Water
Association

7 Eric Hasseltine - Contra Costa Council
Steve Hall - Association of California

8 Water Agencies
Rosemary Kamei - Santa Clara Valley Water

9 District
Tom Maddock - California Chamber of

i0 Commerce
Tom Graff - Environmental Defense Fund

ii Hap Dunning - The Bay Institute
Stuart Pyle - Kern County Water Agency

12 David Guy - California Farm Bureau
Federation

13 Roberta Borgonovo - League of Women Voters
of California

14 Marcia Brockbank - San Francisco Estuary
Project

15 Richard Izmirian - California Sportfishing
Protection Alliance

16 Mary Selkirk - East Bay Municipal Utility
District

17 Roger Patterson - Bureau of Reclamation
Roger Thomas - Golden Gatae Fishermen’s

18 Association
Pietro Parravano - Pacific Coast Federation

19 of Fishermen’s Association
Roger Strelow - Dames and Moore

20 Jack Foley - Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California

21 Alex Hildebrand - South Delta Water Agency
Roger Fontes - Northern California Power

22 Agency
Mike Stearns - San Luis Delta Mendota Water

23 Authority
Marcia Sablan - City of Firebaugh

24 Howard Frick - Friant Water Authority/Arvin
Edison Water Supply District

25 Jim Branham - The Resources Agency

PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (209) 462-3377 2

E--01 4966
E-O 14966



1 (All parties present, the following proceedings were had

2 at ii:00 a.m.)

3 --o0o--

4 MS. McPEAK: We will come back to that.

5 And because we are being asked for a preliminary

6 indication, and I think there’s likely to be some

7 reservation or concern about coming to that conclusion

8 without some further consideration of other aspects of

9 these facilities. But let’s see how far we can did go.

i0 Marcia followed by Roberta followed by Richard. Marcia.

ii MS. BROCKBANK: Under safety issues, are

12 you looking at seismic safety issues at all or costs or

13 impacts? And secondly, did you look at water evaporation

14 in a canal, cost for water, that sort of thing, or will

15 we be looking at that.

16 And under future capacity increase, are we

17 assuming then that that is going to be a plus, that

18 something we want?

19 MS. McPEAK: Ron, and then -- do you want

20 to comment on this?

21 MR. OTT: Yes. On the seismic safety,

22 that’s figured into the cost for what it would take to

23 design in that seismic area. Water evaporation, there’s

24 a lot of issues like that like this one. We’re using

25 kind of a net loss of one acre foot per acre of surface
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1 water area. And all the way through this. You’re

2 talking somewhere 2 to 3,000 acre foot a year of loss for

3 the exposed surface water that you’d have in that area.

4 MS. McPEAK: So on the seismic safety,

5 you’re designing to the same standard on either a

6 pipeline or a canal?

7 MR. OTT: Correct. In the prefeasibility

8 cost.

9 MS. McPEAK: What standard is that you’re

I0 designing to?

II MR. OTT: I don’t know. Stan, do you know

12 what standard we’re using for --

13 MS. McPEAK: 78872?

14 MR. OTT: On seismic for a pipeline going

15 around the delta?

16 STAN: No, I can’t answer that.

17 MR. OTT: We’d have to go back to out

18 detailed designers. I dont’ know the answer to that. We

19 could look it up.

20 MS. McPEAK: Roberta.

21 MS. BORGONOVO: My question is similar to

22 Marcia’s and that is, are we assuming that future

23 capacity increase is a plus? It really is one of the

24 discussions that has taken place for -- I assume will

25 take place in the assurances although that’s not an issue
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BE]]AC - Jul 22, 1997
~ P~ ~ ~H~-T~ ~ PAG~ 7

1 that I have been following. 1 coar’~ Screen could be different for each Pair of
2 But that assumption that there will be 2 altecnatlvas that you’re evaluating?

3 future capacity Increases is of great concern In the 3 i~R. 0Tr: No, it’s the saree criteria that
4 environl~ntal coml~Jnity, as you know. So going b~::k to 4 we go through it with. Once we eliminate them In tt~e

S Mary’s point, just to evaluate strictly on the basis of S coal~ scP~n we ~:)n’t I:)~’i~ them back in the fine
6 cost, I can see the logic of It, it’s very Logical to say 6 screen.
7 we won’t do the safm~ thing, but Of course You would take 7 MS. IIc~: Ye’re going to c~ back and

8 out the most ex~)ensive option. But I think that there is 8 figure out Proce~ bec~Jse

9 a Lot rl~3Pe discussion before I feel I can ~3sweP the 9 hesitation. Let the get next Alex and then Tom and t~n
1~ question yes, this is the right way to go. le RoseEy.

11 ~ing back to the cost principles, I think 11 i’lR. HILDEBR~: I c~ur in So;~ Of the
12 that E~’ic will report later, but ~e’ve still been ~orkin@ 12 counts ~e Just ~Ed, ~t including the idea that this

13 through the ~hole principles of cost in the ~7 that ~e 13 h~ to be allege5 bit of

1~ allocate it. ~d that’s not set firmly enough foc us to 1~ d~’t have enough concerns ~o~ ~re, ~d I conc~ ~]th

15 even say that they’LL be ~plled in these alternatives. 15 those ~ho believe that you shoul~’t Just dec~ that t~
16 HS. ~E~: Right. ~e’re going have ~ 16 ~ility to enlEge a c~al rather th~

17 further discussion on the fin~ce co~[ttee report ~d 17 ~et.
18 principles to date. RlchEd. 18 ~ere Ee other things here. F~ exile,
19 ~, IZ~IRI~: I thipk part of Our problem 19 In the old perip~ral c~al design which also h~

~e {s slyly trying the ~derst~d what ~s coEse screen ~d 2~ te~-f~t t~ft, [t didn’t s[pho~ ~der m~E ~r~, ~d
~1 what is fine screen o~ this ~d whether if so.thing is 21 I don’t know if this one does ~ not, ~d one c~sequence
~2 co~se screened out whether it’s really going to be -- 22 of that W~ that it ~
~3 whether it precludes so~ other opportunities there. 23 the southe~t side of the c~al aliQn~nt, ~ duri~ the
~ It also forces us to prioritize some of 2~ major rai~ floods. ~d this is a very

~5 those chEEteristics ~d depending on where YOU w~t to 25 R~ald Roble Just said, "If that h~ we’LL ren~ so~
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~ PAGE 6 ~ PAGE 8

1 go with it, you’re going to be prioritizing Your 1 diesel pumps and come down and pump YOU out." That

2 chanacterlstics differently. 2 wasn’t a very satisfactory response,

3 I Looked at the List and I s~ those other 3 Also, there’s a problem of the ~ep~e.

4 categories at the very end thinking that those should be 4 Now there are technical solutions to seepage wllich will

S the coarse screens, the primacy things that should be 5 proba/oly work, but we don’t know for ~Jre. But we don’t

6 Looked at. i’m Just -- the coarse screen/fine screen 6 know whether you’ve got that cost in here for the canal.

7 sounds like a very good metaphor for this. but I’m 7 And neither do we know how you’re going to ~ure that

8 wondering if we really should be looking at is a more 8 those moasures would actually be adopted.

9 interim process where we keep revisiting these things 9 ~ everybody knows, you can’t trust the

le over and over again in different formats until we Co~ up le government. You know, they built the Did(: ~ said they

~1 with a mere optimal solution, 11 won’t implement it until they put in a valley drain.

12 I’IR, 0TT: It’s a good point. In the phase 12 Yell, we still have r~) valley drain. Sl~ilanLy, you may

13 two, we’ll certainly go on to the ones, if we don’t 13 say you’re 9olng to put in all these interception wells

14 screen them now we have to take them all forwEd in the 1~ to control the seep~e, but how do we know it’s going to
15 phase two which moans a Lot of time effort and rm3ney to 15 happen.
16 analyze these all in detail in the tll~ fre~le that we 16 So there’s some real risks here, and I
17 have. 17 think that they have to be addressed. ~aYbe you’LL

18 So what we°re trying to do is eliminate 18 address some of them and you can satisfy the BDAC that
19 those that if you Looked at all the other differences, 19 you have, but I think we have to know more about the

2~ other considerations that you have, and the difference in 2~ considerations, what you thought Was feasible and not
21 cost, is it enough that you would say let’s not carry it 21 feasible and how important it would ~ if they weren’t
2~ forward bec~Jse we have several other alternatives that ~2 carried out,
23 do exactly the safne type of thing but maY have Just 23 So I’m -- ~hile I don’t Like either o13e Of

24 different levels of impact. ~ these alternatives, I think to make a fair companison

25 MR. IZMIRI/~N: ~e you Saying that the ~S between them ~ have to know rm3re than Just that one
PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (21;~3) ~62-3377 6 PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (2~9) ~62-3377 8
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BEDAC - July 22, 1997
~,, PAGE 8 SHi~-T ~ ~ PAGE 11

1 costs mere than the other.                                       1 There’s no question it is easier, even though they’re

2 MS. McPF_J~K: Laster, wants to comment on 2 both very expensive, they ~e both very touch

3 this and then I’LL pick up On questions. 3 envirenmentally to do, it would be constructively easier

4 i"R. SNOb/: Two points I want to make about 4 to expand the canal than it would be to bury another

S this process. First, the future Cap~sity increase is not 5 pipeLirR~.

6 put up there as a beneficial attribute, it’s Just a f~ct 6 So they ~{’e both very difficult.

7 that we picked up. That’s a Judgl}~nt that you can make. 7 you’re saying, Tom, is it may be worthwhile to know how

8 ~d we know that there’s both sides of that. But all we 8 difficult, what is the difficulty difference between

9 want to do is indicate that in terms of that as an issue, 9 those two Ways Of going.

10 both of these 8~-e difficult to do. You don’t design a 10 rl~. GR~: It does say it 6~:~Jld be r~Jch

11 proJect in Bind, this kind Of proJect in Bind with 11 eaaier to increase the cab~clty Of the canal at some

12 e)qoansIon. ~d one ends up being mere difficult than the 12 fUtL~’e date than to increase the ci~N3~city Of the

13 other. That’s all we wanted to indicate. So there’s no 13 pipeline. You’re saying that was somewhat of a

14 valuing done to that. 14 misstatement.
15 Kind of back to the basic issue of the 15 iriS. OTT: Come,red to eEh other, right.

16 course screening, our main obJective here Is to see if 16 The absolute value is they both are very difficult to do.
17 there’s a way to reduce the seventeen. ~e’re trying to 17 ~’s Just easier to do than the other. Even though they
18 get a smaller nul~3er of alternatives to start generating 18 are both very expensive to expand.

19 the detai Led Information such as the distinguishing 19 MS. i’lcE/M~: Tell me, rebind us is the
20 characteristics. 20 open canal unlined?
21 The mere that we have as we mere into that 21 i’lR. OTT: Yes.
22 phase, the mere difficult it is analytically, but also to 22 i’~5. i’lcP~_J~(: R~3seBary.

23 evaluate beca~Jse you have so much data floating around. 23 MS. K/~’IEI: ~ we are Look in9 at these
24 So we’re looking for those that are at a prograBBatic 24 considerations, is this sort Of an e)d3~Jstive List of the
~S Level, I have to stress that, kind of functionally ~5 things you Look at? Because I think I Eee with Alex

PORTALEE ~ ~SOCIATES (~9) 462-3377 9 PORTALE~ ~ ASSOCIA~ (2~9) 46~-3377 11

~ P,~,~ 1~ ~ PAGE 12

1 equivalent, and make a determination that carrying one 1 that there needs to be some explanation as to the

2 forward caPtures the issue or caPtures the basic approach 2 trade-offs and how you’re weighing them. Is It nigh,

3 and no need the Carry the other with it. ]33at’s kind Of 3 medium, Low? Does it get closer to what you Want to

4 the problem that we’re trying to solve in this. 4 Ehieve?
5 MS. McPEAK: Tom. 5 /~gd BY other comment is on the cost

6 MR. GR~: MaYbe it will strike Lester as 6 comparison, I Just see energy and caPital, and I’m

7 b~ news, but mY answer is no. I don’t think that this 7 wondering in terms of long-term maintenance costs what

8 allows you to reJect pipeline. I think it’s silly to say 8 are some of the environmental costs. Those are casts
9 that it does. Bece~Jse it all hinges On one very short 9 that probably need to Look at and maybe there -- you have

10 sentence. It says the second trade-off which is that 10 Looked at them, but as far as I Can see the COSt
11 it’s r~Jch easier to expand an open canal than a pipeline, 11 comparisons are IncomeLete.

1~ says here can be minimized by a 900d ~L~SU~ance PaCkage 1~ MS. McPt£~,4:: The maintenance Cost question

13 for the operation of the facilitY. 13 you’re identifying as another key item on coaParison of

14 There’s absolutely no analysis of that, 14 long-term operational cost.
1S and from the point of view of these who are fe~r’fuL Of 15 MS. K/M’IEI: Correct.
16 any dual conveyance, the one thing that Bight POSSibly 16 MS. i’lcF~E/~<: ghich sounds aPpropriate.

17 assure them is you Can’t easily physically change it. 17 MR. 0TT: ~e haven’t cr~13ked in the
18 So a physical assurance BaY ~ctuaLLy do 18 long-term maintenance cost and backed it L~ and out it

19 the Job when, you know, the best possible thinking coming 19 into the caPital costs although it’s equivalent. That

2~ out of HaP’s comBittee Bight not. At this point we don’t £0 will all be done and they are in the process of doing it

21 have any idea which is better. Is it e billion dollar’s ~1 now for any Of the alternatives ~ carry forw~r-d into

22 or 12 billion 2 better or not? How do we know? My ~2 phase two. So we’LL know the actual ultimate cost.

23 answer is no. ~3 Mitigation cost and all the alterna~ives

2~ MR. 0TT: On that issue, to clarify ~hat ~4 I’ve shown you today we’ve assigned $1~,~N~)0peP Ere of

25 Lester said, it would be expensive to go either way. ~5 disturbed Land for mitigation costs and that was Just
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BEDAC- JuL 22, 1997
~ PAGE 13 SLEET 4 ~ PAGE 15

1 the distu~bance pet. But no other costs have gone in. 1 IdR. HALL: I ouess I have a more general

2 But that’s substantial in some of these that you’ll see. 2 or" basic question. The staff asked BDAC a question.

3 rlS. ttcPE/~<: Tom. 3 ~/hat I think I’m he~ring back from some of the BDN~

4 IdR. II~DDOCK: One factor is here -- I mean 4 members is no. I think Tom said that mere Succinctly

5 I would be interested in I think we all ought to Inquire 5 than the others. But I think It Was the same general

6 mbout the mbility of !~hateveP’s done to be modified 6 answer.
7 bec~se we’ve talked in length about adaptive man~ement 7 /~nd WI3ile I ~n’t personally have the 5~me

8 and the fact that Whatever’s done is very difficult to 8 concerns, I can ~apreciate the concerns that were

9 predict with finality that Whatever is done is going to 9 e~res~d. I o~Jess my question is what do we do now
I1~ be the end of it. 11~ 5inca the answer is no. Because you still have to get to

11 In fact, we’ve talked at Length that we’LL 11 Lester’s goal of redL~;ing this. This is not a man~ea/DLe

1;~ do Some things and see what happens to it. So I mean lP nurgbeP, ldaybe y’all Just brought the wrong ey~tnpLe, Or

13 from a COll~l~3n sense point of view, certainly one Would 13 maybe you should have left off the valueless feature

14 want to say, well, we might want to conceivably medify 14 called future capacity increase. I don’t kno~. But

15 whatever is done in the future to accomfnodate what we 15 whatever the case, I don’t see a cleer" path Out of this.

16 find in the future. 16 But I’m sure, Lester, you have one figured out.

17 /~nd to me that would be an evaluation 17 rR. SNOb/: ~/t~y, yes, I do. ldy preference

18 factor’. Is it the final, a single factor, no. I mean 18 would be that we not do a yes or no on these individually
19 it’s Just one of other ones. But I think that’s 19 and ~ go through each Of them. I understand this issue

2l~ Something that we’ve talked ~out and needs to be 2l~ that I think Is driving this discussion about pipeline

21 factored in, ;~1 and open channel and the mixing of the assurance Issue in

22 IdS. rlc!:~E/~K: Roger. 22 there.
23 I~. THOI1AS; Do your capitaL costs include 23 I think YOU have to provide an assurance

24 costs for bridges and siphons and other appertenaces up 2~i on either one of these, ~d the fact that it might be

25 and down the -- _~5 one-haLf of one percent is sort of easier bec~Jse In one

PORTALE & ~3SOCIATES (2e9) 462-3377 13 PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (2l~9) 462-3377 15

1 PAG~ 14 ~ PAG~ 16

1 IdR. OTT: Yes, they do. 1 case it’s going to cost more. That’s an Important issue.

2 i~R. THOHtG: The second question is, the 2 But I think there’s some others that we want to go

3 right of way for your buried pipeline, S~(~i feet, is 3 through that if the answer were no on all of them, it

4 that -- it seems like an a~ful wide strip of land for 4 ends up being a significant ex~end~ture perhaps on an

S three buried pipelines, Is that comfl~n in the industry 5 alternative that everYbody agrees has no Char~;e

6 you need that ff~Jch access? 6 whatsoever of moving forward. Like the chain of L~kes.

7 i’IS, HcPE/~<: Yes, it is, To prevent 7 It’s one we want to get to.

8 Lateral intrusion. 8 So what my preference would be Is to work

9 i~R. OTT: I Like my buried pipelines 9 through each of the five alternatives that we’ve targeted

I~ there. Basically, you have to have the working room when 10 and then kind Of ask your opinion about each Of Our

11 you remeve this in the construction activity so when you 11 recommendations to leave them behind at this st~e.
12 put It back. PLus your maintenance roads on both sides, 12 /~3d one Of the problems we Will have

13 5(~](~i feet -- if you’re going out through an urban area 13 throughout is the difference between project Level and

14 they do it different but they haul a Lot of the dirt and 14 programmatic Level. /~3d we’re trying to m~/Ke a

15 put it in other places. Here we -- it’s cheaper to Just 15 programmatic decision here.

16 sidecast and pull it back as you go through the system, 16 1tS. rlcPFJ~<: ~e may also reach a point

17 ItS. rlcPF_J~K: Anymore questions right now 17 where we’re not able to have consensus a~ound an option

18 on this aspect? Yes. 18 or an alternative being dropped could stipulate to

19 fiR. PARRAV/~NO: Is the constant for the 19 perhaPs acknowledging there Is a differential on oqe

2~ mitigated L~nd pet of the caPital cost for the Cei3aL? ~ p~rameter Or another and asking that a~lditionaL factors

21 ldR. OTT: Yes. ~1 be considered as Rosemary raised the one 8r’ound
22 IdR. PARRAVANO: $1~,~ greater? 22 maintenance costs being compared here. PerhaPs ~e can
23 I~IR. OTT: Yes. Just to compare it, if we 23 accept that there may be some advantage on one option
24 have a comparison that’s what we put in. 24 versus another but sti LL need to keep both options

~5 11S. ~cE/~<: Steve, 25 present.
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BEDAC - July 22, 1997
~ PAGE 17 SHEET 5 ~ PAGE 19

1 So I think what Lester’s asked is we go 1 presentation. Tom?

2 through ei3d heal" all tl’~ exiles and then Col~ b~k and 2 FIR. (~: I guess. I mean, I’ll be here

3 discuss it. I’LL get Tom in Just a moment. 3 all day.

4 I have a question Just to refresh mY 4 rls. ItcPE/M<: O~ay. Let me get Stu, Then

S mer~ry. I asked a/pout the open chai3nel being unlined. 5 Roberta.
6 Fly recollection from a dec~:le and a half 890 that this 6 FIR. PYt_E: Fly question has to do with kind

7 alignment on the 43 mi Les is basically on sol l that might 7 of M3ere we ar-e in the process. I know Lester loves to

8 not be ~/D[e to handle the weight of a lined fe~311ity, is 8 deal with process. I don’t think at this point in time

9 that true? 9 we’re here to mat/.e a decision t:~tween open canel or

I~ FIR. OTT: ]]3at’s been -- yes, they’ve -- 1~ pipeLi~ or no Cal’laL.

11 where the alignment of this is mostly around highly 11 It seems to me one of the considerations
12 mineralized soils. Tl3ere’s only a short portion that 12 s~r~uld be if you eliminate some of these alternatives or

13 stants coming down through unmineralized sol 1s, ]’hat was 1:3 one alternative such as pipeline from the EIR, ~l~e you

14 f~ctored in all the Cost where you’d have -- you may have 14 producing an EIR/EIS that WIll serve the purpose tt~at

15 to go through sections that could be Lined, That’s the 15 WilL reflect 813d c~rry forward all of the work that has

16 engineering details as we see it. 16 go~ into this up to this point. St~uld Some

17 ~F3. rlcPF_J~<: I think part of the question 17 alternatives be pr’eserved to contribute to the record

18 is the pipeline and open channel unlined and whether or 18 established by the EIR?

19 not we should Look at Lining, pant of that goes to the 19 ItS. FLcPE/M<: Lester.
21~ question that was being raised on seepage and I was :~1 r’i~. SNOb/: /M:~solutely. ALL the analysis

21 trying to recall why it might not be Lined and actually _~1 that we’re doing and all the decisions that we ~ld make

2;~ it’s pretty h~rd to enLar’ge a lined canal. ~/e’ve never _~:~ have to be pant Of the record. Have to be Justified.

23 done it in California. FlaJoP one. Tom and then Stu. _33 Really at this St~ge we’re Just taking the seventeen and
;~ FIR. GR~: I guess I dor~’t agree with ~_4 seeing if we’ve got some functional equivalence that
:~5 what Lester Just said. If -- and I don’t understai3d our _~S don’t need to undergo kind Of the rigorous modeling the

PORTALE 8. ASSOCIA~ (2139) 46P-3377 17 F~TN_E & ~SOCIA~ (PI~9) 46P-3377 19

~ PAGE 18                                                                 ~ PAGE 2~

1 function. Are ue reviewing a process? Are we saying 1 rest of them ui LL.
2 this counsi L’s supposed to say to the Staff this is a 2 If at the conclusion of this -- I mean a
3 good process or it’s not a good process or ~r-e we 3 hypothetical, et the Conclusion of this ~enda item BDAC

~ Supposed to be reviewing specific proposals here? 4 ends ~ saying to us, "That, yeah, Your i~r’ocass is sort

5 FlS. HcPE/~K: First it’s the process 5 of okay but there’s really only three of those that you

6 that -- I think it’s both as I understood the ~genda. 6 presented that m~kes sense to us." That’s what w& end up

7 Step one is the process, step two is the conclusions 7 recoml1~nding to CaLFed.

8 ree~::hed from the ~plication Of step one, which ~ouLd be 8 ge take that to CaLFed and Say, "Fk}re’s
9 the nab’rowing on choices, so it’s both. You are Rot 9 the Process we went through, BD/~C had these concerns.

1~ obligated to reach the Conclusion the Staff is 1~ They don’t 8~)ree" if that’s the Way it ends up today,

11 reco~nding. 11 "that pipeline should be eliminated at this phase."

12 HR, GR~:F: It’s irrational, I me~ we 1~ That’s kind Of the recommendation that we wi LL make.
13 don’t show up here again until September when there’s a 13 ~d when ~ come back in Septerl~Der, we

14 final document which will narrow the alternatives from 14 will bring back ~dttional information. At that time

15 seventeen to something Like Six or ten -- six to ten as 15 we’LL have more data to bring YOU and we will be into

16 we were Just told, A, we don’t really know what the 16 aspects of step two and maybe we’LL have some Lingering

17 process is except we know there’s a fair amount of 17 issues, Flaybe at that point we’ll still have some that
18 unhappiness with just the one example we’ve gotten into, 18 we want to have dropped at that st~e. But we defense

19 and we certainly don’t have all the analysis of the 19 definitely your input today So we Can t~e it to CaLFed.
~e seventeen to six o~ ten. I don’t see how ue Can Sa~ we ~ ~. ~E~: RobePta.
~1 C~ be Supportive. I think the ~st ue C~ Say is: ~1 ~. B~OVO: 1 g~t to go bEk to the

~2 Staff, good luck, ~ cost. I think it would be nice to see the ~aL~sis of
~3 ~. ~P~: ~8V. ~e ~ou giLLino to ~3 how that cost w~ EPIved at bec~se that’~ veP~
~ co~ bEk ~d revisit the p~ocess ~d also thei~ ~4 i~o~t~t. ~d that’s tpue fo~ all of t~

~5 COnCLusions after ~e’ve heed the Pest o~ the ~5 ~[teFnatives.
~T~ $ ~S~IAES (~9) ~6~-3377 18 P~T~ ~ ~S~IAES (~) ~6~-3377
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BEDAC - Jul’ 22, 1997
~ PAGE 21 SHEET 6 -- PAGE 23

1 So until we see that, it’s very difficult I the way they are. That’s difference.

2 for ~le to say yes. this screening process is all right. 2 itS. I~cF~,_,t~(: Okay. the next one.

3 BecB~Jse the way you’ve described the screening process, 3 I~R. 0]-[: ALL right.

4 once you’ve eliminated, it’s gone. So e decision will 4 ItS. i’lcF~F__,t~(: Roberta.
5 have been made. We wi LL mare decidion todaY, Yes, one of 5 itS. BORGOODMO: I’m slow this Illuming, I

6 the options is gone or five of the option5 is gone. 6 haven’t hB~l very much coffee. What’s the difference
7 I’LL i-~::~_J~K: A decision that the process 7 between the one open ch~neL and the other open channel?

8 is not right is at Least a decision. I think it’s okay 8 Is it storage or- what?

9 to have the comments that we’re making and to collw~ out 9 i’lS. ttcF~_JM(: In this scenario It’s
le and to suggest ways In which the process could be 1~ storage.

11 i~roved. I’m only Saying that So nobody feels Like they 11 It~. OTI’: It’s JUst storage was added to

12 are being stBBYpeded into having to ~Bke the decision 12 the first two we studied. But the conveyBnce, since

13 being Peco~nded by staff. 13 we’re focusing on the conveyance route alone, they are --

114 I think a conclusion bY us as to Where we 14 the s~me anal)sis would apply to both of thorpe. On the

i~ are with the process is important. So in order to infor~ 15 concelms you’ve --
that though, Lester’s asked we here the rest of the 16 I~. B(]f~3(]NOVO: You’re tiCKing out 3-D and

117 presentation on these options. /V~d if we could do that 17 only Looking at, correct?

!18 and get as r~Jch in as we can before we bresk fop Lunch, 18 tlR. OTT: (~Jr reco~ndation in this one

19 that would be helpful. 19 would be given the same cost difference ~aln, we would
!2~ i’lR. OTT: Okay. Thanks. After reviewing 2e say eliminate the 3-D one, which Is the -- 3-D one which
21 the cost ~d what we thought the functional differences 21 is the pipeline and go with the {x~n channel. And the

22 were not that great but they really could be it sounds 22 safne issues apply that were Just brought up.

23 Like, in review, we Looked at technical problems. We 23 Let’s Look at it a Little differently

2~ didn’t see technical problems with either one that we ~4 here. ALternative 3-F, chain Of [aRes. This alternative
2S compared. ~5 basically has a l~,l;~l~I~ Cfs screen diversion right in the

PORTALE $ ASSOCIATES (2e9) 462-3377 21 PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (21;~3) ~62-3377 23

~ PAGE 22 ~ PAGE 24

1 The question spot on the table today, is 1 vicinity of the delta cross channel. It floods seven

2 it functionally equivalent, and we’re heaning maybe it 2 ~aJor islands and we siphon under the water bodies as we

3 isn’t. Therefore, if it was fL~ctionelly equivalent then 3 go through these Isl~ds down to Clifton Court.

4 We would say we p{ck the one if -- the one that had Least 4 The additional lntaRes we have are

5 cost if it was substantial. 5 distributed screens around the edges of the islands to

6 And our recommendation to BDAC to consider 6 Dump out of the adjacent channels so the total diversion

7 since 3-C are identical except for the conveyance type 7 that we would have would be 15,l~1 cfs that we can draw
8 arid it’s functionally equivalent, we adressed that, then 8 from this end to that end.
9 we’d Say would recommended we drop 3-C. That’s the 9 The total acre feet we have In these LaRes

1B recommendation. 10 is ataout 825,~ acre feet. However, the maximum amount
11 The next one is the 3-O, and we’re going 11 of usable acre feet we have is around 20e,~eW~ acre feet.
12 to colT~pare that to 3-B. A~3d I think we can skip through 12 The re,on why, these are very shaLLo~ laRes, t~

13 this pretty fast because It’s the same issue. If you 13 friction Loss it taRes to get fro~ one end to the other,

14 Look at 3-D ~d 3-B, these alternatives are identical 14 So when you dr~ It down here so the water will actually

15 except one has a pipe Line -- one of them has pine Line, 15 move through a 15,~ cfs, you only have operational

16 one has an open chan~eL. So it’s the sally~ issue we Just 16 flexibility of 175,{~W~ acre feet.
17 addressed. 17 ~e went through our proce~ again of

18 So we can get through that one with af~y 18 Looking for technical difficulties. The first o~ we ran

19 questions. They’re the s~e issues we dealt with here. 19 into on this is that to screen in the area of the Delta
2~ Cost difference is exactly the SBI~e. The open ch~neL ~ cross channel, which we talked to a Lot Of agency
21 cost -- pipeline costs about three times what the open ~1 fisheries experts, and because this is in a heavy tidal

22 channel does. SBI~e issues. ~2 inflL~ence area and it’s rig i3t very close, or If r~)t in

~3 HS. tlcPEAK: With the same story. ~3 Delta species prime habitat, we’re recommending we move

24 i’ll. OTT: Same story all over again Just £4 the intaRe out of here ~nd move it up to hood bec~Jse of

~5 that these two alternatives have storage in them. That’s ~5 those difficulties.
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1 So we would modify this alternative right 1 ~. ~E~: ~Y.
2 ~ay to get rid of the tec~icaL difficulties of the 2 ~. E~IE: I k~ t~re’s alternative
3 screenin~ Issues do~ Eound the Delta cross ch~el ~d 3 that 7ou’ ll be heEin9 here. ~at I’m ~t ~d~st~din9
~ ~ve it up ~o ~od. So in essence ~hat ~e ~ouLd do ~ith 4 is that ~i~h the ~su~ti~ that t~re is
5 this alternative is ch~ge It So that no~ ~e’ce dlvertin~ 5 ecosystem restoration pro@r~ in pLEe for all of t~se
6 out of the ~od up by ~od. ~y questions ~ith that? 6 different altecnatives, ~d that ~hat ~e’re really

7 Yes. 7 Lo~i~ at no~ is conve~ce ~ a ~a7 of distinguishing

8 ~. F~: ~at ~ould be ~ open c~al? 8 one alternative.
9 ~. 0~: ~at ~ould be ~ open c~aL, 9 ~. 0~: ~at’s correct. ~y all have

1~ yes. le the co~n p~ogr~ in them.

11 ~. ~P~: ~li~d open. 11 ~. E~IE: 0f course, BY c~fusi~ from
12 ~. HI~R~D: ~h~t Ee you ~suBing is 12 t~o ~nths ~ is resurfEin~ ~aln. Bec~se ~hen I look
13 going to h~pen in these l~es You’ve ~ot on these 13 at this alternative ~d also the other, 3-E, ~ich 1
14 isL~ds? Is it @gin9 to ~ pure open ~ater o~ is it 1~ thi~ you’re ~ln~ to present to US.
15 @gin9 to be covered ~ith HyEi~th or ~hat is it 9gin9 to 15 ~. 0~: Right.

16 be? ~at wIll affect the ~unt or ev~oration ~d 16 ~. ~1~: I stlll don’t underst~d,
17 whether it’s ~ood or b~ fo~ the environment. 17 don’t have a cle~ ~derst~ln9 of the i~t of this
18 ~d then ~ain is this question of the 18 ki~ of alternative on delta rest~ati~.
19 seep~e problem which you haven’t ~ntioned. I don’t 19 this Is going to pFovide a certain -- ~ lot of a certain

~ know that this one would have quite the same potential 2Q kind of h~itat to the e~lusion of others. ShaLL~
~1 for a flood problem, but you haven’t mentioned that in 21 water, you know Dick prob~Ly -- no. ~’5 SayinQ ~now.

~2 ~y of the~e. So it see~ to ~ there are other 22 I don’t know if ~Ybody else h~ 5o~ confusi~ ~out

~3 consideration5 you have to address to ~ake us underst~dd 23 that but that would be helpful to ~ in tryinQ to

~4 Just what the concept really is. 2~ underst~d this process in ter~ of why -- ~ay I’Ll

~5 ~. 0~: Those -- if this is carried 25 stop there.
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1 forward those are major issues, Alex, that would go with 1 DIS. HcPF_AK: Lester.
2 it. Right now we’re Just looking at the cost 2 tlR. SN~: That’s certainly an Important
3 differential ~ Opposed to the major function of the 3 question. ~ Of the things I have to remind on the
4 conveyance facility itself. 4 chain of la~es is this ~5 an isolated facility. This is
5 If we can carry through with that, so if 5 not a true delta. So once ycu divert into the lakes

6 we move the screens so we eliminated that technical 6 that’s like the big forebay for the exPort pumps. So

7 difficulty, the next thing we said: How about these 7 that you’re really providing almost no habitat With this.

8 distributed screens? Right now we’re trying to 8 ~#ld in fact one of the detractors of this alternative is
9 consolidate screening in the delta instead of just adding 9 you are taking out Land for your isolated facility that

1@ a lot more smaller distributing screens. 1@ now Compete5 with Land that you might Want for habitat

11 So when we move this up, we would increase 11 restoration.

12 this diversion here to 15,{2~2~ cfs and eliminate all the 12 There is a through-delta alternative that

13 screening down in this area. So it would be an isolated 13 has wide channels and island flooding that provides

14 facility b~sically from Flood through the chain of Lakes 14 habitat and ir~11igration. This is a very Lar~, wide

15 and down to this anea. Now the other -- 15 isolated f~ility, so when you take out Land in the
16 IIR. HILDE~RANO: Wouldn’t bother [m~ if you 16 central Delta YOU’re getting no habitat value out of it
17 threw this one out. 17 because it’s Just a large canal.

18 IIS. i’lcPEAK: We’re going to come back and 18 i’lS. rtcPEAK: ]]qomas, Alex, please. Tom.
19 see if there’s any agreement on that ALex. But let Ron 19 i’lR. i’I/~]DOCK: You mentio~d the salm~ point

2@ finish. /~re you commenting on ALex’s question ~ndd then 2@ that Nany’s brought up, the alternative Would achieve the
21 we’ll get M~ry. 21 S~ objectives. Let’s take water quality. She talked
22 DiS. SELKIRK: I have another question. 22 EYOout ecosystem, but take the water quality.
23 KIS. itch: I know. I’m wondering have 23 I mean, you know, it’s hard to believe
24 you finished concluding commenting on ALex question? 24 that the water quality equivalence of this alternative

25 IIR. OfT: Yes, I believe So. 25 say to Some of the other ones YOU’Ve shown is equal.
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1 Bec~se you have this whole ~ea that Is running through 1 original questl~. ~u ~ y~ Plug that in?
2 these isles with Pete ~d ~’s ~d everythino else in 2 ~. SN~: I’m ~t s~e I’m foLlouino
3 there. 3 ~c~ there u~ld ~ very little -- I’ll be h~y to
~ Haybe if you put enouQh water in there you ~ have Dick count ~ It, ~t very little ecosystem
5 c~ do s~thino with it, but I’m having a h~d time at 5 be~fits from these rl~ded isl~ds. ~re would be
6 le~t on that P~ticul~ point concluding that there is 6 i~ldental benefits. But y~’re screenino the fi~ to
7 equivalence in ter~ of water quality at the e~ort 7 keep them out, Y~’re ~t u~tinQ certain t~es of pl~ts
8 pu~s. Naybe it is in the rest of the delta, but 8 to orou in there ~c~se of water quality b~efits -- or
9 that’s -- I think so~bod~ needs to t~e a Look at that 9 i~ts. Dick.

1~ one. 1~ DICK: B~icallY the depth md ~eration
11 ~. 0TT: ~od point. 11 of these f~l Litles would preclude ~y veQetatl~
12 ~. ~E~: C~ So,one cogent on the 1~ e~rolng up hl~ enough so that the t~ical wetl~d
13 ~ater quality ~su~tions in these co~Eisons? 13 dependent bird could oet at it. Pictuce CLift~ Court.
1~ ~. 0~: Could I hold that Just for a 1~ ~. ~L: Talking sh~eline stuff
15 second ~ ue go dour through the attributes of e~h one 15 b~icaLLy.
16 of the co~lson alternatives ~d I’LL ~dcess that 16 DICK: A little bit of shoreline stuff,
17 Issue, if I c~. 17 but these shorelines would have to p~etty heavily E~red
18 ~. ~PE~: Yes, you c~. ~e Just need 18 in opdar to maintain the integrity of the Levees. ~e
19 to fl~ what raised ~ the question by Tom, which Is 19 way ~’re looking at it would ~ Loafing h~itat for
2e gater quality ~ a co~ison ~oint. ALex. 2~ uatecfoul If the wind ~d waves ~ren’t too b~. Fc~kLY
~1 ~. HILD~R~D: I noise the question of 21 that may not be --
~2 the water supply. ~e ev~onatlon fcom all of these 22 ~. ~L: Late~ go on ~d feed on ALex’s
£3 L~es is ooin@ to be subst~tiaL ~ co~Eed to reining 23 fields.
~ the s~ ~unt of l~d ~d so you have to fEtoc in the ~4 DICK: ~en they c~ go feed on ALex’s
25 value of the cost of ceplEin9 that uate~ with new yield. 25 field ~d the duck clubs would ~o out of ~lne~. ~ere
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1 That would be a very substantial figure, 1 would be opportonlty conceivably for vegetation or, the

2 MS. IdcPEAK: Steve followed by Howard. 2 Levees. In all probabi llty these Levees would be

3 MR. HALL: Mine is sort of a follow-up to 3 considerably larger than the typical Delta levee.

~ Mary’s. At least I think it is. In that they are -- all 4 However, I don’t think it would be increase the
5 the aLternstives will have an ecosystem restoration ,5 opportunities for water side berm habitat which Is sort

6 element that’s comment to all of them. Then theY’ll each 6 of independent of how beefy the Levee is.

7 have their own respective environmental benefits ~nd 7 MR. H~J_L: I’LL be haopY to stipulate that

B impacts. How are you going to fold all that stuff 8 this is a lousy example because it’s not a very popular
9 together so that we have a good sense For the net 9 alternative, but I sti LL have the question, basic

1l~ environmental benefit from each alternative relative to 1{~ question, how do you plug in the environl~ental benefits
11 one another? That’s I think someholJ related to rlary’s 11 and costs of each alternative together with the common

12 question. 12 ecosystem restoration program. I’m not sure you got to

13 I Was a little confused, Lester. Is this 13 answer that question todaY, but at some point we @or to

1#~ not a large wetlands or are you simply not counting it as 1#~ figure that out.
15 habitat becaMse it is ~JetLands instead Of Say it’s 15 MS. I’fCEAK: It is not -- it’s a narrative
16 shallow habitat? 16 process and not necessar’l ly easy. Part of what is

17 MS. McPEAK: It is not a wetlands. 17 intended to inform about assessment or that evaluation is
18 MR. SNOb/: It i5 not a wetlands. You 18 the analysis that Will be done with the EIR/EIS.

19 might get wildlife -- waterfowl benefits becaMse they 19 It~. HALL: Okay. I can see that.

20 wi LL Land on that, but you do not want fish to get in ,~0 MS. ~’lcE~: To plug that in to is to get

21 there. So You’re getting no shallow water habitat 21 information from the environmental analysis that will go

22 benefits. .=2 on with the EIR/EIS and I think what LesteP’s asking is

23 MR. HALL: There is an environmental 23 can we narrow down the scope Of that analysis in order to

2~i enhancement element of that in wetlands Loosely defined, 2~ have higher quality evaluation to inform us as opposed to

25 but It is not fisheries habitat. So that gets back to my 25 quantity. There is Some constraint on It, time and
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1 resources. 1 have representatives from the northwest, Oregon,

2 rR. HALL: I agree conceptually you got to 2 Washington, basically from all the places uhere they

3 narrow the field and I ca{~ see an EIR doing that. I 3 actually have done detailed screening Like this for
4 guess I wanted assurance It would be done. 4 yeEs.

5 MS. i~cPE/~: Right. ~d then we’ve all 5 i’lS. rlcPE/~: I think in a previous

6 got to come to conclusions with the benefit of the full 6 discussion, in fact the l~ay 22nd ~, we got into

7 input from the public and pup own about best Judgment and 7 dialogue ~round exactly this point. ~d bec~JSe of the

8 make a reco~ndation. Fk)wEd. 8 limitations on operations of fish screens as we know them

9 i’t~. FRICK: Can you efffectively screen 9 even with successive, maybe 3- -- screen at 3,~ Level,

10 15,0(;~ cfs? 10 that one Of the answers given back to us was well, we’LL
11 MR. OTT: The e~erts we got together from 11 have g~JLtiple intakes. In order to have ~:tditive effect
12 sLL the ~encies Says yes, we can. 12 of 15.~ cfs, you go with three S,~00 ~ five 3,0~}0, but
13 MS. McPF_J~<: Where -- 13 not the succeeds ire at a 15,1~] cfs Intake. That’s not
14 I~iR. 0]’1": For a certain species. 14 here. Is that somewl~ere in this analysis?
15 Basically anatomous fish, yes. 15 rl~. OTT: When we go to the detailed

16 MS. McPEE/M~: Where is an effective 16 analysis of actually what the approachwa~s to each one of

17 operative fish screen at 15,(~ cfs? 17 these would Look Like. they°d go through a detailed

18 i~R. OT[: The biggest one we have for a 18 design.
19 full exclusion of the country is 3,{}0~} cfs and we build 19 Now we’re saying we’ve done a lot of two

20 those In bays so we have ~JLtipLe screens at 3,(~0 cfs. 20 dimensional models of this a~ea ~nd we’re saying we

21 So the technology would apply, but it would be in cookie 21 shut these off and operate Just Like we had r~JLtipLe ~nd
2~ cutters so that we could operate them one or m~JLtipLe. 2~ total Intakes. What you’re talking abc~Jt here is that

23 To give you some kind of idea what that 23 you’re saying we’d have a channel clear" out to the thing
24 Looks Like because it’s more it wi L1 work into the next 24 on each one, We’d Look at those oPtiorL=,o right, But for
25 slide here -- 25 now costwise is what we’ve gone with here.
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1"IS. McPE/M<: This is an exa~Ple of a 1 i~S. i’lcPFJ~: I c~ ~derst~d that. It
really good question, It’s asking for a pretty good clue ~ IntultiveL~ see~ to ~ that there is really truly
that we may w~t to do 5o~ ~Pe evaluation here. 3 different physical ~detin9 on the Succession of screens

~. 0~: See, each one these bays, ~e ~ Fop a int~e that i5 sized at 15,~ Cf5 versus three

have five ba~s Listed there, each one of these ba~s, ~es S int~es, fo~ exile, at S,~ with screens that ~9 think
there’s screens operating in the northwest of that tTpe 6 Ee at ~ Level ~Pe realistic.
of screen that’s been veFv successful ~d operating in 7 So I think that kind of ~ ~pect of it

3,~ cfs. ~hat ~e would do i5 build off that e~e~ience 8 needs to be thought through well in the ~a[~sis.
~d Put ~[tipLe bets in. 9 is the kind of thing we’ve h~ a Lot of political battles

~. HALL: You C~ screen fish and ~ou 1~ on. ALex.
c~’t screen eoos. 11 ~. HILD~R~D: ~e return con~its, Ee

~. 0~: Can’t screen -- pardon? 1~ these oP8vitv fLo~ pipelines or Ee the~ Just goin~
~. HALL: Can’t screen eggs. 13 through the Levee into 8 kne~ ba~ there? I’m not cLeE
~. OTT: Eggs and LEvee, no. That’s ~hy 1~ what’s h~penin9 t~Pe.

I said we’LL only be ~Le to screen s~eLts, downstream 15 ~. OTT: ~hat that i5, ALex,
smelts, 16 have fish pu~s to raise the Level SO we get enough

~. BOR~OVO: ~hen you said ~ou have 17 hYdP~[ic he~ to gPavit7 feed them OUt to t~ --

successful 3,~ cfs screens, i5 there a ~deL fo~ 18 ~. HI~R~D: ~en the~ 9o th~
putting in the sequence that you propose? 19 pipelines then all the way out bEk to the S~P~to

~. OTT: Not at this scale. ~eFe’5 ~ River.
been -- Ne’ve put them in that t~pe of thing under ~1 ~. OTT: Correct.
smaLLe~ thous~d cfs ones up to three. ~e’ve used other ~ ~. HI~R~D: It Looks ~ tho~h you
types of screens ~d bats Like this, Pepetitive bays that ~3 h~ ~ end to the Levee there so~hePe.
work ve~ well Up in the northwest. ~ ~. 0~: I’m So~. Ye~. ~is is the

~e screening Co~ittee that opt together ~S b~ic problem with CLifton CouFt, the wate~ PevePses flog
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1 in here. So you can actually put the fish out and have I On the 3-E one. the isolated facility is
2 them come back in front of the screen that’s recycling so P truly isolated down the CLifton Court, and that’s
3 that’s why we moved away -- not Clifton Court, excuse me, 3 isolated or could be mingled with the storage that you
4 the delta cross channel. That’s why we moved -- 4 would have down in here so you have the option if you
5 HR. FONTES: There’s no break in that 5 were getting some high Level TOC problems here, you could

6 Sacramento river levee on -- 6 co-mingle It if you wanted to With the water or use that

7 HR. OTT: This is all pine lines over 7 water for different purposes. You have the operational
8 here. 8 flexibility either to draw It of the storage or draw
9 HR. HILDEBRAND: ALL pipelines. 9 around the Isolated or blend. This one you don’t.

10 DR. OTT: That’s Just drawn differently. 10 You’re Just pulling it right across there. So that’s the
11 HR. HILDEBRAND: I see. 11 major difference between the two. Does that answer your
12 I’1S. ItcPEA~: We’re going to go through 12 question, Tom?
13 finishing the narrowing process and the detai Led 13 YR. HADDOX: They are not comparable.
14 evaluation in here, at Least two individuals have signed 14 Water quality.
15 up for the public before we brake for lunch. Continue 15 HR. OTT: They are not comparable.
16 non. 16 Once -- okay. Crosswise if you Look at the two --
17 DR. OTT: ~Je’ve discussed it, we moved 17 DIS. DIcPEAK: Let me get a question from
18 both for the two alternatives that we want to compare 18 ALex and then I want to make a comment about why I was
19 against 3-E and 3-F. We have -- both now have 15,~ cfs 19 asking the assumptions on water quality.
20 screen diversion with state of art technology, or best 20 HR. HILDEBRAND: It seems to we are
21 avai labLe technology. 21 getting into a different problem here. /~nd that is that
22 The difference in the two alternatives is 22 the amount of storage provided in different alternatives
23 this is a total impacted area of 37,Q(~ acre -- 37,1;~ 23 varies, and in this particular example you have ;n delta
24 acres. We can acco~oLish the same operational policy by 24 21~,l;~;~ acre feet in delta storage in one of them and not
25 putting In and comparing it to 3-E, diversion point the P5 in the other.
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1 same, Isolated facility 15,(;~W;~ZI cfs So we have a I So the one that has the storage has Less

2 conveyance the same, ~d if we go next to CLifton Court 2 evaPOration than one that doesn’t have the storage. So I

3 itself, we can actually get the S~ ~r~ount of available 3 think you need to begin by picking Out all the storage

4 storage to us out of that big of area which is about 4 options that could be used with any one of these

5 13,(~00 acres. 5 alternatives and having those as common programs, so

6 So the total acreage of this impact here 6 that you don’t confuse the question of the cost or water

7 is about 18,000 acres versus 37,{i~i)0 acres that we have 7 Supply from one to anotheP by an arbitrary selection as

8 over here. 8 to Which ones have storage facility and which don’t.

9 So that deals with the impacted area. 9 I didn’t Say there may not been some

10 Some of the questions Tom brought up and Alex. Net 10 Legitimate differences, but I think rm3st of the corm~x3n
11 evBl)oPation Loss would be about half. To do this, Alex, 11 storage facilities, or mest of the storage facilities

12 we said any time we’re in the central delta we’re saying 12 could be COliWnOn to all of these. Af~d t~y should ~e

13 we have a net Loss over what ag uses of about a foot more 13 pulled out Bs in potentially coli~m)n items in their own

14 for free Surface. I think that’s very conservative. 14 right so we don’t mix Up B!~Ples and oranges here.

1S It’s probably greater than that, but we’re Just using 15 i’lR. o]-r: I agree with you completely

16 that as a starting point. 16 Alex. The only reason we compared the functional cf the

17 We’re saying between 3-F and 3-E we’d Lose 17 conveyance system here, added storage in it in its actual

18 by surface evai)oPation from the lakes twice as much on 18 conveyance. In 3-E there is 200,~W~ acre foot of indelta

19 one than you would the other. That’s substantial. It 19 storage in that alternative So we equate it the i ndelta

20 could be around 36,000 acre feet at most. 20 storage plus the isolated facility together so that we

21 To address Tom’5 problems, on TOC5 that he 21 could make it functionally equivalent. That’s the only

22 brought Up, Is that in this area we have no choice. We’d 22 time we reference storage in this analysis.

23 either have -- if we were getting those problems, we’d 23 HR. HILDEBRAND: Well, if you’Pe looking

24 either have to seal it or haul out the area that w~ 24 at Storage rather than water supply then because you’ve

25 c~sing the water quality problem. 25 agreed that the chain Of Lakes is going to evBi)orate a
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1 lot ~re ~ater ~d yet you don’t m~e ~y provision for 1 Further, often those ~eL~s~ have not
2 supplying that extra ~ater. ~d then I you t~e a c~e 2 Looked at the resident tl~ in terminal st~e that
3 which ev~orates Less water ~d you provide so~ storage. 3 unlined with oro~ic runoff.
4 It’s not -- it’s ~ples ~d or~ges. 4 So the very I~ort~t questl~ that Tom
5 ~. OTT: I see what you’re saying. What 5 raises ~t water quality should be looked at I thi~
6 we’re Just trying to is brine the major differences. ~d 6 ter~ of all the opDortunlty for quality to be ~ed
7 in this c~e if we get in a chain of l~es, the cost is 7 before it’s ~plled either to l~d or For con~tion.

8 quite a bit ~re e~enslve for the chain o~ l~es th~ 8 ~d I’m fl~ginQ that so that we don’t end ~ with
9 the IF With Its indeLta stor~e which -- 9 of these holes that have existed in other studies.

1~ ~. HI~R~D: It would be worse if you 1~ ~. ~DOX: ~k you. But the question
11 put equivalent stories into both of them. 11 is ~re fund~ntal. ~d that is the ~remlse ~n we
1~ ~. 0~: Correct. So our reco~ndati~ 1~ stated. I ~, I thought I understood that, ~ay, all
13 here w~ that given it h~ technical problem, we fixed 13 of t~se alternatives will ~hleve t~ s~ obJectlvas In
14 those by matching, moving the diversion point ~d 14 ter~ of the primly ~Jectlves of t~ CalFed progr~.
15 ~tually scalin9 down the ~unt of I~ted l~d. We’re 15 Water quality ~d reli~lllty ~d ecosystem ~d so on.

16 saying that is the cost difference between the tug. So 16 ~d what I he~d here was that. well. you
17 our reco~ndation here would be the chain of l~es h~ 17 know, this 3-F, at Le~t on the water ~allty. doesn’t
18 the ~st extensive L~d-use conversion in the delta of 18 ~hleve t~ s~ objective ~ 3-E. ~d I Just point that
19 not only ~riculturaL L~d ~d ecosystem h~itat, 19 out bec~se the underLyino premise of the presentation
£e existing ecosystem h~itat, but It also a lot of plies 2~ u~ they u~ld all do the s~ thing, So If they ~e not
~1 where Dick ~ going to put his ~PP habitat, it ~1 going to do the s~ thing, then at le~t ~at they don’t
~2 overrides that, so ue reco~end ue drop. ~2 do ought to be focused in a co~tson. So that ue
~3 ~. HI~R~D: I don’t mind you dropping 23 digest It.
24 3-F, but you still haven’t ~drassed the seepage #~oblem. 24 ~. ~ ~ay, Fully ~cepted. ff~y.
~5 ~. ~: From ~ Isolated open unlined ~5 ~. SE~I~: I know ~ be~ long through
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1 facilitY. 1 this, but water quality Is one of the distinguishing
2 MR. OTT: Correct. 2 characteristics that I think will be discussed in the
3 MS. McPEAK: So what we’re continue to do 3 step two evaluation, and I have comments I’ll le~e for
4 here instead of identify issues that will have to be 4 that time.
5 probed in the environmental analysis on the EIR/EIS, and 5 ~d I Want to make sure we have some time
6 let me try to flag the water quality questions that -- 6 to deliver and what the people on the council thir~ about
7 without sugsestln9 a conclusion around them when I ask 7 this sort of two-level narrowing process and ~l~at the

8 about assumptions. 8 alternative is to that. ~hether there might be some

9 In terms of functionality with water 9 alternatives.
10 quality, I’m operating on the principles that we want 10 i~lS. McPF_J~<: Just to check with all of
11 water quality for haioitat and instream water quality for 11 you, we’re scheduled to break at around 12:30, ~/l~at I’d
12 users, for eg, urban so at the point of aPplication. 12 like to propose Is that the discussion of the two-level
13 Oftentimes, I’ve heard urban agency in 13 process and what we’ve come through haPpen right after
14 particular" talk about treatment costs and, therefore, the 14 lunch. I was trying to get sort of all the presentation
15 precursors, the organic precursors to trihalomethanas 15 out and we need to pick up at Least two pe(xole from the
16 (phonetic). ~nd there then has been a further 16 audience who have time constraints to get their co~maents
17 assurm~tion, not often, not always analyzed, that 17 in before breaking at 12:30. Is that acceptable?
18 concluded the quality at Flood would be the quality 43 18 And that would give time over lunch to
19 miles south. Depending on -- not neceseari ly looking at 19 consider are we able to make a definitive decision on
20 other factors that would in,cart the water that 9gas into 20 anything? Including the chain of lakes alternative.
21 treatment. Such as what Is the organics that are picked 21 That’s an easy one. Okay, might be.
22 up in an isolated facility, although unlined. 7]qerefore, 22 Having I think got at least a concurrence
23 understanding there might be opportunity for agricultural 23 of nodding of enough heads, Laster, we want to finish up
24 runoff that is greater with through delta faci lily, you 24 Ron and then get Loren’s presentation on the evaluation
25 still have had pickup of organics traveling 43 miles. 25 process and then try to conclude.
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I i’IR. OTT: If I can Jump ahead, l’d like to I that even though you have these diversions in the Delta,

2 comment a little bit Just briefly on Tom’s question. If 2 you’re still drawing the Sacrament river water across the

3 we were comparing an alternative and, first of all, we 3 Delta to these various points.

4 pick the one that cost a lot of money and said well, 4 The modifications we suggested will move

5 Let’s Look and see if that h~ any functional problems. 5 the screens and put screens in each one of the~

6 When we compared it, the one we’re comparing, using to 6 Locations. Now we’ve got screens here, here, and here.
7 compare ~ainst it, makes things better, we certainly we 7 The difficulty with that is that there’s -- we’re in a

8 still con~oare it. 8 title influence very heavily here just look we showed in

9 In other words, if It made it worse, we 9 that fi~h screen design, so we’re still going to have to

10 would not compare it. So we’re always either comoaring a 10 catch t~m, store them, sort them, and truck them
11 chef,oar cost along with an equal to or better 11 somewi3ere else in the dealt. Even at these tl3r’ee
12 environmental option. 12 Locations.
13 Now Let’s talk at}out 2-C. This is an 13 One of the modifications that ~e’ve seen

14 interesting alternative. It basically adds three 14 in another alternative in 3-1 for instance, it added
15 isolated facilities that could draw water out of the 15 extension in the Isolated facility clear up to the

16 southern and central Delta. The pump station, each one 16 Sacra{nento River. To solve that issue. ~nd this is
17 has to have pump stations, ~nd they isolate water clear 17 covered in 3-1.
18 down to Clifton Court where they added a new screen 18 You can see in 3-1, ba~icalLY h~ the same
19 facility to screen the fish out. 19 exact configuration ss you do here, listed right in bare,

20 The ultimate obJective of this particular 20 but except they put an extension Isolated facility up to
21 alternative is if we could do rea! time monitoring at 21 the Sacramento river so it would give us the ultimate

22 each one Of these stations, we could operate more 22 flexibility of diversions in the delta.

23 effectively out of the diversions where the fish ane not. 23 In other words, It can divert out of
24 Or’ t~ water quality’s better. So if we had fop SOme 24 Sacr~nto oP some proportion if there’s water avaiLa~oLe
25 reason bad water quality here and the fish were there, we 25 in the San Jo~:luin or here or here depending on wl3ere the
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1 would operate out of these two. So it gives us 1 fish ace. ~hat it does is actually give you the

2 flexibility of diversion points within the delta. 2 flexibility of foL~~ diversion points.
3 Technical probleme that anise from this 3 The price, the cost of this option 81one
4 concept was, is that we’ve had to add pumps, all -~ when 4 standing by itself ss it does in 2-C, is about 2.3

5 the alternative was originally thought up, we Just 5 billion. ~d we looked wl~en we Looked at 3-1, we -- for
6 thought we’d do it by gravity. Be able to pull the water 6 that ~unt of money, we figured -- Qain the benefit of

7 out of the different river systems in the delta down to 7 that flexibility so we can actually draw ~nd eliminate

8 the CLifton Court Just using the pun~:)s at Clifton Court. 8 the problem of drawing fish into the central delta,

9 We found out since, In order to make these 9 ghat we recommended to BDAC is that it’s

10 operational we have to add pump stations at these 10 very expensive as it stands alone, 3-1 incorporates it.

11 intakes. So now we’re saYing even though we have Peal 11 ~e recor~/nended to carry the concept forward in 3-1, the
12 time monitoring and ~Le to figure out where the fish are 12 one I’ve Just shown you, and drop 2-C. It’s too

13 at certain periods of time, there will be times where 13 expensive, doesn’t give you enough flexibility for that

14 we’Ll still entrain fish in the pumps and in these 14 price, drafting Just OUt Of the central Delta. ~y

15 isolated facilities where they’d be subJect to gradation 15 questions on that?

16 Like they are now In Clifton Court Forebay. 16 HS. ricE/M(: /~3y q~stions? CCFB, can you

17 In fact, there’s enough water in these 17 tell me that?
18 things, in these particular anl~ that add up to about the 18 ltR. OTT: Pardon me?
19 S{~ile volume ss CLifton Court Forebay. So even though we 19 ~S. Ilcl~r_JM<: Clifton Court Forebay.

~0 would try to only pull fish in, we would try not to pull 20 fIR. OTT: Clifton Court Forebay, right.
21 fish in by operating each one Of these. We would still 21 O~ay. Let’s go, no questions on that one. We’Ll go to
£2 have proba/~ly periods where we would pull them into these 22 3-G.
~3 isolated facilities. 23 ~S. HoPE/M(: Eric, you have a question?
24 Once they got in there they’d be subJect 24 HR. OTT: Yes, Eric.
25 to gradation. The other problem that we saw in this is 25 rlR. HASSELTINE: ghy are they all
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1 cfs? 1 one time.
2 ttR. oTr: Two of them are. This one north 2 KIS. B~OVO: You would kr~)~ when fish

3 and here 3 were on a certain time ar~3 ~o to anotl’~}r one?
4 i’lR. HASSELTINE: Well, but that’s the one 4 i’lR. OTI’: Correct, ~’d have to do real
5 you threw out. 5 time monitoring in all those points. ~ rough costs of

6 tlR. OTT: £tell, the other one’s the same 6 real time monitoring for what we see is about 2.4 million

7 way, too. The bottom one should be five. 7 dollars a year Just from the monitoring.

8 fIR. HASSELTINE: It goes Way up. 8 11S. I’lcl:~_J~<: Tom.
9 i’ll. ol-r: Did that have 8{1 arrow on it? 9 rl~. GRAFF: In your h~qdout I believe that

10 i’ll. H~GSELTIE: No, the difference is 10 there’s a ga{) on how much the 3-1 costs.

11 that You take it from the river way up to the north. 11 fIR. OT[: I did because i’m not really

12 ivR. OTT: Yes, that would be 15,~ also. 12 trying to compare to it this one. Tom, I’m Just trying to
13 So given 3-1, we’re not recommending we drop this at this 13 say Let’s include it for analysis but the nu~er you are
14 time. We could divert 15,000 here and say the fish are 14 after there for- this total system when you abd that on
15 right here, we can divert 15,~ here and take it around 15 about 3.4 billion.
16 a!3d go into CLifton Court. 16 We’re not trying to cor~oare this one to

17 I1R. H~3SELTINE: Right. 17 this one. We’re Just saying that concept would be more

18 I’IR. ol-r: (Dr" we could operate anyway -- in 18 effective thai3 Something Like this. ~d, therefore,
19 essence what this winds up with because you’re still 19 we’re recommer~ding dropping it. Stand alone, ~ moving
20 preserving the through screen f~cility improvements down 20 it into this analysis, detailed analysis, under 3-1 is
21 into CLifton Court to drama water in the south delta, 21 what we’re recommending.

22 you’re actually winding up with five diversion points fop 22 ~. ttcPrcJM(: ALex and then
23 that alternative right there. 23 IdR. HILDEt~R~M~ID: I could raise a Lot more
2~ i~R. HASSELTINE: I w~ Just trying to ;~4 objections to this than what you’ve heard yet, but I’d
25 relate that back to the single. 25 like to bring up a Little more general thing.
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1 ~R. OTT: This is Just about the exact I I think that before we start coraparing the

2 same alignment as -- 2 alternatives with isolated facilities to those to ~he
3 i’lR. HASSELTINE: The single conveyance 3 throul;~h delta alternatives, we need to be sure that we
4 faciltities that we had in the other facility though. 4 have optimized each of those basic approaches, and we

5 I’IR. OTI’: Right. S haven’t done that.
6 ttR. HASSELTINE: This really opens it way 6 For exa~oLe, speaking to the through delta

7 up. At one time I thought we were Looking at the 7 which hasn’t been discussed much yet because this isn’t

8 difference between maybe a 15,~ and a 5,~0 isolated 8 really a through delta, there are things that could be
9 facility. Over here we’re looking more at -- looks Like 9 done to minimize the roaming problem that comos with the

10 30, 35,00(3 is the total. 10 through delta.

11 i’ll. OTT: Right. You could never divert 11 {~3e of the arguments for an isolated

12 because Of the Capacity Of the pumps in the conveyance 12 facility has been the br’omil’~ problem. So before we

13 facility below there, ge would never be able to divert 13 decide that that’s a reason to go to al3 isolated, ~e

14 anything but 15,000 total at any one ti 14 should examine the Ways in Which we can reduce the

15 i’lR. HASSELTINE: Then what would be the 15 bromine load that gets into the exl3orts with the through

16 point of having all the -- the two different 15,000 16 delta. /~qd I think there are several things that

17 caPacitY? 17 contribute to that. I could go into it if you’d Like.
18 IdR. 0]-[: The difference is if we ha(] 18 The point is I don’t think we have made an
19 delta smelt in front Of this screen we could take the 19 effort to optimize that sort of thing. We shouldn’t be

20 full 15,000 up here if we did not have anatomous ~0 making choices until we are sure of what the pros and

21 fisheries in front of that screen that we wanted to shut ~1 cons are of the choices. Those choices are a Little more
22 back on. ~2 sublte than some of these you’re talking about. ~d this

23 So what it does is allows you the ~3 one -- this one is So outrageous I don’t think it

24 flexibility to draft at different Locations around the ~4 deserves a count. But when we get down to some ceal
25 Delta, but you could -- no more than 15,0B0 CfS at any ~5 alternatives, we need to have that. ~d I don’t third, we
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1 which choose a moment unti I we do. I we moved upward to get rid of this tidal influence on our

2 i’lS. rtcPF_/~.: EPic. 2 screens. On our screening facl Llty.

3 I1R. H~3SELTINE: I just had a question on :3 ~/ell, if You moved up the river even

/~ the total cost nut#oars that have been appearing here. Do 4 further it w(~Jld lessen the tidal influence. So that You
5 they inclu~ the co~n progr’allts and whatever storage S have Less tidal influence up in this area than you do

6 9oes with it Or not? 6 here for a screening success. ]]3e other thing If the

7 i’lR. 0]-[: No, they don’t. It’s just for 7 Delta smelts in this area, it would ~l:)pear the fl~’ther we

8 the conveyance. 8 got ~,;ay from the ~[ta smelt, the b~tter off we’d be.

9 D1R. 0TT: It’s Just foc the things that 9 So we’d have less chance of having delta smelt in this

I{} are highlighted. Tt~e conveyeence systems themselves. 1~ area.
11 Ti3at’s all it is. ~/e’re not comparing co~n progr~ or 11 ~d we Looked at those two OPtions end
12 stora~es or what have you. ~/e’re Just comparing I:~ talked to fisi3 ~ wildlife agencies o~q their opinion of

13 conveyance facility costs. /~-id that’s what we’re -- all 13 the benefits gained from moving from Hood up to

14 the ones you’ve seen, that’s b~icaLLy what we’re doing, 1~ Sacr~nto. TI3ey felt that the benefits would be minimal
15 is trying to naf’row all the different conveyance options 15 as far ~ the Delta smelt goes.

16 do,In to a manageable nut,oar. 16 Tl3e r-e~n being, that the 5T~elt move

17 DIcPE;~(: non, how many more do you have to 17 upstream up into the tributaries during the dry years.

18 go through? 18 In the Last 7:~ years of record, there’s el)out five years

19 iriS. 0]-[: One taste. 19 that they felt they could have moved up into this region.

2~ TOP ONE: Okay. ]’hat’s it, one more. ;~{~ So when the smelt move it’s when it’s really

21 ldR. OTT: FY’omise. L~t, one we’d like to _~1 hydrologicallY a dry period. ALso during that dry period
22 ge through Is 3-G. /~rld I’LL pretty r~Jch stay on the maps _~2 when they’d there be is when we don’t have any water to

23 for it. If I can find it now. _~3 divert.
24 i~R. 0TT: Since we co[~Pared it, we’LL ~_4 So the chances of us being diverted at

25 cor~oar’e to it one of the ones we’ve already Looked at -~5 that time are slim, but Let’s say we ~. Tile mout~ are
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1 before. 3-G. Basically the ship renal alternative would 1 so small that we have great operational flexibility.

2 screen right next to Sacramento, put a purr43 station in 2 we needed to we could say, "On, we’re going to divert so

3 because we Still need a pump station to force all 5,1~{}{} 3 m~Jch a month here, I{},~ acre feet this ~nth, down this
~ cfs down the ship C~Bl, PiCk it up again at another pu~ ~ f~ility." We knew w~ s~lt there, we ma~ say, "Let’s

5 station, go through a pipeline, tunnel under the delta, 5 Just do it in two da~, put it south ~d t~n shut down

6 come up to a c~aL, and 9o to Clifton Court. ~e size of 6 for the rest of the ~th." It ~ives us bec~se of the
7 that fEi lity Is 5,~ cfs c~Eity. 7 dry conditions it gives us a lot ~re flexibi lity.

8 To preserve the operation of the Po~t of 8 Given that ti~ of e~osure that we might

9 Sacr~nto, we’d put Locks, ship locks right in Eea so 9 have a problem there, ~d that ~e usually don’t divert

le the ships ~ouLd enter up, come up through the Lock~ and le while ~e’re thece, as fE ~ -- 7ou’lL see that there’s a
11 ~ve up to the ~ea. 11 greater tight tidal influence between here to there So

12 Now ~hat ~e compEed against that i5 12 you gain a lot of benefit ~ving to there. Tidal

13 b~icalLy the open Ch~neL alternative that divert5 at 13 influence get Less here.

I~ ~od, co~s ~ound, ~d we talked ~out that one. 3-B. 1~ So that’s b~lc~lly in a nutshell ~y the

15 5,~ cfs, open ch~nel, that direction. 15 fisheries thought there w~n’t ~ch derived benefit for

16 Now the difference 15, this one’s a 16 fisheries from ~vin9 from here to there. ~at’s a
17 question of whether these Ee functionally equivalent. 17 question. ~at’s ~hat ~ kno~ right ~w. ge haven’t

18 ~ey both divert 5,~Q~ cfs, they both ~ve water Eound 18 talked to ever~ody, but we’re throwinQ that out ~ we

19 different routes but come up to the s~ plea ~d -- but 19 see it at current times. ~at’s our concLusJ~.
~ there is a major difference here in that the location on 2~ ~e other benefit is that t~ SEr~nto
~1 the river could be very i~ort~t. 21 Regional g~te~ater Treat~nt Pl~t du~s right in here.

~2 ~in9 through this List, you c~ see the 22 So the ~v~t~e of a ship c~al ~ould be that it diverts

~3 Locations nee SEr~ento on the ship c~aL ~d for the 23 ~ove that w~te~ater treat~nt pl~t. ghere~ the open
~ isolated -- e~tern isolated at ~od. ~e big difference 2~ ch~nel fEilitY t~in9 water to the s~ plea ~obLd

~5 here is we said we ~ved out of the delta C~O55 ch~neL, 25 divert below it.
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1 You could mitigate -- and that’s going to 1 11S, IIcPEAK: Let’s summarize and conclude,

P get quite a bit in the future. I mean, fifteen years P PLease.
3 from now their talking about a thousand cfs wlll be 3 I~R. OTT: There’s the Summary. We

4 coming out of this plant in this area. We looked at the 4 cori~ared C ~ D, which are both pipelines, ~ suggested

5 cost Of Bctu{iLLY {i couPLe thing. 5 YOU drop them. We discussed it and there certainly were

6 Leaving it where it is because that’s the 6 Some concerns bf’ought up about are they really

7 way the system’s been set up So far. Leaving the Water 7 functionally equivalent. We can considered the cost.

8 in the river right where it Is. That’s one option. Does 8 We recommended for" your consideration you

9 that really create an ir~oEt? It would have to be looked 9 talk 3-A because it’s 1.2 billion dollars le~ than 3-C.
10 at in a Lot of detail and impact analysis. Just that 10 Same thing with 3-B, 1.2 billion dollars Less th~n 3-D.

11 we’ve been living that Way for S Long periods time. 11 Chain of Lakes you SB~ we have to change

12 The other Way is {ictu{illy bui Lding a 12 it technoLogic{illY to make it work. Sti LL h{is major

13 canal, taking the affluent out of that plant and rm:)ving 13 impacts, tJe offset those impacts by going with another

1/~ it down and discharging it right below, in other Words, 14 alternative, irKJelta storage. Looked {it cost.

15 going below. ~d that’s about a 60 million dollars 15 Differential there is 3-E is about 7~W~ billion cheaper

16 effort from What we can see in our feasibility studies. 16 thon 3-F.
17 That’s the trade-off you have to Look at. 17 The n~JLt{p[e intakes, we [(~3ked st that,

18 Couple ~:Jvantaoes to each one of these. 18 Said tecI3nologiceLlY we heK:~ to change it make it work,

19 Of course, We go around that way, you have the ability 19 apd we said -- we looked at the cost Of it ~nd we say you

20 if -- Like SOme proposed to draft water out of the Canal 20 should incor’p~ate it in 3-1 when you go forward in the
21 and actually feed the river system a quality at a certain 21 analysis in step two.

-~P time. If you have service areas down in this area, it’s 22 Ship canal, S~ thing. Still a oMestion

_~3 easier" to service them out of an area that goes around 23 from what we have today, ai3d the experts we’ve talked to
_~4 the east side. 24 So f~r’, they see very Little f]st3eries ~r~f~t gained by
:~5 Same thing on the west side. We could ~5 moving the diversion up to this point. That’s still up
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1 provide service out of this area into areas up in the 1 in the area. ~fld that would be 3-B compared to 3-~, plus

2 northern delta area or areas in the southern or 2 1.4 billion.
3 southwestern delta area. 3 So I guess the question, the S~ one we

4 impacts to the Port of Sacr~n~nto. ~ith 4 asked e~Lier.
S the Locks in tl~ere we figured they would be minor, and 5 HS. rlcPEt@:~: I’m not ooing to ask you to

6 none of course in those two cases. Right of way, the 6 apswer the question at this point. ~d the comoarlson

7 right of way acree~ae is Le~L~ this way than it is going 7 that non Just put up, we’re going to come back ai3d
8 around that way. 8 refocus on after lL~3ch. Lester, if you would like to

9 Future capacity we talked about this. 9 make a Summary comment, obviously on the detailed
1~ Both of these would be very expensive to do. If you 10 evaluation, we wi LL be taking that back Up after Lunch
11 wanted to upgrt~K:le the size Of these in the future, this 11 too. Lester.
12 one would -- not only would you have to put pipelines in, 12 rl~. SNOW: I wanted to Just make kind of
13 but you’d have to probably build a new tunnel or else put 13 a -- I guess I’d call it a bottom Line summary statement
1~ a real heavy pump Station to pressurize it to move 14 on this stuff. We’ve tried to come up with a rationale
15 across. 15 on this coarse screening, but the bottom Line Is we think

16 Cost difference Is substantial. The ship 16 we’ve constructed a rationale that allows us to eliminate
17 canal costs us about 2.3 billion. That’s given that all 17 four isolated faci Lily alternatives and one hybrid
18 costs, that’s plus or minus. ALL these costs, I should 18 throuQI3-deLta that ALex would call it isolated anyway.

19 say, they have a range Of somewhere along minus 10 19 So I think what we have on the table is a

~0 percent to PLUS 35 percent in this case because the ~0 rationale to do ~a~ with five very facility Intensive

21 uncertainty is the high technology that we have to do to ~1 alternatives. It can make Life easier. I think that’s
22 borrow -- actually dri LL under the two river systeme and ~2 what we want to discuss after Lunch.

~3 come UP here. But given those costs, we have a Factor of 23 rts. IIcPE/M(: We ape goinQ to take a

24 three ri)ore fop the ship canal. So Let’s Jump right into ~4 count from i’lr. Petrie. Three minutes. I’ll give you a

25 the -- ~S signal and you can then summarize i’!r. Petrie.
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1 i’lR. PETRIE: Good afternoon, Madam 1 the activity that’s going on with the nendota pool group,

2 Chairman and Members of the Counci I. I’ ll be as brief as 2 and that’s thirteen farmers pulling on water out of the

3 I can, and I’d Like to say -- well, first, I want to find 3 acqulfers and I~tendota pool ~ San Joa~luin River ~4q~gre

4 out if there’s anybody up here in Sacr~nto that wants 4 you don’t have any supply of water going in to the

5 to buy my boat? In ~s ~luch as YOu’re not going to do S acquifers and then they are pulling water out.

6 anything about the fish in my a~ea. All these Fish 6 The P~obLem with pun~Ping water from the

7 screens and returning all the fish to the Sacrar~lento 7 acquifers In the beginning was Land subsidep~e. That’s

8 delta, how al3out bringing some of them up in the ;lendota 8 where they took water from the California Acq~iduct for

9 pool. Either that or along with my Land I guess I have 9 ~/e~ler"s ~/ater District. They went back to purnpir~g

11~ to sell my boat. 10 water aealn from the acqulfers. Then we got land

11 ,~/3yhow, getting back to the issue of my 11 subsidence along the California Acqulduct, ~ they had to

1;) concern and more of a series matter, I have great 12 stop that.

13 concerns with the water quality factors going on in my 13 Now they’re taking our ground water From
14 co~nity. 1(~ our acquifer. There has to be some control. Tt’~} Bureau

15 t,/hen ~/essLer"s (phonetic) ~tater District 15 of Reclamation doesn’t have any co{~tr’ol over It.
16 C~ into the picture they c~ in with a 4~0,(~0 acre Of 16 Somebody has to get a handle o~3 it.
17 Land into ~/e~Ler’s ~/ater District and they were 17 Tonight I got to go back to a councl L

18 allocated water from the Sacrafl’~.=nto Delta for that 18 meeting and fight City Hall because they do~3’t understand

19 purpose. 19 what’s going on. The’/ have a problem with it. ~d the
_~1~ ~e thought at the time in my area that 20 politics. Common sense needs to be brought back into the

_~1 that would be a relief to our cornl~Jnities because of the 21 issues and we have to put a Lot of evaluation on that.

_~2 over drafting of ground water where the farmers had to go 22 ItcPE/~<: Sur~narize.
_~3 38~] feet deep to pull Water OUt of the aquifers in order 23 ;-I~. I~--’[]~lE: I want to thank Y~ for your

_~4 to be able to find it in that area. 24 time and I appreciate it and we need some consideration

25 But the problem arose after that was when 25 from the Pes~ces agency and ~/ater Quality Control Board
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1 the ~est Plains ~ater Storage District came into effect, 1 to get a handle on the activity that’s going on It, my
2 that was developed 25~,~l~0 8~lditionaL acres. The farmers 2 area that nobody seems to have any control over’. Thank

3 ha(3 to go back to pumping water out Of the g~’ound again. 3 you.
4 There wasn’t enough Sufficient Supply coming by way of 4 MS. McPF_/~<: Thank you, Mr’. Petrie, For

5 the California Acqueduct So they went to pull water out 5 the BDAC members lunch is served in room 2{}5. ge will

6 of the ground again, gell, then again. 6 reconvene here at 1:35. Thank You.
7 Then there was a $126,65e,l~] that was 7 i’t~. HI LDEBR/~ND: I Just want to say the

8 allocated for the distribution of the water system for 8 problems that Ed keeps bringing ~ before us are very

9 gessLer’s gater District and the San Lou{s drain. They 9 real problems, and they are not getting the attention

10 didn’t complete the San Louis drain. Did they use those 1~ they deserve.
11 msnies fop the distribution system west of the California 11 MS. rtcF~E/~<: Thank you, Alex.

12 Acquiduct that was Supposed to be water stora.ge area? 12 (Luncheon recess.)
13 I’m puzzled at that. 13 rlS. rt3F~cJM<: Ladias ~ ~ntlemen, let’s
14 Then the problem there is that there -- 14 continue, ghen ~ concluded, ~ ~re ab(~Jt to go to the

15 now there isn’t enough water for gessler’s gater 15 detailed evaluation and back to the I:~’esentation by

16 District, So they’re pulling around the Hendota pool to 16 Loren. Lester suni~arized wI3ere we were with respect to

17 San Joaquln River. That’s sucking the water out of our 17 looking at the proce~ to narrow alternatives, If at all

18 acqulfeP. That’s our domestic water. They’re blending 18 possible.

19 it with shallow water which is brackish water. No 19 ~d I think perhaps, Lester, we should
2~ control of the water quality. 20 hear from Loren on the detailed evaluation, i’d like to
21 I’ve heard discussions here about water 21 then have you recap where we are with respect to the

22 qualitY. I think we need to look at water quality 22 option or opportunity to narrow down alternatives, ~e if

23 throughout the state. I’m highly disappointed as to 23 we can do that.
24 what’s going on and nobody having any control over it. 24 ge are going to be recording corntnents that

25 Now there’s four entities that obJect to 25 you ma~e this afternoon. There were several very
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1 important ones about criteria for evaluation that were 1 So I’m going to Leave this on. What we

2 raised this morning that you might want to get 2 did Just as more of a checklist than anything else, we

3 reiterated. 3 Said Let’s ~ b~w:;k to our four problem ar-eas, original

4 1]3en We’LL conclude this afternoon with 4 four problem areas, and see if we can Look at them one by

S reports from the work groups. Let’s see if Loren -- are 5 or~) and see what distinguishing Char’~v3terlstics there are

6 you going to walk US through -- 6 within that problem area that help US answer the

7 i~R. BO]-[Df~L-F: Yes. 7 questions.
8 l’~. I-}cPE~: -- the detailed evaluation at 8 In the final result when there’s 16 of
9 this point? Would which is step two. 9 them up there, it doesn’t matter if they are water

le I1R. BOTT(~R~: A Little refresher. What 10 quality char’acteristics or water Supply characteristics,
11 we might have done this morning, I’m not sure but maybe 11 it’s Just a way to go through the thought process.
12 we’ve taken the grid off this screen and all seventeen 12 Under water quality when we look at the

13 drop through, but we’ll see. 13 comilw3n program for water quality and we realize that it
14 Basically we’re talking about the detailed 14 does quite a bit in reducing the total Load entering the
15 evaluation. That’s really not a screen. Those 15 Delta -- and there’5 all kinds of s~ce control items
16 alternatives that fall to that Level will each be ranked 16 that go along in the watershed -- So it Looks at Large

17 and arrayed with all the information that we come up 17 amol~ts of reduction in Load entering the delta

18 with. 18 advantage of the timing of flow.

19 ~ain, the -- talking about the step two, 19 So when you consider all of that, the
2~ how well the alternatives perform ~;~ainst different 2e items that PeaLLy do change are the ones that
21 basically distinguishing characteristics in this case. 21 affected by water flow, what kind of storage you have in

22 /~d another review that we talked about 22 the system and what types of conveyance you have in the

23 data management, do we really want to have to deal with 3 23 system. Flow water Is move around differently.

2~ to 5~ pieces of information we have to somehow integrate 24 So we’re thinking that If we can answer

25 in our minds to come to a decision. ~e want to m~age 25 the question, provide information on in-delta water
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1 that data and then pick out the itents that are really, 1 quality, so that’s really something that can vary

~ really important for distinguishing. 2 significantly between the alternatives. We can get a

3 Again, this 15 a question we Just keep 3 sense of in-delta water quality bY some of the modeling
4 asking. Every ti~ we Look at an issue that we thinks ~ that’s being done. Delta sirI~Jlation models give ideas of

S distinguishing, we may find there are some minor 5 circulation and salinlties at different Locations for a
6 differences in some Locations with some of the 6 variety of hydraulogic sequences.
7 alternatives, but if we ~sk this question is it a piece 7 So if we Can extract that information from

8 of information that we really need to select that 8 the models and say here’s in-delta water quality and what
9 preferred alternative, it bacons easier ~d easier as we 9 those par~tecs are, we thiR~ that’s an important

1e step through them I think. So ~aYbe I’ll re~ind you of 1~ consideration in selecting a Preferred alternative.

11 this once in a while. 11 Then export water quality, s~ thing. If

12 We ended up with 16 different 12 we can get a sense of, Like Alex mentioned on bromides,

13 distinguishing characteristics that at Least we have at 13 what these levels are, total organic carbons, salinity

14 this point that we want to review With you. I want to 14 and things like that, those are going vary by

15 step through them one bY one, but we almost need to Look 15 alternative,
16 at all of them together in the entirety because, for 16 We’re thinking under water quality bec~Jse

17 example, if we start look at number one in-delta water 17 we have a comlIw)n progl~am that does a Lot in other Low

18 quality, you may think that, well, if we mi~Ke some 18 Locations, it Comes down to basically these two items,
19 corrections for In-delta water quality that may mean a 19 and YOU may have some Suggestions on modifying these or
2~ structure oP some faci Lity some place that may step on ~ adding to them, but -- is the best way to step through
~1 some habitat. ~1 all 16 and then take comments.
22 Well, there’s down on number thirteen ~2 itS. i’lcPEAK: Let me ask if there are
23 there’s a habitat disturbance. ~e’re trying to roll ~3 comments on these to date. ~ ones that you have up.
24 everything up into the fewest number of characteristics ~ Then why don’t You go through all 16 of the

25 we Can. ~5 chanactePistics and then Let’s see if we can get some
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1 further comments. 1 actually fit for a given alternative, there is some

2 I~R, BOTTS: Okay. ~ain as only for a 2 variation. Some of the conveyance facilities require

3 checklist Just to keep thinking straight, we Look at 3 Levees in Little different places or setback levees.

4 ecosystem quality distinguishing char~w:teristics. At the 4 Because of habitat restoration there may be setback

S same time remember there’s an ecosystem restoration S Levees in different Locetions due to the alternative, but
6 progreln plan that does a significant amount of habitat 6 as far ~ the Integrity of the system, you know, t~ risk

7 restoration. 7 that the whole system is ~suming for the l~l-lcl use, to

8 In each alternative We have a block of 8 infrastructure and all the economic things that go along

9 habitat restoration, we have the EFA~P environmental flows 9 with that. we couldn’t think of any major distinguishing

10 that are pet’t of each alternative. Maybe we go about 10 characteristics fop the Levees.

11 getting those different ways but those flows are supposed 11 ~ain, recognizing that some of them may

12 to be there. 12 mere anound a Little bit but sti LL the s~ goal for

13 Fish screening and things Like that are 13 protection of Land and so forth. So we can come back to

14 pretty common to all the alternatives. Maybe habitat 14 that if need be.

15 meres around a Little bit but depending what the 15 MS. McPEAK: You may want to follow these

16 alternative is but we still have that block of habitat. 16 cate~43ries or groupings of the disti~uisl~ing

17 ~s we sort through the items, it could 17 ChsrB(;teristics. 1]3ey are in the 8~enda booklet after
18 vary by alternative. The e~ort difficulty version 18 decision process for selecting the draft preferred

19 affects on fisheries is one of the first ones to pop out. 19 alternative under the tab that says ALternative

20 We have different diversion Locations that could have an 20 Evaluation Process. We’re now on page five Of that

21 affect on the types Of fish that are potentially 21 section. Followed by Water Supply Reliability ~ the

22 entrained. Ti3e number of diversions, kind of the 22 next big heading.

23 flexibility that there is of the system to avoid taking 23 MR. BO]TOI~L-~=: Okay. In tl3e r~}xt problem

24 fish diversions. 24 anea on the checklist Water Supply Reliability, here we

25 Some of the alternatives will divert more 25 don’t have a common prografa. We have varying amounts of
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1 or less water into the diversions. So that all cat1 be 1 storage, different conveyance facilities, things that are

2 rolled into a deversion affect on fisheries, either more 2 going to affect how much water is at different plies at
3 or less for the given alternatives. ~aain. we have Delta 3 different times.
4 flow circulation from the D S M modeling that will give a 4 So if we can answer the question what are

S sense of what fish transport might be within the delta, S the water Supply opportunities and how do those v~f’y by

6 how a fish would meve around and where they might get 6 alternative, water supply Opportunities c(~Jld be greater

7 more delay or less delay than they do currently. 7 or Less. depending on what we find out in the analysis.

8 Then the stoP~e and reLe&se of water, not 8 But through the DWR assume models runs

9 Just environmental wster, but any water, you’re diverting 9 there would be -- the output from that mo(~]l Wi LL allow a

10 that from the river at a time hopefully whether there’s 10 display Of different 8~w)unts of water over the hydraulic

11 the [east environmental impacts and then releasing it 11 sequence. So it will display information for wet years,
12 back at a time when there’s a -- ii~)et ERPP flows or for 12 dry yeans and the the whole 70 plus yeans.
13 the further beneficial water uses. 13 Again. that’s a piece of tnformatlo% if

14 When we look at the ecosystem &gain we’re 14 we have that that would be of prime interest to try9

15 thinking if we can answer" those three questions and bring lS decision makers.
16 that information to the table that that may be enough for 16 Water trarLsfer opportunities. ~ain

17 the major distinguishing chanacteristics between the 17 through D£/R assume we would have a sense of a physical

18 alternatives. 18 capacity Limit for the different alternatives of how much

19 And we move on to the next common program 19 water can be moved through t~rw~ facilities.

20 or the next problem area, again for the checklist is PO Potentially another look at that may be an

21 Levee system Integrity distinguishing characteristics. £1 environmental analysis, a sensitivity analYsiS of what

22 We have a common program for levee system integrity that 22 the market may be willing to take for transfers at,

23 is going to bring the whole delta Up to some high 23 different prices of water, and how that water may move

24 standard. 24 around which may give US a better sense of what water

25 When we look st where levees would P5 Would truly be transferable. We think we can provide
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1 that for each of the alternatives to show the 1 Impacts, what are the affects on the farm workers if land

2 differences. 2 g~s out Of production. You know, Pecreati~l,

3 System operational flexibility will be 3 colli~ercial, fisheries, economics, power, different power

4 I~w)re of a qualitative Judgment Looking at things Like how 4 economics, things Like that that would -- we would roll

S many intakes we have. /~Dd what Ran showed this mor.ning 5 Up under- the alternatives.

6 With iIwJLtipLe intakes, that may be more flexible or we 6 Kind of where Wo bring it altogether aoain

7 may find that fish happen to be at all of them at the 7 we keep coming back to solution principles, all the

8 salve tig w~ and maybe it’s Less flexible. But there’s 8 alternatives Wore for’~d with Solution principles )n mind

9 going to have to be a Judg~w~nt on that. 9 to begin with, ~Jt now that we know more we’LL have more

10 The flexibility would Palate to what 10 from the detailed analysis of how the alternatives react
11 stor~e w~ availa/oLe in the System and how you could 11 to these differ.ant distinguishing characteristics. ~e

12 tiliw~ diversions better. You know, to avoid fish and to 12 can use the consistency with the solution principles to

13 meet your water supply needs. 13 Look at trade-offs and actually put these alternatives

14 South delta channel stages could vany by 14 together and select a draft prefePr.ed sLternative.

1S alternative, depending on, again, the method of water 15 So with that, these are questions that

16 tr.ansfeP through or ~w’ound the delta, if there’s banrler.s 16 were in your packet. The pr.oposed distinguishing

17 there. ~d SO that’s SoiIw~thing that would be important 17 characteristics adequate to compane the remaining

18 to bring foPw~w-d. 18 alternatives? Either ten Or seventeen or whatever dr.ops

i19 Then the risk of Levee fai Lur.e, I think in 19 that to final Level. ~,qd if not, what should we change.

;20 your book you’ll find that under a different category. 20 i’lS. i’lcF~-c/~K: Thank you very Eh Loren.

21 ~e actually had that under the Levee categor.y and then 21 Let r~e Just aoain draw your attention to the agenda

22 decided it fit better here. Son~ of the alternatives 22 packet and say that step one is on page two following the

23 wi LL have differ.ant degree of risk for the water supply 23 tat) and then step two ane three thr~ seven.

24 System than other alternatives. So again, that would be 24 The sixteen distinguishing characteristics

25 so,thing that would be of interest. 25 are grouped under five major categories, h~d the
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1 So those ar.e the four problem aneas. 1 question’s going to be: ~’e those distinguishing

2 Ther.e af’e other distinguishing chacacter.istics, things
2 characteristics adequate enough.

:3 that are Ii1)POrtant to take to the table. Total costs.
3 /~qd actually I thir~k, Lester, I want to

4 Not Just capital costs, but operating costs. Power COSTS
4 work from step two back to step one. Let’s talk about

5 that Ran had in his exa~pLes.
S the distinguishing character.Istics that will be e~ppLied

6 The ~surance packages could be differ.ant
6 to all alternatives that are then analyzed. So the

7 for the different alternatives. That’s going to be
7 question is if this adequate. Hap, then Richard and then

8 something that’s going to be impor.tant to consider. Like
8 Many.

9 some of the alternatives, for a crazy example, may act of
9 I~R. DUNNING: In the ~}emorandum in the

1{) congress or constitutional Bi~endr~ent to make something
10 i~)etil~ pack~e where assurances are discussed there’s a

11 hagpen. That’s highly unlikely. So you wouldn’t feel as
11 comr~ent that SayS: A relative qualitlative ranking will

12 good about the assur.ances.
12 give the highest ranks to the alternative Judged to have

13 The habitat disturbance i5 intended to be
13 the best assurance pack~e.

14 kind Of a r’oLlup of everything that we from the previous
14 Does that imply that somobody Will prepane

15 things that have been done for water supply and water"
15 an a’3suPance package for each Of tiM) Six to ten

16 quality, any habitat disturbance would be r.oLLed up into
16 alternatives? If so, Lester, how do you anticipate that

17 one r~easure, acreages and quality of the habitat so we
17 being done?

18 could directly COBpane th alternatives.
18 I~l~. SNOb/: I don’t think it rlw~ans that

19 Land use changes. Agricultural Land,
19 Literally. I think It ~ans Looking at perhe~Ps unique

20 including prime agricultural Land that could go out of
_~0 ~surance features Of the alternatives and then somo

21 production due to impLelIw-=ntation of pants of the proof.am.
.~1 indication looking at the range of options that ane being

22 It’s really poor to have a view of that. ~ld we -- those
-~2 developed and the ~surances wor’k effor.t to try to make

23 will be -- will be able to rank the alternative on how
-~3 so~ assessment i~oout those that ane more difficult.

24 rmJch Land, agricultural Land, is taken out of production.
_~4 those that ane easier to deal with. I think that is all

25 Socio-economic impacts. The third-party
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1 DIS. ltcPF_./~<: We’re going to Look a Lot to 1 even. That there may be -- I think ~ need to be

2 you ei3d your work group to provide US that input. 2 ~ppreciative of the fact that there may be more

3 VIR. DUNNING: ~at w~ mY point really. 3 alternatives that could 5taY~ t~r~E screen if there
~ the work Qroup isn’t going to be ~le to co~ up with ~ w~ ~ ~aLysis done of incre~ed treat~nt costs, ;what

5 assuP~ce PEkaQes for all those different alternatives 5 the i~Et ~uld be. relative cost
6 in ~y kind of detail. 6 de~ndin9 on levels of treat~nt with different Levels of
7 ~. ~: ~n f~t, I don’t think It 7 ~om~de5 certainly. I thi~

8 would be productive If you did. But I think looking at 8 bec~se that h~ conjunctive use problem. Recl~tlon

9 what ~sur~ces ~e avail~le ~d then if there Ee 9 proble~ ~soclated With hi~ levels of cEbons ~d total

1~ different levels of ~ility to ~suPe i~Le~ntation le dissolved solids.
11 b~ed on distinguishing chE~teristic5 of the 11 So that ~ -- I w~ted to be ~re that
12 alternatives we’d Look to you to Qive us some kind of 12 criteri~ will be ~aLyzed ~ainst treat~nt costs, that

13 indication of that. RichEd. 13 that will be pet of a deli~r8ti~ of the Issue of water

14 ~, IZ~IRI~: I think also ~5ociated 1~ quality. ~d I say that despite the
15 with ~sur~ces would be the ~ility to stage the 15 ucb~ water district ~epresentative.
16 projects. I think that would be ~ i~ort~t 16 ~Y other -- I h~ ~ot~r ~estion.
17 distinQuishlnQ ch~Eteristics that ties into ad~tive 17 Un~r water s~pLy opport~ltles, ~d I’m Sony I h~ to

18 man~e~nt ~ well ~ ~sur~ce. 18 be on the p~ out of the room. In the l~t ~ente~e
19 ~. ~: Staging your proposing that 19 that pE~r~ it says Cal Fed will Qive ~e8test

2~ ~ ~ ~ditionaL distinguishing chEEteristic. 2e consideration to ch~ges in averse ~nual ~at~ ~ppLies
21 ~. IZHIRI~: Right. I’d also like so~ 21 versus dry ~ cleE yeE period supplies. Did you
22 CIEification. ~ the tr~sfer chE~teristic. AL! ~2 discuss that at all? I didn’t quite underst~d what that

23 these convey~ce5 we’ve been talking about So fE Ee 23 ~t.
2~ pretty ~ch one direction. So ~y tr~sfeP ~e’Pe t~lkin9 24 ~. ~: You’re ~aln re~in9 from
25 ~out here
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1 was there something else in mind here? In other words. 1 l’lS. SELJ(IRK: P~ge five under the --

2 is somebody envisioning a net incre~se in export due to 2 MS. IIcPE/M(: gateP SUPPLY C~oportunity?

3 water transfers? 3 i’ls. SELKIRK: Under the description of the

4 11~. SN0~/: The transfers ape kind of ~ detailed evaluations.
5 multi-fold in the program. There’s transfers to achieve 5 DIS. i’lcRE/M(: Lester.
6 ecosystem benefits, instPeam fish flows, outflow. I mean 6 MR. SN0~: I think the way I would

7 there’s a variety of things. So the effort would be m~K:le 7 ~ctuaLLy restate this now, the way I’d rather state it, I
8 under this item to give some relative ranking to the 8 guess, is when we look at water supply opPortunities I

9 transfer windows that ape providing the opportunities to 9 think we need to show two data pieces. I mean, two data

I~ do transfers. 10 pieces of information.
11 i~R. IZMIRI/M~: Through these conveyances 11 One is averse annual supply and then the

12 or something else? 12 Other would be dr’yet yea{" Supplies So you have both.
13 i’lR. SNOW: Through the entire alternative 13 They a~e different things and water resource
14 pack~e. 14 managementwise they Ee quite different.

15 MS. IdcPE/M(: MarY. 15 I’m not sure we’re ~ctually in a position

16 i~S. SELKIRK: I h~d a couple things. One 16 at this point to say that one’s more i rttpo~tant than the

17 coherent on ex~ort drinking water quality. It Says in the 17 other, but I think we Want to show what they ape for each

18 packet that there would be a OUR disinfection by-products 18 alternative.
!9 medeling used in part to determine different Levels and :19 11S. I1c~: Let me see if I can get

29 types of water quality Issues with each alternative. 29 clarification. You were raising treatment costs and also

21 ~hat I wanted to emphasize is that I think 21 water quality questions; is that right? ~d you’re

~2 it’s i ll~oort~t that there be an independent analysis of 22 probing this notion of do we have all the distinguishing

23 ex~ooPt water quality. I think that cLesrly urban 23 characteristics up there.

24 agencies have a perspective that has been I think -- I 24 DIS. SELKIE: I understand that pet of

n veP te    r
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1 anti-degradation policy. That there gill be no 1 re. SNOb/: Right.

2 alternative that will result in a degrEe,sled SOUrCe water. 2 HS. rIcPEA~: Eric. then David, then Stu,

3 Actually -- it’s not clear to me whether it’s source 3 then Roberts and Tom. Okay. Eric.

4 water or treated water -- 4 tQR. HASSELTIN~E: I h~d t~o questions, take

5 HS. HcPF_J~K: Right, exact Ly. 5 the quickest one first. This merning we looked at three
6 HS. SELKIRK: -- SUpply. ~d my question 6 or fo~ pairs of alternatives that were then evaluated

7 is is there a way to ~:ldress the difference between those 7 against e~ch other. Were all Of these characteristics

8 two in this distinguishing characteristics? 8 used in those cof0parisons? Was that how that was done?
9 I1S. HcP~: ~d I was asking the 9 No?

I~ clarification, the treatment costs may be along with le T[P(~NE: (Shaking he~d.) It was --

11 maintenance costs, a component of number eleven, total 11 re. I~ASSELTINE: Why would we --

12 cost. Lester. 12 re. SNGE: The first step is a n~rl~owIng

13 I mean, We’ve h~ coroments before that 13 to get a 5mallet set of alternatives which --

14 Rosemary raised about mainten~nce. ;~d in terms of the 14 re. HASSELTiNE: Narrowing List of

15 treatment -- the quality of the treated water and the 15 alternatives is shorter.

16 costs that are a part of that, the treated -- maybe the 16 re, SN05/: Significantly. It’s to attempt

17 treated water quality and associated costs you’re raising 17 to narrow the ones you do the more detailed analysis On.

18 I think as wall. It’s what quality can you get at what 18 A~d the other criteria Is to find alternatives that are

19 cost perh~s 19 functionally equivalent will not have significantly

2~ HS, SELKIRK: Right, 20 different water supply, dry year water supply, average

21 ~. HCRE~: Flow would you respond to 21 year transfer opportunities. They are providing the sa~r~

22 that? Becg~Jse these are -- this is not necessari LY 22 basic function in the system.

23 apparent on that what’s UP there is 16. Lester. 23 re. HASSELTINE: Except that this gets to

24 re. SNOb/: I need to maybe go back. We 24 my second question, some of these characteristics are

25 don’t have app31~ e~r$~d~8~l~&~c~gln~3~ginaL 81 25 qualitatiVe’pt~T~e&°~s~L-~ti~}) ~-3~ very 83
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1 goals and obJectives for water quality we actually have 1 easily be measured one against the other, and others may

2 improvement of r~ water quality for export and in-delta 2 be somewhat more sl~bJective.
3 delta. So our obJective 15 to improve. So we hsve a 3 How we are going to weight -- bec~Jse if

4 standard or simply measuring what is the export water ~ you take ~ng the alternatives Left, some of them may be

5 quality what is the in-delta water quality. S quite different arid they may Compare differently IQ a
6 DE;. SELKIRK: Thank you for reminding me. 6 whole bunch of these characteristics. How we are then
7 re. SNO~: ~d once we get into analyzing 7 going to somehow get to the balance line? Flow we ~r’e

8 the trade-offs, when you Look at what it costs you to 8 going weight these things?

9 me~(e certain levels of improvements you have to make 9 Is there a oriority list to this or is

1~ judgments about the avoided treatment costs Snd how much 1~ this Just going to be what will have to be Some sort of

11 would it cost you to treat to get the same kinds of 11 again qualitative or subjective Judgment as to the
12 benefits. 12 superiority of one alternative over another? I don’t

13 So it’s actually a combination of the 13 know ~ho to ask that question to, but I guess that’s you,

14 total cost and the cost of your project to get to the 14 Lester.
15 water quality Level that gets for theissue that you’re 15 IriS. rlcPF_J~: Lester.
16 raising about trade-off on treatment cost. 16 re. SNO~: I think the point of the

17 IIS. SELKIRK: Thank you. 17 distinguishing characteristics in step two is to get the

18 ~S. D~cPF_AK: You think that Is in included 18 basic ranking on how they do with respect to these

19 in one Of the sixteen. 19 criteria that we’ve identified.
2~ re. SNOW: If we Just showed you the r~ ~0 ~d then once you basically have a group
21 data for each of the sixteen, that would not jump out. 21 of top performers, what comes into play then is really
22 We’d have to 5how you what you get at that level of 22 the solution principles. That’s the essence of the

23 export water quality ~nd v£nat’s the avoided treatment 23 trade-off. ]]~a balance and affordabi lity and

24 cost. 2~ i mplementab{ litY, and that is largely a qualitative type

n Jud n u h t b ceo25 i’lc AK: I hin hs ’    " g
82 8~PORY;~I~E sPE/L~SOC AT~S (~0~) ~6~-~? flagged.     25
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1 package is, what ~n affordable packa.ge is. And when we 1 ~ction to avoid it, if you cannot avoid it, you reduce

2 get to that point of the process there will be a lot of 2 the i~act, if you cannot reduce it, you mitigate.
3 discussion about the kinds of trade-offs that ~"e being 3 Ha>be there’s other" folks that don’t know
4 m~e to come up with, call it the front runner of that 4 t~ terme that we’re using but unique and

5 top group of performers. 5 agricultural Land is a protected resource category under

6 11S. ItCPE~: David. 6 CEQA, so you deal with that differently than you do some

7 ~. GUY: I have a question for" Lester. 7 other" piece Of w}~:ant Land that doe~’t have h~)ltat

8 I’m a Little perple~d, I guess, about the relationship 8 value on it.
9 between these distinguishing characteristics and the 9 You have to di~lay it differently in your

ll~ scope of the EIS/EIR and what the relationship is there. 1{~ environmental document ar~J tl~en you have to kind of

11 Tl~ere seeme to be a lot of commonality. 11 address the ~ctions differently.

12 ~/e’re kind of almost talking In two different sets of 12 DI~. GUY: O~.ay. blake it clear ~nYWay that

13 lingo. 13 e~gricuLture is I:~ing c~idar’ed as part of the affected

14 I guessa couple questions. Dne, what is 14 environment ~ t~n br‘oke down into categories that you

15 the affected environment for" Purposes of the EIR/EIS and 15 discu~ed.
16 I guess ~re specifically from our standpoint, does that 16 i~l~. SND~/: Yes, it ha~ to be under CEQ~.
17 include agricultural land. /~d then how does that relate 17 It’s an incor~plete document if you don’t ~dre~ those
18 to down below where you talk about the Land use changes 18 Lands.
19 and preference for an alternative that has the least Land 19 ~. DIcPE~J(: Stuart.
2{~ use change? Is that question clear? 2~ MR. PYLE: Your staff probably have these

21 D1R. SND~/: I think so. ~rtculturaL land Pl things split up in a number of these [teme that

22 is part of the affected environment ~qd within that 2P brought fourth, but I Just wonder about e way to tell

23 category you have land use as pant Of the affected ;~3 whether an alternative COrl~PLies or performe in regar‘d to

2/~ environment. ~s a subcategory of land use you h~J ag 24 the delta operating criteria E~s required ur~:~r" water

Land and the~o~t-~n~t~o~?~T~V~2~lq~2L~l~7~rimate 85 2S
rights.    PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (21~9) ~62-3377
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1 lard under CEQA. All those things have to be evaluated 1 Can you tell whether a criteria when you

2 with respect to the entire prograQL 2 9o through the various iteme, ex~ort diversions and

3 ~hat we generally indicated here is that 3 leading ecosystem stardards ard so forth, wl~ether it is

4 alternatives that would effect a lot of Land use, unique 4 ~ good ~ or worse than let’s say the accord operating

5 and primate land, for exa~Ple, would not score as well as 5 standards of the D1485 o~rating standards, that tYPe of

6 those that tend to avoid unique and prime ~g lard. Does 6 thing.

7 that answer your question? 7 ~i~. SND~/: Stay around, R~r~, you Bay have

8 i~lR. GLrf: I think So. Haybe I’m getting a 8 to help me out with this. But we’re doing model runs

9 litt Le ~/qee~:l of it beca~Jse I know we’re going to talk 9 that would set up as a bese the accord. So we t~Ke the
1~ about trade-off here. At some point I don’t wart to get 1~ accord ~ a given and then we do model runs to CO,are
11 abead, but I guess that’s maybe where I’m leading. 11 the alternative to operating under the ~ccor’d, and we

12 At SOme point when you get down to this 12 will also look at bracketing some operating requiremonts
13 fact of, you know, the agricultural pet of the 13 around the ~ccor’d SO that we get a good array of what’s

14 environment ver’sus arother" part Of the environment, how 14 h~pening with a potential alternative.

15 are you going to reconcile those in the EIR/EIS or in the 1S So the accord ard stardards within the
16 subsequent phases? I apologize for getting ahead. I 116 ~ccord are our base operating condition, ge always

17 think that’s where the whole discussion is leading as far i17 cow,pare an alternative to that, and then we will be

18 as I can tell. 18 looking at potential changes to that or Some tY~ of

19 IIR. SNO~: I guess I don’t have a good 19 modeling bracketing around that.

~ arsweP to your question, ghat you try to do with any 2~ MR. PYLE: githin these 16 Is that going

21 resource category Is avoid Impact, reduce impact, or 21 to be clear or do we have to sort it out in several
£2 mitigate i r~Dact. ~T~at’s kind of the sequence of NE]~A 8~d 22 different of these evaluations?
23 CEQA both. 23 MR. SNO~J: I guess I’m not sure what

24 So when you identify a potential impact 24 You’re asking.

~5 your first ~l~L~ & ~S~E)~I~E~ ?~1 4~2-~3~
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1 criteria. 1 than you do the no action alternative it will ~l~ow a

2 iIR. SNO~: Right. 2 r~gatlve number In there. If you can get another half a

3 ldR. PYLE: Is it going to be clear‘ within 3 million acre feet out of It it will aho~ that. So it
4 Looking at those 16 criteria whether this alternative is 4 will always be compar.ed to no action alternative.

5 better or worse than accord operations standards or do ~ 5 I~l~. SNOb/: Roberta.

6 have to sort out through e~ort diversions on fisheries, 6 i~ls. BORGONOVO: Hy count goes to the

7 then you look at water transfer, then Look at water 7 whole EIR/EIS process. ~hen you have listed what will be

8 supply? I want to know do you have on here a criteria of 8 given t~’~ highest ranking you still do the baLai3cing? I

9 being able to operate the system and do better or worse 9 mean, y~J come up with the matrix’? For exafnple if you

10 than D1485. accord, et cetera. 10 trading off a water quality i a sue with an ecosystem

11 IdR. SNOb/: Everything will be compar.ed to 11 restoration issue, that’s what It Looks Like these Little
12 the base case and no action alternatlvea. So when you 12 pluses and minuses?

13 see a number in a category of an i l~Provement of X Percent 13 in other words, each case, fo{- exalll~Le,
14 of the average year‘ water supply, that’s all measured 14 risk to water ~upply and facilities, the alternatives

15 against the no action alternative. ~hich would include 15 with th~ lowest risk to water Supply will ~ given the

16 the accord operating parameters. 16 highest ranking. So in each of these the~e will atill be

17 I’R. PYLE: ~hich one Of these is it in? 17 trade-offso one highest ranking may gain another highest

18 rlR. SNOb/: Sorry, I’m not following. It’s 18 rankir~9.
19 In all -- we have a no ~ction alternative ~nd every piece 19 I’m Just asking in the process there --

20 of analysis we do will be compared to that no action 20 you form a matrix an that’s how you begin to do the

21 alternative. 21 balancing that Leads you forwar.d in the -- t~ar.ds wllat

22 rlR. PYLE: I’m trying to find out that 22 would be the the best alternative?
23 given that we want to know that information, can we Look 23 IdR. SNOb/: I think you do some version of

24 at alternative number ten or alternative number seven and 34 that. ]he first thing you want to do is get a~reement we

25 find that evaluatiOn?PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (2{~3) 462-3377
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1 Ha. rlcPEAK: These are not alternatives. 1 that in we can come back and talk about what ~e’re

2 rlR. PYLE: I thought this was 2 starting to see as scoring and ~hat the trada-offs ar.e.
3 distinguishing char.acteriatic of an alternative. 3 I mean the classic one we’ve talked el)out
4 I’~S. ~cPE/~K: Right. 4 here before, that’s actually on page six, you have SYstem

5 i’lR. PYUE: So does thia alternative have a 5 operational flexibility and indicating the mcf’e flexible

6 distinguishing characteristic of costing is a whole Lot 6 it is the higher ranking You’LL give it. Right down

7 of water or saving us a whole lot of water? 7 below it you have total cost. /~ld the Lower the cost the

8 rR. SNO~: That’s what you’LL be able to 8 higher ra~ing.

9 pick up in the par.~lleters about water supply. Number 9 Typically those things ar.e -- you know,

1~ six, water Supply Opportunities. Number seven, water 1~ they work opens ~ainst each Other. ~e ~Pe you’re

11 transfer opportunities. Tt3e numbers that would be in 11 building flexibility in, the mere exl3ensive it is. So

12 those fields would be compar.ed against the no action 12 one that’s highly flexible, chances ar.e it’s goin~ to

13 alternative. 13 have a high cost associated with it. So we’ll have to

14 I’1t~. PYLE: That’s what I want to know, 14 make those kinds of Judgments.

1S that that number will be number seven. If I want to know 15 Also a system which is highly flexible

16 if better or worse I look at number seven and it’s going 16 which in general is good for adaptive man~ement real

17 to tell me. 17 time monitoring typically has more difficulties in

18 ~, SNOg: I believe the answer to that is 18 providing assurances, So we’re going to have a lot of

19 yes. 19 those kinds of trade-off tensions In this.
20 rlR. PYLE: I certainly hope it is. 20 So first we have to make sure ~e’ve got

21 TOP ONE: gel1, the reason that i’m 21 the right things indicated, filling in the data and then

22 hesitant, it see~ you’re asking a mope dalai Led question 22 really defining and ar.ticuLating those tPa~le-off issues.

~3 that than. ~hen we show for distinguishing 23 tlS. BORGONOVO: So it’s also 813propriate

~4 char.acteristics number six, water supply opportunities, 24 to cominent on the par.ameters that you’ve Listed here.

ltc ~ he h     e    ics?c n u ati n~5 if in that ~nOl~LE & ~s~YA~ t~)w~3~Y} or it 9e 25
PORTr~!iE &P~s~CI~E~ (a~l~r~-~ 92
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1 i"~L BORG(]NOVO: Well, no, what seems to be 1 would be If you he~:l risk to export water supplies, those

2 importew~t is wi3at gets the highest r~nking. So it’s 2 that hEw:l less risk would be given a higher r~nklng on

3 ~oproprlate to comment on that, yes, that should be the 3 that characteristics alone. We’ve not yet dealt with the

4 highest ranking, no, that shouldn’t be. 4 relative weight of a characteristic to eew:;h other and how

S MS. McPEAK: Yes, I would think so, but 5 the trade-offs would h~ppen to come to an overall
6 af-e you not Roberts talking about these distinguishing 6 ~ase~ment Of an alternative.
7 chaf-~£teristics when you say par’BIl~eters? 7 MS. BOI~-aONOVO: Perh~os the questions you

8 MS. BORG{~OVO: It isn’t the 8 have asked you have answered my question, which is it is
9 distinguishing ohBr’aoteristic that seem to me will drive 9 ~opropriate to comtnent on the distinguishing

I~ the process, it’s whatever you give the highest ranking. 1~ chanacteristio what should be aclded of" subtr~w3ted.
11 MS. HcPEIV~: No, it Is not -- it’s not a 11 MS. McF~r-AK: C~rect. /~z~d should anymore
12 relative ranking yet of one characteristic to Brother 12 be ~idded as you see it, Right now we’ve had Sorm~

13 it’s Just -- 13 modification or clarification within a couple of those,
14 MS. BOEPL-~OVO: I understBrd that, but it’s 14 particuLEiPly the Cost issue we’ve heand~intenance costs
15 still going to matter what you’ve given the highest 15 also treatment cost5 and Richard hss offered st~ing.
16 priority too, isn’t that correct? 16 TI3e ability to stage, which may or may not be up there in
17 MS. McPEAK: It could. 17 terms of operation at flexibility or however. But
18 MS. BROCKBAMK: i’m not a big EIRIE{S I@ 5tB@{ng {5 clearly something that’s been brought out.

19 person, I don’t carry them Eound in my b~ck pocket and 19 Tom.

20 Look at them all the time. So I’m Just really asking the ~ MR. HAODOX: Well, it sounds like there

21 questions. ~1 will be some quantification to help distinguish the

22 MS. DtcPEAK: At this point the ~2 characteristics. In other words, I don’t see how,
23 characteristics ~re being proposed, they aren’t being ~3 ~sume the chBr’acteristics ~r’e close to being inclusive

24 given relative weight. That is is characteristic number ~4 maybe there’s more or less but I mean it would be really

25 one more 8~ALE & AS~O~I~ (Bg~ ~7~W°"
93 l~CW~#~-F- & ASSOC,Ai~S (~i~}} Ba- 3// 9S
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1 MS. BORGNOVO: I understand but when you 1 alternative B. But the obvious question is begged there,

2 tB~<e a look at in-delta water quality, you’ve already 2 how moch?
3 5aid what will be given the highest ranking. 3 So in other words, let’s Just tei(e
4 MS. IdcPE/V~: Let me try to respond or 4 in-delta water quality. If the obJectives, the two X and

5 answer and then you CorQ~ent. The water -- each of these 5 the other 5tandands 1485 E~S StU brought up, okay, this

6 w{ LL be -- each of these chBracterist{cs will be Looked 6 alternative A will meet that st~dBr’d plus Some more and

7 at. Better water quality would be given a higher rank. 7 then alternative D w{ll do even better than that.
8 If an alternative, each Of the ones we n~r’row down -- 8 So it seems to me -- or if you do this

9 keep in mind we haven’t narrowed down 8~y alternative5 so 9 water quality you’re going to do 5omething to the fish.

1~ far I’m going to come back to that question -- but each 1~ In other words the fish population is going to do

11 alternative that is then evaluated in the EIR/EIS, would 11 Something quantitatively rather than Just saying it’s a

12 be evsluated against these 16 or actually I think Richard 12 50ftee.
13 added a 17th one on st~ing, and to the extent that that 13 Well that’5 one, in other words l~ke
14 criterion -- oc I should use the word characteristic h~ 14 water trar~sfeP. Water transfer, yesh, this one is better

15 value, the way it’s stated we’re ewopLYing value, you 15 than the other one, but what do ~ meat3? Doe5 that mean
16 would rank the alternatives according to how they stacked 16 we now have the ability to transfer 5~,{~1~{~ acre feet

17 up on this characteristic. 17 mope during a wet period -- during a dry period thL~n we
18 So to be sure, an alternative that he~3i -- 18 might have w}th another alternative?

19 or in their Judgment of the evaLuators resulted in higher 19 It Just seems to me tbePe’s got to Be some
~ in-delta water quality Would be given a plus or if you 2e effort here to do that 50 that the distinguishing

~1 d}d it on a numerical scale a h}gher ranking than an 21 Characteristics we get our 8(’ms around.

~2 alternative that had a lower in-delta water quality. 22 The second thing I would suggest is a

~3 In terms of costs, higher costs are not 23 little close to what Richard was saying, is that or all
~4 good. That’5 -- prob~3ly you’d give a higher ranking to 24 of these alternatives, all these characteristics, there

WB     W r    5      MO    0      e~5 an alternati~R}~ & 7~S~8(~AT~L~ t~091 ~2-~3~9 others 94 25 ought to be {~:)R~/~r~ /~S(:~}~;y(~13~n~y analysis 96
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1 whereas If we -- let’s Just say if we had a Little bit of 1 tl~. SNO~: Yeah. I would expect by the

2 capacity for exEl-~Ple at a little bit of cost but YOU 2 Septefi~oer meeting we can give you exairi:)les of these

3 would get some big gains. /~nd there’s other situations :3 characteristics arid the kind Of data that at that point

4 where your coat Curve is very ex~Ponential and if you make 4 we will have ~nd are still developi~.

5 more investment you really don’t gain Lot. .5 I1S. rlcPF_AK: Rosemary then Alex then Jim

6 So for exal~pLe Let’s go to water quality. 6 DES. K~IEI: I agree with Tom, I think that

7 Let’s Just aaY at some point -- you know, I would want to 7 would be very helpful. ~ I look at these distinguishing

8 know Just from an evaluation well, are we -- where we are 8 char’acterIstica, one of the things that came to my mind
9 on that curve? Okay? And I think that that’s an 9 was a Lot of the questions especially from the items one

II~ ImPortant criteria, ldaybe that’s the st~ing. But to 10 throuQh nine.
11 mal(e a rational decision you would want to know that it 11 If we’re assuming that the models are the
12 seems to me. I’laybe we could do that. 12 correct modela to uae to get the different ramkings, the

13 /~ld the third thing that would really 13 queati~ I have are what are the operating ~u~lPtions.
14 help, ia maybe between now and the next rl~-=eting is that 14 ~d ~hat are the data assumptions on these models?
15 there could be Just two or tl3ree alternatives in this 15 Lester said earlier that yes there’s going

16 matrix that, I forgot who bring it up and Just ahow an 16 to be an array, for examples, of what c~ through the

17 exa~pLe that would illustrate what the type of 17 acco~’d or perhaps you’ ll include the ~ action.

18 information -- Just show the matrix and Just show how 18 I was also wondering once they’re ranked

19 that would be constructed and then solicit com~nents back 19 and you give their explanation In the matrix is it
2~1 from us before the meeting. ~d we might say well, yeal3, 2l~ ~Justible? /~z’e we going to be able to ~:~Just them. to

21 we cai3 make -- we can distinguish here between 21 say, well, at this point It waa a top ranking Of the --

22 alternative A and B or if you do this no we con’t. 22 it Was a top performing alternative and it raked really
23 So it would seem to me an example to help 23 high in this distinguishing characteristics, I:~Jt ~ have

24 us work through this -- { meat3 I think it would get US on 2/~ found additional informat|on, then [tw[l[ change. Is it

25 the saree play[BQPORTALEfJleldthere.$/LSSOC/ATES (209) 462-3377
97
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1 Ha. HcPEAK: Let me ask if that’s possible 1 i’l~. SN(:~/: Yeah. N~y time you have mere

2 and count. ~/hat I heard you ask and propose Tom was in 2 information or I:~tter data you can make a change to it.

3 order to give us a better foundation for the qualitative 3 ~d then also I thil3k It’s important to underst~d that

4 co~EIson, we Reed to see ~ attest at qu~titatlve 4 bec~se you have t~ hiQ~st perforBInQ alternative that

S co~EIson to the extent that it is possible. 5 does not ~tomatically equate to the ~eferred

6 ~d keep in Bind that we h~ this ~rning 6 alternative.
7 plus or minus ten -- well minus 1~ percent in costs ~d 7 It c~ be ~ sidle as what Tom ~
8 plus 35 percent. There’s always 8 ~ide s~in9. ~d most 8 sayinQ, that it’s the highest performing ~t the l~t 1~

9 of the quaLitetive ~alYSis that C~ be done will have to 9 percent of t~ perform~ce costs you fifteen billi~

1~ Stipulate to or disclose 8ssu~tion. I~ doLLEs. So you decide to pick t~ second best

11 So -- ~d that’s okay bec~se you h~ve to 11 perfor~r. So ~e Still have all of that in front of us

1~ stEt so.where, but I’d like to suggest that when 9oin9 12 yet.
13 towEds a qualitative ~alysis to give us as ~ch 13 ~. ~E~: Alex.
14 i~formation ~ possible if you c~ do quantitative ~d 14 ~. HI~R~O: I think we’~e Ju~inQ

15 state the ~su~tions that ~ould be helpful. 15 Eound a bit ~nQ four interrelated things, which I’d
16 Tom is also saying you get diminishing 16 Like to segregate a little bit. First there’s the
17 returns for some investment and so sensitivity ~alysis 17 question ~hlch you Just alluded to I believe that BD~ in

18 o~ C~t~nuin9 benef}t for ~nvest~t ~oul~ be helpful. 18 ~dec to ~e ~ntelli~e~t dec;aloha h~ to kn~ ~ little
19 But to put this in perspective, if ~e ever 19 ~re ~out what ~u~tion5 ~d provisions there Ee in

~ C~ get to the next step, which is back to step one, of 2e the ~al~es that Ee being m~e.

21 alternatives, Is to maybe display the methodology on 21 For exile, I didn’t know th~s ~r.3ing,

~2 evaluation ~ainst these chEEteristics in a matrix so 22 doubt that ~y of us did, whether the seep~e problem h~

23 that it c~ be looked at. that we’re not discussing it 23 been ~equateLy ~dre~. ~eLL. in Lunch conversat,~ I

~ sort of theoretically here but looking at ho~ you plan to 2~ find from a technical point of view it h~ been

f ~5 r in v~p ~ b    Le~S ~proEh It.p~2~a~ ~I~S (~1"~62-3377 98 25 ~dressed, ~T~E & ~?A~S }2~1 ~-~79 not.
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1 There’s a big assurance problem connected with that. 1 I mentioned earlier that we’ve d~e an equally c~reful

2 ~ld I still don’t know Just what 2 Job of trying to optimize the isolated facility program
3 maintenance costs are included in these things as 3 aRd through delta program before we comPare them. I

4 distinguished from power costs, for exile. 4 don’t think we’ve done an adeq~Jate Job of trying to see

5 HS. HcPEAK: That’s right. 5 how the through delta program ca~ be optimized In
6 rlR. HILDEBR/~ND: /~d those Can be quite 6 relation, as I mentioned this morning, bromides bu{

7 substantial. So I think we need mere information 7 that’s Just one example.

8 presented to us on what assumPtions aRd provisions are 8 Now as to the question of wl~ether w~ CaR

9 included in the analyses that are being m~de. That’5 9 eliminate aRY ROW ~R~:)ite of aLL tho~e deficiencies, my

I~i number one. llZl answer ~/ould be yes. I don’t think we can eliminate or

11 Secondly, we’re talking about the adequacy 11 m~e a choice at this point between the open canal and
lP of these distinguishing characteristics. ~qd I think 12 the pipeline Job.

13 we’ve identified a RUr~aer we think have to be added to 13 But I personally would be quite

14 that. There’s a question of the affect in the delta of 14 comfortable with saying go ahead and eliminate the chain

15 flood risk of different alternatives. There’s a question 15 of Lake, eliminate tbese two examples, 2-C ar~t 3-1, I

16 of the charge, not in water supply but in water demand 16 think they ~ere that had triple canals in them. ORe also

17 among the alternatives. 17 had an isolated facilitY. ~qd eliminate the western

18 ~/hat affect does it have on the net 18 isolated facility. 3-G.

19 availaable water supply to have one alternative versus 19 It seems to me that there Wa~ really

2~ another. /~qd we need to know how these vanious _~e nothing said this morning in favor Of keeping those in,

21 alternatives effect the supply and reliability of Supply _~1 8Rd even though I could find a lot Of fa~J[t with Some Of

;)2 to each purpose Of use, not Just collectively. It isn’t _~2 the analyses there w~ an adequate case to drop those

23 clear whether that’s being done or not. _~3 four So I would suggest that.

24 ~/e montioned the need to have the co~n _~4 ~. rlcl:~c~M(: ~/e’re going to con~ to that
25 starve facil~i.7~j:s~p~A~sw~2~?’~6ph_a~7~- we’re I~1 _~5 next. I wan~Ol~AfLl~n~%~(?)(~l~i_~u~? ~2t~

1~E3

1 not looking at one alternative that includes storage 1 characteristics and get this list for the, If you will,

2 facilities and aRother one that doesn’t. That sort of 2 step two Carbolated and then ~’ll move back to the

3 thing. So Is there are a Rumber Of things Of that kind. 3 question Of can we drop any alternative. /~’td we’LL start

4 Then there’s the question Of we talk ~ with what you Just proposed. Okay?
S about -- it’s up here somewhere, the opportunities for 5 HR. HILDE]3R~O: I JumPed the gun.
6 transfers. ~ell we also need to know what’s the Reed for 6 itS. rtcPF_/~(: You’re always ~lhead of me,

7 transfers. Do you have to assume more availability of 7 Alex. I’m trying to catch up. Pietro.

8 water by transfer and similar alternatives than you do on 8 HR. P/~RAV~0: I have two suggestions.

9 others? It interrelates with this water demand thing. 9 Oqe is a change ~ o~ is an addition. Under number 13

1~ So SO I[~Jch for characteristics. I~ under habitat disturbance, I would like to suggest that

11 Then we come to the question Of the extent 11 that be chanoed to habitat enhancement.
12 to which we have to look at all these distinguishing 12 Because when one reads habitat
13 characteristics in order to make a first screening versus 13 disturbance, it reflects a negative process. ~here one

14 a second screenlRg. 14 of these alternatives, whichever one is going to be

15 I would suggest there that in screening 15 chosen, will disturb the habitat.
16 among Isolated facilities YOU don’t have to Look at as 16 But I think this council or this committee
17 many as if you’re going to comP~e isolated facilities 17 would be in m~Jch better shape In terms of the public view

18 and through delta facl lities, which we didn’t really 18 if we were to Look at the alternatives in terms of the
19 tackle this morning. The only one that was labeled 19 highest ranking being given to the alternative that

~ through delta wasn’t really. 20 enhances the habitat as opposed to disturbs the habitat.

21 So I don’t think we can come up with a 21 hy second suggestion an addition would be

22 firm answer on that today other than to suggest we do 22 to add the characteristic of water use efficiency.

23 need to go into a lot more detail when we start comparing 23 rlS. ltcPEAK: Let me -- Just a couple

24 one to the other. 24 comments on that.
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I program habitat enhancement, that that’s a given that Is 1 generally enhanclr~ habitat, there are going to be some

2 corm~on to all the alternatives that will be looked at. 2 inevitable at least minor disturbances that need to be
3 There could be above that common program 3 accounted for.
4 for these alternatives a dimension of additional 4 I think if you use the neutral term like

5 enhancement as well a~ a degree of disturbance. ~d I S impact or affects or something you’ll do it. Because I

6 think you’re asking us to Look at is there any ~]ditionaL 6 think aLmest everything el~ is pl~rased in those r~eutPal
7 enhancement from one alternative to another that’s above 7 terms.
8 the corlll~3n program. ~ we look at these characteristics 8 i~i~. Hll~R/M~ID: Ex{:ept for water transfer

9 applied to the alternatives. 9 Opportunities.

10 I mean for the public’s perspective what I 10 ItS. ItcF~r_/~<: /~/~d the word is used t~Jch
11 Want to underscore is there is a baseline Of habitat and 11 broader than you thin~ in that one. Richard. We’ll work

12 environmental enhancement that is going to be co~n to 12 with that. Roger and Pietro and then El’i(:;. Richand.
13 all alternatives. Driven by the ecosystem restoration 13 rR. IZMIRIAN: Following up on that, I

14 program. 0~ay. 14 think a good distin~uishirtg characteristic here ~Jld be
15 ~/hat this was trying to evaluate is then 15 how well each alternative assists in restoring estuar’ian
16 going beyond that co~"i~)n program Of ecos~tem 16 function.
17 restoration, of habitat enhancement, what’s the Least 17 I1S. i~::F~SJM~: Dkay. Let’s keep that in

18 amount of disturbance. You’re posing the potential 18 mind. I’m only Just reflecting on what you’re saying
19 situation where one might have the ability to further 19 because the (:xbJective is restoring estuary functic~%

20 enhance habitat above the comll~)n pPogP~ or beyond the 21~ period.

21 common program. .~1 ttR. IZMIRIAN: The way you move this water

22 ;dR. P/~RRAV/~N0: ~/ell. that is true, but .~2 around WIll certainly affect how -- wIll distin~uish one

23 also I would like to have that changed from a disturbance .~3 alternative from another.
24 to an enhancement so that way when the members go through _=4 ~. i~:P~: 0~ay. Under ecosystem

_~5 quality, do I~)~T~ ~h~s~l~?~i~lo~6~_f~;s delta25 and Look atPORTALE ~ /LSSOC/AT S 2l~9)thesealternativesEwe(L°°k~6 -337at2thisyas an
1~5 I~7

PAGE 11~ ~ PAGE 108

1 enhancement process, not as -- the driving factor should 1 flo~ circulation. If we could note ~hat Richard h~ Just
2 be an enhancement not a disturbance. 2 said should be highlighted in those analyses.

3 i~S. HcPEAK: Correct. That’s exactly -- 3 i’R. IZMIRI/~N: I thi~ it Bight be

~ the ~oLe proQr~ is ~ enh~cement PrOgP~ oP 4 I~Lted, but I ~’t see it e~Licit in
5 restoration ~d enhance~nt. ~hat they Ee trying to do S distinQuishinQ chEEteristics.
6 is look at how you then minimize disturb~ce. 6 ~. ~: ~aY. ~ic, ~berta, then it
7 Let’s direct staff to ~d the question of 7 ~e’LL Conclude this discussion.

8 i5 there enh~ce~nt, to Look ~t enh~ce~nt from one 8 ~. ~SELTIE: ~ ~cond pet of

9 alternative to ~other ~ove the co.on progr~. ~ well 9 Pietro’s counts h~ to do with water use efficiency.
1~ ~ a disturb~ce. I~ ~w does that fit into here? Is that Just pet of the

11 ~. P~RAV~0: Right. I think in ter~ ~11 co~n progr~ fo~ everyone or in f~t should it be --

12 of being consistent with the progr~ that ~e’d want to ~12 ~. SN~: It is co~n to all of them.
13 show that the alternatives do ~eflect h~itat 13 Tr~sfe~ ~ater use efficlencies Ee pet of all of the

1~ enh~ce~nts. 1~ alte~natives.
15 ~. ~E~: Right. ~aY. Roger. 15 ~. ~: ~berta.
16 ~. S~L0~: I think to ~ the 16 ~. B~0: ~at ~ my question.

17 distinguishing chEEteristlcs otherwise are gener8LLY 17 ALso I thought Pietro w~ su~esting that water use

18 phr~ed In neutral terms. ~at Js they Ee not ~suming 18 efficiency however could be

19 a negative i~act or positive one, they 8~e Just 19 chE~terlstic bec~se ma~e that’s also the idea behind
~ subJects. So In that light I think it ~ouLd be better to 2e the ~a7 In which you phr~ed h~itat affect ~ h~itat

~1 Just to say habitat i~acts or h~itat affect which would 21 enh~ce~nt.
~2 cover both. 22 I think there’s the ~su~tlon that the
~3 You have to analyze both and there Ee 23 four co~on pcooc~ will be enough. ~d I, myself,

~ going to be situations NheFe certain ~pect5 of the 2~ not sure ~out that. So I, myse

~5 progr~ deSP~T~~ ~a~S~yE~ h y r f rred of 2S ~ aLter.ati~}~ $ ~d~A~ ~2~) ~-~}~ use
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1 efficiency, ~nd I think that may be over and above the 1 common core.

2 common program. 2 So I’m wondering Lester, if It doesn’t

"/ 3 Perhaps It will be mere apparent when we 3 make sense to then have yet another characteristic, which

4 go through the three alternatives, but when we go through ~ is to look at is there any difference o~ce you now put

5 the three alternatives I would like that to be an outcome 5 the physical facilities into a solution, any difference

6 and I don’t see how that will emerge from these 6 with respect to the coml~n pr’ogran ~ t~i3at are the

7 characteristics. 7 implications on the common progr-a{~.

8 MS. DtcPEAK: We’re both reflecting on it. 8 That would then help everybody oat back to

9 The water use efficiency is an obJective. It should be 9 the touchstone, You’re already asking about the Solution

18 embedded as part of the core progre~}L At3d there may be 18 principles to sort of Judge ~ainst. Let’s ask then

11 some abi LitY to distinguish between the alternatives, 11 there be another criteria added, criteriol~ added that
12 remember the -- what we’re talking about here is what’s 12 will ~ to what extent there are any I m pEts or

13 different from alternative to alternative with -- that 13 implications on the core pro~r’~ berne of the physical

14 includes facilities. 14 facilities.
15 Part of what you’ve also raised is as to 15 ~. BORGGNOVO: I think that’s right

16 the extent Possible Can we get water use efficiency as, 16 bece~Jse when you Look at many Of them, the stor~e

17 A, a component of the core progran of all alternatives 17 conveyance, all of those really go to water reLi abi Llty,

18 but also perhaps as an alternative to an option that 18 and I guess I hear" from P[etro equal treatment for water

19 includes facilities. 19 use efficiencY. [ think maybe that would do it, Sunne.

28 ffs. BC}t~L~3NOVO: Perhaps Pietro can expand !28 IriS. ricE/M(: E~’ic.
21 on that becE~Jse I like the idea. So I can see it’s !21 ttR. HASSELTINE: I was Just wing to
22 meeting resistance because It’s already there in the 22 count we already have the precedent because water

23 co~n program, but I thought Pietro was saying something 23 quality is pant of the common program and we’ve oot two

24 mere than Just being satisfied by what’s in the common ~ chanacteristlcs related to that. Is that r~t right?
program1.
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1 M~. PARRAV/M~IO: Thanks, Roberta. I would 1 IdR. SNOIJ: These are issues that can’t be
2 Just -- in terms of determinin9 which alternative to move 2 dealt with solely through the common program. These are
3 forward, we could say that the one with the highest 3 two water qualities para~ters that are very rmJch

4 ranking wi LL be 9ivan to the alternative that has the 4 affected on the decision you make on stor~e and

5 best water use efficiency. 5 conveyance.

6 /~3d I know it’s pant of the core program, 6 MR. HASSELTINE: So water use efficiency,

7 but I think it -- somehow that is -- all of these should 7 for exE~nPLe, wouldn’t be effective that waY?
8 be brought Out as a distinguishing characteristic. We 8 D1R. SNOW: Not in the Sag~e way, It’s the

9 have risk to e)q3ort water supplies, that’s under the 9 issue Alex raised a number of times. You do a Lange,

18 Levee integrity. I think using -- putting water use 18 isolated facility, then how are you going to keep central

11 efficiency under as e chanacteristic would be a very good 11 delta water quality at a certain level. It becomes a

12 characteristic. 12 different issue.
13 i’IS. DIcPE/~K: Perhaps pant of the questions 13 ~l H/LSSELTINE: I think see.
I~ you’re bringing out is asking if between the 14 i’lR. SNOW: I think the point that Sunne
15 alternatives, and Pemer~aer the alternatives are now 15 has made of having a characteristic of trying to ~e~
16 different in theory only as the physical facilities 16 the impact of your alternative on the common progra~lls and

17 Component Of solution -- Or of alternatives, that there 17 the affect it has of tying it altogether, it’s not clear
18 is -- ue are building in a come, on progran, a co~n core 18 to me how we measure that, what the yardstick Is, but

19 of actions that would be e~edded in any alternative. 19 it’s certainly a valid point.

2~ You’re asking though if we should -- if 28 KIS. i’lcF~E/~K: I kind of sense we’ve gone

21 there is any variation between the physical faci Lities as 21 through this kind of thoroughly and we have taken 16 and
22 a part Of a solution as it relates to these common core 22 added to them. ~e’ve expanded on -- we’ve added to the

i23 elements, and it would not Just be efficient use, it 23 List in terms of the nu~oer of chanacteristics and we’ve
24 would be ecosystem enhancement, restoration enhancement. 24 also elaborated on at Least a couple to give greater

25 Could be the -- whatever else we think ~2~7of the 25
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1 What we have also asked is that for the 1 Staff so lap has not found a reason to

2 next meeting that the exBa~ole, the prototype on the 2 eliminate any through-delta transfer facility

3 matrix be brouol~t to BDAC with an exaaiPle of one or two 3 alternative. It’s conveyance facility, excuse rae. Okay.

4 of the alternatives. ~Yd that should both confirm your 4 I’B sopry, I’m stuck back in the 1960w3. ’79s.

S understanding of what we think we said. and giving S Conveyance facl lities. Eighties.

6 definition here to e)~3anding on the number of 6 rl~. SNOb/: One is technically

7 chanacteristics and the definition of them. and as well 7 through-delta.

8 as di~LaY how they would be applied. 8 IIS. IIcPF_/V~: I’m stuck.

9 If You’re comfortable with that, it’s 9 ltR. SNO~: It’s the olYe that Alex says

19 actually a very significant en~3L~t Of work YOU Just did 19 he’s not sure it is throuoh-deLta. But
11 and decisions Bade about the step nuBber two. 11 rls. ilcPF_/V~: One Is Isolated. You think
12 What we need to do is go to step number 12 2-C is through-delta.

13 one. Stuat’t. 13 1t~. SNO~: 2-C is cateoo~i;zed 8s
14 HR. PYLE: Other than the common 14 through-deltao we’re recommending that that not be

1S progrBB -- one thing or add two things? 1S analyzed separately.

16 IIS. IlcPE/V~: What I had as staging 16 HS. ItcPF_.~X: Okay. Not be analyzed

17 exl3licitLy the -- as a chaPactePistic to be evaluated. 17 separately. Okay. I’m going to turn this over to Lester

18 iYR. PYLE: Seem to me staging or that 18 In Just a~w3ment. /~d tlYerefore t~y were proposing that
19 type of thing ought to also have to do with flexibility. 19 Other alternatives of isolated, li~)re Of the isolated
29 I know you have one fLexlbi Lity of operation but whether 29 conveyance faci Lity nature be eliminated, and you can see

21 once you’re Into this thing, and somebody brought it up 21 the Peconwnendations that ane Up there.

22 this morning, once you’ve begun this plan and you go into 22 AI3d ~ Stanted with Alex saying he could

23 the adoptive program, can you think then modify this 23 Live with eliminating almost all but one of what had been

24 facility to better suit whatever you want to do in the 24 recommended by the staff.
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1 i~lS. HcPEAK: Keep in Bind that what I Was 1 rlS. rlcPEAK: ALL except the pipeline.

2 attempting to do was recognize that I thought there was 2 HR. HILDEBRAND: YeeiY.
3 Boreement that it was really a new chanacteristic that 3 HS. rlcPE/~<: Lester maybe you can comment

4 was being brought up and there were some that were 4 and better Lay this out.

5 elaborating on existing ones that we’re asking staff to 5 hR. SNOW: Actually I don’t think I can do

6 take this input and refine. 6 it better. I think it’s cleaP. I Just as I was thinking

7 So I can. at the risk of blowing it, try 7 after Lunch if I’m havino to m&ke a recoBfnendation to
8 to SUBmanize what I think has come forwaPd or we Can 8 CalFed. and I’m talking to them 6~lYat tlYe essence ofthe

8 Leave it to Lester to interpret. But do you want me to 9 8DAC opinion was about this on coanse screening and these

19 5ullmler’ize what I think we were at? No. 19 5pacific five, I would have summanized it Just the way

11 I-F3. SELKIRK: I think you Just did. 11 ALex did. TIYat’s without any further discussion.

12 ffS. ItcPE/M<: Thank you. 12 Tl~at 9D~ asked a lot of question~. Was

13 hR. SNOW: It Was a good sunw~ry. 13 very cor~erned about eliminating the pipeline at this

14 HS. I~E:PF_J~<: It Was a oood SUBmary. It 14 st~e of the pPogP~, but there seems to be some sort for

15 was okaY. Let’s rm3ve to step one if we can. ~hich is 15 eliminating the other alternatives that we had talked

16 back to are we able to narrow at all the alternatives. 16 about. So that’s -- the way Alex sumBarized it is the

17 Let me rec~wo that at that point staff is reco~nending 17 Way I would have sumBarized it without additional 8DAC

18 that all of the through delta -- these ape alternatives 18 Input. So I think J Just want to Leave It at that, 64nat
19 that turn on the transfer faci lity, On the transfer 19 ALex proposed.

29 ii~)chanism. ]]3at’s -- we sort Of all regarded that as an 20 HS. ilcPEAK: ALex had thrown in 3-1Wl~ich
21 essential Issue to be wrestled with here within BDAC 21 you h~n’t recoBn~}nded.

22 whether or not there’s going to be a transfer facility 22 P1R. HASSELTINE: ALex said oet rid of 3-1.

23 and that a pant of an alterntive and if so, how much 23 I1S. HcPE/V~: I know that. Fie said get rid

24 vapiations on that. therefore, how many alternatives to 24 of 3-1 but you didn’t recommended getting rid of 3-1.
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1 think Alex agrees with that ~nd maybe I wasn’t Listening 1 like that one.
2 clearly. Alex was taking it further to 3-I also? 2 So I think It’s a good decision f that’s
3 IdR. HILDEBRAND: Yes, I took it to 3-1 3 what we make, but there’s a good reason why it’s a
4 also. 4 general principle I think we ought to follow.
S IIR. SNOb/: That means we’re eliminating an S KIS. i’lcPEA~: So that wisdom was to that
6 entire ~pproach and I think we end up with a Little bit 6 council and wisdom sha~ed with us was to Leave that
7 of a CECIA problem with that. So { think we need to do a 7 option in the mix whether it’s good reason to Leave it in
8 Little more analYsiS before we would eliminate that. 8 the mix. Yes. Stuant.
9 rlR. HILDEBRAND: 3-1, three intakes plus 9 i~R. PYLE: I support that. That was the

11~ an isolated facility. 10 point I was making this mor~nlng that even though my folks
11 IIR. SNO~: Do I think it’s going to be a 11 at ho~e would not want to pay fop a t~o-somethlng billion
12 winner? No. But I think we need to do a Little more 12 doLLa~ pipe in the ground. I still think It needs to be
13 analysis before we would cast that one aside. 13 In there because of the environmental Impact analysis and
14 IdR. HILDEBRAND: If you change your mind, 14 the need for- the public to evaluate all the reasonable
15 you want to drop it, it’s okay with me. 15 alternatives.
16 rlS. rtcPEJ~: Let’s go back and stant with 16 fla. ItcPE~K: Is there anyone who Is in
17 where ALex has both made a recommendation and a sense the 17 major disa~reemont with the notion of Leaving It in and
18 general mood of the members of BDAC here today. 18 therefore remains a pant of the analysis?
19 And the first is, as opposed to staff 19 rlR. HASSELTINE: I°m not in major
=-I~ recommendation which was to drop 3-C, that you’re -- he’s 20 disagreement necessaniLy, but I’m curious -- It’s 3-C
-~1 proposing 3-C remain in the mix. That is the isolated 21 we’re Leaving in right?
-°2 5,~)(~(~ CfS pipeline. Roger. 22 rF3. rk3PtE/~<: 3-C, right.
_o3 tt~. STRI£LO~/: I’d like to speak to that 23 IdlY. H/LSSELTINE: ~ opposed to 3-D. ~ I
-~4 and Just put it in broader refills that may be helpful es 24 guess I’m wondering why. Not that I want to leave them
~-5 we face
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1 I know there’s a oreat natural desire to 1 itS. McPEAK: Lester.

2 want to whittle down alternatives because there’s a huge 2 i"R. SNOb/: I think the iss~, kind of the
3 variety that can be considered, but from the standpoint 3 policy discussion you ane having that I want to

4 of having a doculr~nt that will withstand scrutiny and 4 chanacterize as advice for CaLFed Subsequently is mere to

5 potential challenge 8.5 well as meet the concerns Of this 5 the issue of making sure you haven’t ruled out a pipeline

6 whole group, clearly the one thing you Want -- one of the 6 prematurely. That’s the basic discussion.

7 things you want to be most C~r’efuL about is ever 7 So that following on with CaLFed and they

8 eliminate an alternative that even anguabLy in some minds 8 agree With that, we would simoLy make sure we’re doing

9 would be a better alternative environmentally. To me 9 our analysis to cover off on the pipeline issue and to

1£) that’s kind of what the pipeline debate we had 1~] make sure we can answer questions about the pipeline and

11 ILLustrated. 11 how it can be substituted for a canal and that sort of
12 I Just thought it would be useful to 12 thing.

13 articulate that. Others may see it diferent ways, But I 13 ~/e’re Just going to make sure -- what

14 mean I’ve been involved in fact very recently in a very 14 you’re saying is advise CalFed Is don’t throw it out, you

15 analogous situation actually where all kind of trouble 1S may be sorry about that. and then we’LL need to make sure

16 anose because the people prepaning the EIS figured this 16 we’re analyzing the pipeline.

17 is clearly an envlronmontal Inferior alternative or at 17 i~S. I~IcPF_./~<: If 3-C is in then 3-D has to
18 least doest~’t offer any environn)ental advant~es at~d the 18 be in. Let ~ be cle~. If 3-C’s in, 3-D has to be in
19 very debate was over that POint, And it’s held up the 19 because the D vaniation is sin~pLy on stor~e. And we

2e project for yeans and all the things you don’t want to ;~{~ were not at this point being asked is to nanrola down any

21 have happen. ;~1 options based on storage alternatives,

2P So J think whenever there’s even a bi t of 22 i~R. ~SELTINE: ]3qat one’s easy, bu~ I’m

;~3 8t3 angurnent possible, it’s better in the long run even ;~3 glad I asked it because at Least now it’s on the r~cord.

24 though It moans a Longer document, more alternatives, to ;~4 The concerns I heand this morning about open channel
mot x n an    I f    option p peL n     d m r    d    b d    the~5 go alqead andp~lll~T~lh_~ & ~L~S~:~T~_S 1~L~’~6~-3~i~7 ’
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1 Staff’s description are these BaBe functionally equivalent 1 what you’re assuming.

2 facilities, it’s a question of which conduit you’re going 2 i’~R. FtA.SSELTINE: In theory YOU can dig the

3 to use. 3 ditch wider, in reality it would be exceedingly difficult
4 ~d they pointed out the differences in 4 to get ~oproval. But I understand this point.
5 cost and operation. Operational considerations. The 5 fiR. STRtSLOt/: That’s all.
6 environmental trade-offs were relatively minor. The 6 ldS. HcPFJM(: Alex.
7 concerns I did heBaB were RosemBaBy raised the increased 7 Fl~. HIInPRR/M~D: There’s also the
8 maintenance cost of an open channel versus a pipeline. 8 unanswered question as to {aiqether the staff design that

9 No question they’d be higher. Tiley probat)ly wouldn’t 9 they evaluatf.~:~ ~d Cost t&kes cBaBe of 8voiding ~y
1~ equal an)where close to the Increased annual costs which 10 increased flood risk during major rain storms. £/e don’t
11 would be on the order of 2{~]-plus ml llion dollars, but 11 have an alqswer to that.

1:° there would be some. 12 /~qd the question of ~,~qat you do about
13 There is the question that I heard Of 13 insL~i~ that the seep~e to dBm~ ~:~Jld indeed be
14 e;~aanda/ollity. They BaBe both ex%;eeding[y difficult to 14 controlled. So I think you have to keep the pipel|ne on

15 expand. One is slightly more difficult than the other. 15 the table for the time being. In the end I’ll be a~ainst

16 And then there were -- you know there were 16 both of them, but I don’t think YOU can tiqr(:~a out the

17 some related things. Seep~e. ~ that basis we’re going 17 pipeLir~ in favor Of the cal~al until t~e kr~)w more,

i18 to go forwBaBd with a reco~ndation that we include a 18 I~LS. i’lcF~_AK: $/e ~w:)Preciate the tolerance if
19 functionally equivalent facility that is two and a half 19 not oper~indedness. So thank you. I think we have
:o~ times mere ekpensive. I Just wBnt tO me~Ke sure I’m cleBaB 2~ concurre~e to not ~w:cept the staff recoBwiiendation to

21 on that. 21 eliminate but rather to keep the option in.

22 I’IS. ltcPEAK: Just to maybe try to further 22 Can we move now to the chain of lakes?
23 count, the function of the functionality w~ meverm.~nt 23 Staff reconwiw~nds, ALex reco~nds, that that be
24 of water, the delivery of 5,~W~ CfS. PBaBt of the debate 24 eliminated. Is there agreement BaBound the table that
25 I think mayPORTALE &g°t°the /~F:)(~(209)that functionalitY462_3377 of           121       25 that shouldPORTALE &AS OC/ATES (2~9) 46377 bethe caSe?sC°ngratulat [°ns:~-3OIkay"
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1 facilities -~ of a conveyance facility may be more 1 So that is not an option that Will be

2 dimensional than simply the movemont of a given ~ount of 2 further evaluated. That was as close to unanimous,’as you
3 water. So the issue -- 3 ceiq get. I’m going to grab It.

4 ~. IJ,~SSELTINE: I understand perceptions 4 rR. HASSEELTINE: I didn’t follow the --
S BaBe real important here. 5 well, go

6 IriS. ;1cPE/~(: But on the question of if you 6 IriS. I~cPI~/M(: $/e’re going to move to 2-C on

7 BaBe looking at si~oly what conveyance facility can move 7 the moltiple delta inta~Kes. Is that wIqat you were going

8 5,~£]{~ cfs based on what we were given, staff stipulated 8 to ask about? Okay, Eric, go at~ead.

9 to the fact it would be ~ low ~ -- it could be off as 9 VR. H~M_L: Yes. Lester, I didn’t really

1l~ r~Jch as 1~ Percent too high or 35 percent too low. 1{] understalqd What you 5aid there about the importance of

11 There’s vBaBiation of ~s percent In these figures at this 11 keeping that in. Bec~Jse the chain of lakes is

12 point on COSt projections. They came up with that 12 distinctly different than anything else, too, in a Way.

13 cor~BaBJson. I’m going to get Roger" and then Alex. 13 tlS. I~CF~_AK: Functionally it’s an ~solated

14 rlR. STELO$/: To rae, Steve, the real catch 14 facility. Excuse me. C~3

15 here Is that you described It -- for exBaB~PLe, the 15 I-R. SNO$/: Tinere BaBe clemently two

16 environ~ntal irr~oact between the two options as being 16 alternatives that have ~ tbeir bi~sic concept moltiple

17 quite minor. I tend to agree with that, but I can see a 17 diversion points to be able to use real tl~ monitoring

18 pretty cogent BaBgument being made to the contrary. /V~d 18 and move your" diversions BaBouf~l the delta. ~ that

19 if you leave out the option that could be ~w~gued to be 19 2-C and 3-1.
;°~i mere than modestly preferable environll~ntally, you have 2~:1 /~d what we have Looked at is that
21 pipelines underground, you don’t have as much impact, you 21 Just doesn’t hold up as a standaLone. ~ld slr~ze We have

;~2 can’t -- maybe the ease of expansion is in fact quite a 22 one that’s similBaB Like 3-1, all the analysis we need to

23 bit greater at [e~t with an unlined canal, there could 23 do to have a comolete CEQA-NE~OA documont we can do (4{thin
:°4 be a pretty strong argument that the environmental 24 3-1o so we’d Just as soon get rid of 2-C.

Dr n t*iqg25 impacts reallyare mered/fferent, more disparate than 25 POf~~le~TALE & ~3SOC/TEs°P°SedAQQ[( {~9)42-37792Biqea(:I6an¢3ge " rid
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1 of 3-1. We haven’t h~d this kind of detailed discussion 1 should build that Into the option and note that.

2 on staff, but I’m concerned if we eliminated both of the :~ You make pick InfoP~tion somewhere else,

3 multiple diversion approaches at this point that maybe 3 but there’s somewgat of a level of discomfort with that

4 we’re a Little on SOft 9round. 4 high of diversion at Hood on this option.

5 MR. I-~LL: If we compared 3-1 in cost to 5 rl~. pyIl:: I think lower sizes should be
6 3-C or 3-D whichever one -- wouldn’t it be significantly 6 considered at all those diversion points.

7 greater since we took out others because of those high 7 MS. Mc~: Alex.

8 costs? Why wouldn’t we Just take these out? 8 MR. HIInEBRAND: If you’re going to Leave

9 MR. SNOb/: Only when functionally 9 it in I’d to ~sk you a question about it. S,I;~l CfS on

1~i equivalent. Tl~en 3-1 picks up all of the concepts of 10 the San Jo{~:~uin River is usually more than the flou of

11 2-C. 2-C does not pick UP all the Concepts 3-1. 11 the river. You’re going to be sucking water upstream

12 MR. H~J_L: Functionally equivalent before 12 from the Stockton sewer plant and ship channel and all

13 though was ba~lcally delivering certain amount of water 13 that stuff. Why is that So good?

14 in a certain Way. right? 14 11S. IIcPEN<: It’s not. Go ahead.

15 ;dR. SNOW: And basically where It’s 15 MR, SNOW: I don’t know that It Is good,

16 diverted from and whether you’re able to screen. 16 Alex.

17 ~. ;IcPE~(: So staff recommendation is 17 ri~, HILDEBRAND: It seems to me you can

18 3-1 be Left in and not eliminated. That’s what I’m going 18 throw that one out now.
19 to ask if we can Live with. Stuart. 19 I~i~. SNOb/: We may have somsbody here that

20 DR. PYLE: On 3-1, is there a cor~panion in -~0 can 5peak better to the concept of this but I think

21 a has a smaller isolated facility that goes all the way -~1 it’s -- a lot Of the alternatives we put toget~r we kind

2P up to Flood? Do you have it on 3-1 with 1S,0~ CfS _~2 of got out of our" intensive scoping and WOr’k~op ~ocess

23 intake? I wondered why you didn’t do that with 5,0Ze. _~3 and people C~ up with ideas. This one’s based anound
24 Seems to me the inflexibility you may not need 1S,~0 at ,~4 real time monitoring where you see you have fish in tl~e

:~5 all times ’ fpYOU’PeoRTALE & ASSO ,ATES (20)462- 377tryingct°J°ckeygan°und:3the small
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1 fish. 1 intake, That’s a valid concept. I think what you’re

2 MR. SNOW: I think we’re modeling that one 2 pointing out is some of the mechanics of where you do it.

3 with 15,{~0 which could mean as you analyze you could 3 DR, HILDEBRAND: It’s im~re than mochanics,
4 make assumptions about smaller diversions at that point. 4 it’s a question of whether they’re living in the real

5 But we’re ,~3deLing the high end Of it and you Can go down S world wl~en they think that’s a good idea.

6 from there. 6 ~. MCPFJ~(: Even during bad yeans there’s

7 I~R. PYLE: So Leaving in 3-1 means you’re 7 S,~ cfs for maYbe 48 hours, 78 hours on a big storm.

8 leaving in the variety of sizes that are up to there. 8 rl~. HI InEBR/V~D: Occasionally, yes.

9 MR. SNOW: Yes, I think that’s the proper 9 i’lS. rlcPF_AK: Yes, that’s --
10 way to Look at it at the Programmatic level. 10 ~. HILDEBRAND: Why do we analyzYse

11 MS. McPEAK: Roberta. 11 Something that can only function occasionallY? Very

12 ~. B~OVO: Going back to Stuart’s 12 occasionally? And which would have bad effects on the

13 question, does It mean you analyze a 5,0~e cf5 screening 13 hydra~Jlics of the system south of the central delta.

1~ take up at F~3od? Is it 1S, 15, IS all over Or is it S, S 1~ MS. MCFhSJ~<: I’m getting signals now from

1S oP 10 or is there a variation? 1S the ~Jdlence and body langu~e from staff. So I don’t

16 MR. SNOW: I guesss I’m not sure ho~ we’d 16 know if there’s voting going on here.

17 break that one down. From other alternatives we will be 17 MS. BK~gCKBANK: Speak up.
18 evaluating the 5,~ cfs screen diversion at ~od. And 18 MS. Mc~: Let’s try to define it.

19 the impacts with 5,Z~ cfs canal. We’re picking up all 19 ~1~. HI LDESRANO: We were trying to cut

~0 those impacts from other alternatives and we’Ll have that 20 down on t~ work Of the staff to analyze So many silly

~1 information. 21 ide~.

£2 MS. HcPEAK: What I’m hear in9 is general 22 DIS. McPFJM(: Let’s get Steve and then Dick

~3 concurrence to go with 3-1. ~ith advice to staff that if 23 if you want to can Cool,ant I’LL bring it back to Lester.

~4 you have other Ways of modeling a stage or a Lower Level 24 There’s general concurrence I want to
be r I get S m~en& ~SOCI~E~ (~8~ 462-3~7~ yOU 25 summarize ~N~AL£ & A~80~f~i (~N| 4~-~Y~ this Sort
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1 of approach be analyzed in order to have the fullest 1 the more real world situation.

2 range in the EIR/EIS and we’re accepting your caution. 2 MS. Mc~: Roberta.
3 "ll~ere’s a Lot OF concern with the reality 3 ~. BO!~tZ~:)NOVO: My questi~ Hen we heard

4 of the size of the intakes and the upper end of the 4 that the most efficient screens are 3,~ cfs. it’s never
5 larger intake. So you need to build that into your 5 appeared in any Of the alternatives. Ai-e yl~J going to

6 assess~w~nts. Steve. 6 Look at 3.~ cfs especially with B~JLtipLe intakes?
7 DR. HALL: I won’t defend or speak to the 7 I meal~ when there wE~ the discussion of

8 precise numbers on that overheEKI Alex. and I certainly 8 trucking fish. as soon as you hear trucking fisl~ that

9 won’t debate with you how much water might be avaiLe~z)le 9 can’t be best for them to put them in a truck oP
19 in the SEa’} Joapuin. But the concept needs to be studied 1~ into the pipe and dump them out sollw~where.

11 fop a couple of reasons. 11 So I think that’s very ir~po{’tant In
12 First ~Pe th~ ~ isolated fEiLitY, ~re 12 ~aLYZing these alternatives.
13 th~ ~Y through delta option that I have seen presented, 13 ~. SN~: I ~Pee.

1~ multiple diversion points ~e considered biologically to 14 ~. ~: In let, Tom h~ brought that

15 be the best Way to 8void fishery i~ts. 15 up t~ice ~out 3.~ cfs c~Eity 8t the l~ end
16 ~d the second is -- gets to the point 16 isolated fEilitY. I noted that h~e. 1 thi~ that h~
17 Roger StPeLow made a ~nt ago Nhich is. you don’t w~t 17 to be dealt with ~d Eknowledoed In the envi~on~ntel
18 to e~lude 8t that Juncture ~y vi~le alternative. I 18 work. You h~ So~ ~sweP before When I Paled this. I
19 think this is sound concept. It’s a little e~ensive, 19 c~’t re~r what it w~.
2~ ~d ~ you Pointed out it’s not co~[eteLy work~le in ~e ~. SN~: 5,~ is related to t~ kind of
21 the NaY it’s been presented. But I don’t think it’s at ~1 the total urb~ c~Eity that’s NhePe that CO~S loom.

~ all f~ fetched to believe So~ version of this could ~2 ~S. ~E~: ~a~*s right.

23 m~e it. ~3 ~. HI~R~O: You will be ~re~ln9
24 ~. HI~R~O: ~ith much Lower nu~ers. ~ ~re of the flow of the S~ Jo~uJn R{ver there, how

. HAL ¯ P rh s x. ’t debate ~5 you going tOp~O~T~ & ~ ~ A~S~I/~ (~)2~ ~b_~gb6~ 3377 flow25
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1 that with you. 1 carrying them away? ~�’e you going to pipe them all over
2 MR. HILDEBRAND: I think you merely throw 2 way down to the central delta or something?

3 B~4ay the possibility of its ever being chosen by PUtting 3 ~. SNO!J: We’re not trying to sell this

4 up that kind of numbers. ~ alternative. That’s real important. What we’re trying

5 DIE;. McPE~: We’ve already said that Lower S to do now is decide ones we cei~ get rid of without either

6 ranges need to be Looked at. Lester and then Roberta. 6 NEPA-CEQA Jeopardy and ones we had need to do ilw~re work

7 Dl~. SNOW: Steve already kind of answered 7 on.
8 the question I Wanted to ask al:)out overall feeling of 8 I thir~k there’s number of alternatives
9 this alternative. 9 we’re carrying forward that will be too expensive or have

19 I guess then I want to respond to Alex a 19 problems with it, but we need to analyze It and verify

11 little bit in that in all of these options where we’re 11 that they are problems with it.

12 analyzing high ranges such as storage Of 6.7 million acre 12 D~S. Mc~: The concensus is this one
13 feet, we’re not locked into that higher level. You Look 13 remains in this approach stipulating to the fact that the

14 at that for" YOUr maxiB~Jm i r~3act and you can work your way 14 lower volumes Of intake need to be really exBmir~)d.

15 down to more appropriate levels of storage, rm3pe 1S Hany.
16 appropriate Levels Of volume. 16 itS. SELKIE: I have another qL~Stlon.

17 And it’s important on isolated facility. 17 DIS. IlcPF__J~K: I Was about to move this to
18 we discussed this probably over a year ago° but we’re 18 the Last option, the last alternative that Was

19 analyzing 15.~9 Cfs and S.9~W2I cfs. That does not mean 19 recommended for I guess elimination here. That was -- is

2~ those are the only two choices we can make if we provide 2B this on this ship channel? That one [s reco~nded for

21 with an isolated facility. You can look at a 19, Look at 21 not further consideration. HarY You have another
22 a 3. "[here’s a Lot of flexibility. 22 question?

23 We’re trying to nail the impacts 23 MS. SELKIRK: I’ll wait until after.
24 associated with it so we still have the Flexibility 8s we 24 HS. MCF~rJM(: Is there anyone here who

h o t{on h     rem n i h    xthi dlf i i an s25 get into ~t~A~ ~ ~C~ t~BB) 4~2-~ to meet 139 25 thinks that I~A!~ ~ AS~O~Y~ES (B~) ~6~-§3~ for 132
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1 analysis? Thinking that it should remain in mix does not 1 with you on accept 4th and say here’s additional analysis
2 mean that you support it, 2 that’s taken place since the July meeting. But at this
3 I ~ seeing no body Language that suggests 3 point, this is the List that kind of went through our"
4 that you think it should remain in. ~’e you comfortable 4 process and what resulted from it.

5 taking the staff recommendation that it not be further 5 MS. SELKIF~<: Okay.

6 considered? (:}kay. Then there’s concurrence that that 6 rLS. McPF_J~<: Roger.
7 not be further considered. 7 MR. FONTES: ALternative 3-G deciding to
8 I think we’ve worked through the task that 8 eliminate the ship chanr~L alternative, 3-G, the staff

9 Wi~.s given to us fop this agenda with respect to step one 9 recon~l~endatic~ dealt with the alternative there 8s
1~ and step two, that is, narrowing down options and Looking 1~ alternate 3-B. 3-B is the canal. I guess the

11 at the distinguishing characteristics, okay. Mary and 11 cL~rification I’m Looking for in not deciding to
12 then Roger. 12 eliminate the pipeline, in essence now ~ ~nt from 3
13 MS. SELl<IRK: My question is this, and 13 isolated possibilities, Ship channel, pipeline, and canal
14 It’s c~used me some confusion that I think 85 Tom raised 14 to two. The Canal and pipeline, is that it?
15 very early on, we’ve been I think trying to evaluate both 15 ivR. SNOt/: Right.

16 a Process and also some specific examples that for which 16 MR. FONTES: OKay. Thank you.
17 the process W85 used. 17 MS. I~cP~: We have a c~Le more items
18 Now this is not the sum total of the 18 that we’re going to take up but also a request fo~" public
19 alternatives that are going to be screened and eliminated 19 comment on the detailed water analysis, the detailed

2~ according to this step one process ~ I not right? That 2~ evaluation. Linda Cole with the Valley Water Protection
21 if we’re going -- if you’re going to be winnowing 17 down 21 Association. Linda, do you want to comment now on the

22 through 6 through 1~ ~’ve only dealt with 4 or 3 here. 22 detailed evaluation? You also have a c~rd in on
~3 I’d Like to know what the process will be ~3 aSSL~ances in.
24 to inform or bring forwEd to BD/~ t~ remainder -- what 24 tlS. CDLE: I would Like to Just make one
25 I would haVepoRTPJ_EPreferPed/& ASSOCIATEsthink wouLd(2eg)be~62_3377to have seen
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1 today the anray of the either/or, the functional groups 1 ItS. McPE/~K: Sure, come forward please. I

2 and the alternatives that you all have been considering 2 let you know when it’s three minutes. ~ ahead.
3 in addition to these. It would have helped me I think to 3 MS. COUP: I appreciate the f~ct that BDAC

4 understand more of the process. 4 members recognize that there were assumptions that were

5 But that aside, could YOU say a Little bit 5 worked into these Processes that hadn’t been fully

6 Lester eibout how there will be BDAC input if at all if 6 developed or disclosed in the information.

7 now you have a sense that there’s general agree~nt with 7 ~d those assumptions have our grouo very

8 the two-step narrowing then does that mean that the 8 Concerned bec~Jse 85 you go through, every discussion

9 council will be presented with the final list next -- of 9 that you have talks ~bout the water users, the people who
1~ the next meeting or in October I don’t know what the time 1~ are going to be using this water, this new water.
11 is. 11 there’s never a discussion about the sOL~ce areas.
12 MR. SNO~: Let me start with that this is 12 So without having disclosure mbout the

13 the list 85 we know it today. We haven’t come here with 13 assur~otions that are going to be used for cost analysis,

1~ a Partial List. We’ve COme here with all the ones we’ve 1~ we’re left wondering where is our protection. Wl~ere is

1S worked through and have shared with the CalFed agencies. 15 the reli adility protection, where Is the cost protection

16 The member agencies of CaLFed. 16 for source areas.

17 We have challenged the CalFed agencies to 17 ;~ ey~rr{)Le would Just be the discussion

18 kind of ~o through their own thought process to see if 18 about the pipeline and the costs involved there. ~d if

19 there’s other ones. So we still have them to co~ back 19 you build bridges to do open canals, then the cost for

~ to us and Say we think 4-X fits your criteria. /~d 2e maintaining those bridges would be at the Source

~1 that’s not a good one either. 21 counties. If you take extra Land out of production for

~2 Should that happen, then we’ll apprise 22 right of Ways, the Lost tax base may be to the source

23 CaLFed that this is -- the input we got from BDAC, we 9or 23 counties.
24 these from CalFed agencies, we think they fit the S~ ~4 So these are all concerns that we in the

85 n o    tot n    on25 criteria. /~)R{~N we’ ri h k n hare it ~5 source countl~T~[j~ $ ~S~3I~E~ (~) 46~-337~ ’t Just
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1 take the Perspective of what are we going to do with this 1 again a very brief overview. ~/e have a two Stab process

2 new water. 2 In the technical evaluation that’s going to occur in

O 3 And then additionally the rush to come up 3 August and September.

4 with these conclusions. The idea that we want to 4 First ~e have technical review parcels that

5 slml3lifY the alternatives or eliminate son~} of them So 5 will be doing the actual Scoring of the proposals.

6 that we can speed up the process Of analysis. ~4~ain, if 6 we’LL probably have raultlple panels that will be

7 You can’t fully develop all of the alternatives for 7 Segregated by topic and probably geoorao~nlcal area to

8 evaluation, how safe ~e we going to be? So again comes 8 evaluate a manaoeadle number of proposals by that one

9 the question of why do we have this deadline of 1998? 9 panel.

1{~ Thank you. 1(~ Then we have an Integration panel that’s

11 i’IS. IJcF~E/~<: That You Linda. ~/e have 11 Biota the bigger picture perspective, then taking the

12 actually -- I think Lester thinks gone through a 12 recoral~endati~s and the scoring from the indlvi(~Ja~L,

13 discussion of trade-offs and alternatives. Do you all 13 panels arid PULLing it into here’s what the Pec~nded

14 have any further Questions ~3out tPade-offs? If you do 14 pa£kage

15 I’LL Wait until he comes back. Go 81~ead Lester. 15 Then, ~ain, that will Come to the
16 IdR. SNOb/: I Just want to stand back here. 16 ecosystem round table, subsequent to that to BDAC, and

17 rlS. HcPF_J~<: Let me ask that question. 17 then the CaLFed policy group.

18 Let me see if maybe while You’re thinking about that. the 18 FrobabLy the mast ir&oortant thing that’s

19 restoration coordination pPogr~ update, is Jeff here to 19 surfaced in the ecosystem round table is wl~at the

P8 do that report for us? Jeff, you’re ready, you’re on. 28 ecosystem round tadles role is in this process ~ what

:~1 I~IR. PHIPPS: O!<ay. Is this on great. Kay 21 it has been. Ue’ve been working very close with the

P2 Hansel is taking 8 well-deserved break with her fal~li Ly 22 ecosystem round table and identifying the process,

P3 while we have a semi-lull and so that’s why I’m 23 defining the priority species defining the criteria that
:~4 presenting this today. 24 would be used to ~lect the proJects.

25 The restoration coordination program has 25
PORTALE & ~SOCIATES (209) 462-3377 137 PORTALE:e&hAGsOC/AES(289)462-3377 139
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1 two purposes, much narrower than the conversation you’ve I we determined that we’re under contract Law on this and
2 been asking. It’s focused on initiating the nean term 2 so we have to retain some -- we can’t publish everything,

3 implementation activities for environmental restoration. 3 so there’s been some concern on some round table ~mbers
4 And it’s also -- and not independent with that it’s 4 that they are not having as much i rlput as they’d like on
5 res43onsible for trying to coordinate the various funding 5 the proposal5 because we wil! not been adLe to divulge

6 and i n~3Lel~ntation activities. 6 information on the proposals until a final selection

7 So what I’ll give you an up date on is on 7 made.

8 those two activities. The first being the RF3~ that was 8 So what we will be bringing to the
9 re Leased in mid June six-weektuPn around, geek from 9 ecosystem round tad Le as well as to BDAC is a ~Jmmary of

18 Yesterday wi LL be when the proposals are due. ~e expect 18 the nature of the proposal packable. It it won’t be wI3at
11 hundreds, ge know there’s a flurry of activity out there 11 proposals but it Will be so.thing, and we haven’t

12 so we’re going to be very busy in the month Of August. 12 finalized it. but something to the extent that there will

13 That’s when we’ll be initiating the proposal evaluation 13 be five million dollars of screening on the Sacramento

14 by the technical review panel5 in the month of August in 14 River. But we won’t say. we can’t say what projects

15 early September. Probably in the middle of September it 15 those are.
16 will 9o back to the ecosystem round table as well as then 16 ge may say there’s riparian habitat five

17 come back to this group. 17 mi llion dollars on the Sacramento corridor five mi ILion
18 ~hat we’ll be providing you {s a summary, 18 dollars in the bay delta or in the estuary et cetera. So

19 and I’LL be talking about this Later, but a summary of 19 we’ll be summanizing it in more general terms without

28 the recommended packages from the evaluation, And that 28 getting Into the actual proposals.
21 will be in mid September, early October. 21 The way that you will be mble to provide

22 Then it will go from this group if it’s 22 input is to Look at that blend and Look at the assumption

23 8~reed on that it will go forward, then we’LL go to the 23 that the integration panel used in coming up with [hat

24 CaLFed policy group in mid October. 24 blend and Say, "gell, that Just doesn’t seem right.

mor r n r desirableerm h va tion pr as,
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1 need to have more work in San Joa~uin." g(" we should 1 I~R. IZIIlRIAN: Under Identified @aps, I

2! hold off on spending all 7~] mi LLion of this a~d hold a 2) a~sumo that’s gaps between p~oposaLs you’ve received and

3 reserve of PIll million and only spend SO miLLi~. So 3 identified needs fop projects? If you when yo~ find
4 we’ LL probi~3ly have a range of p~ck~es for you to 4 these gaps, what wI lL you do then?

5 comment on. 5 rt~. i~HlghoS: That would be the focus -- if

6 In a nutshell that’s the Rk-F) proce~ and 6 we do have gaps in proposals not coming in to be aple to
7 I’d be glad to answer any questions. I have one more 7 fi LL what we believe ~e needs, that would be ir~)u~ to
8 viewgraph I Wanted to talk about with coordination. 8 the subsequont round of ~. ~/e’re e)q)ecting another

9 ("~S. I~cF~.~k:: i’m sorry, ALex, 9 ~ round p~oba/oly in ear’Ly Janua~-y and we’d prob~Ly

1(2) IdR. HILDEBR~M~ID: I’m not cLe8~ on if we 1£) take a mo~e focused approi-:)ch on that RFP round to
11 can’t look at individual proposals, how we find OUt 11 specifically fill in those gaps.

1;) whether, fop exail)PLe, there’s a proposal that would be 12) i~L~. I1cP~E/~<: Lester.
13 great for haOItat and terrible for flood control, 13 i~R. SNOW: I’d Like to add a Little to
14 something Like that, 14 that in terms of tho gaps. There’s also a concept if you
IS rl~. PHIPPS: ~/hat we’re doing in the 15 go back to somo of tho material we put together" ~ the

16 review panels, that will be their responsibility. 16 round t~ble process, ~ h~;I a term called directed,
17 rtR, HILDE]~R/~ND: ~/hat people on the review 17 progrg(llS. That w~Jld be bdlore we go through an effort
18 panel who 8r’e worried ghoul flood control. To use my 18 Like this and there’s something that Reods to take place,

19 example, 19 ycu don’t get R~--Ps arid maybe yo~J Just ~n’t have

2~) rR. PHIPPS: One of the criteria of the PO people to do, it yc~J actually direct s~t~3dy to go do
2)1 review panel is consistency with other CaLFed policies :)1 it. Or you simoLy ~ed It d~.
2)2 and objectives. So flood control Levee stabi lity, it ;)2) i’laybo determi~ you need additional

2)3 would have to be consistent with that, So we’ll score :)3 habitat restored right r~)xt to a wildlife refuge. Rather
2)4 proposals for consistency. So we’LL be using CaLFed 24 than fishing for" Rk--Ps for somel:~3dy to do it, you simoLy
2)5 staff to evB~XL~h~t~ssOCIATES 12~91 462-3377

141 :)5 say go go ex~A~a~ ~?A~ ?~9Y~6~-~7tO It. It143
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1 rlR. HILDEBRAND: A~’e these proposals all 1 would Just be one example. So I think that’s something

2) in the dells or some of them L~)stream? ~ that you’LL see us try to do in the next round is ,have a
3 IdR. PHIPPS: I ex~)ct many of them will be 3 category of directed progr~(lls to cover those kinds of

4 upstream! as well. 4 issues,
5 IdR. HILDEBRAND: So it may not be Just a 5 i’IS. it:E/M<: Stuart.
6 matter of Levee preservation, it would be a matter of 6 ~. PYLE: ~fhat do y~ do to Coordinate or

7 whether the C~acity Of the runway ~ being impaired or 7 make sure you’re not tripping over other progr~ going

8 not. Just to continue with that examole, I don’t Illogn 8 (!~rlead under the FF~°categ~’y three, et cater’8.

9 to make that an element issue. 9 i’t~. P(-IIF~OS: Tt~at is my noxt flowchant,

le i~R. PHIPPS: One of the other things is le G~eat timing. One of the things arid this has been

11 even though a proJect is approved it still has to go 11 especially my involvement bec(~Jse I’ve been involved with

1~ through N~A~CEQA. If there is an i moact on the upstre~ 1~ the CVPIA on behalf of tho Stakeholders is finding a way

13 flood plain, that would be -- the Opportunity would be to 13 to coordinate ~ m~ke sure that decisions ar’e m~de
14 go through the NEPA-CEQA and comment on that at that 14 almost Jointly.

15 time. That is the other opportunity. 15 So what we’re talking about here is we

16 I1R. HILDEBRAND: /k~e they going to go 16 have an integration parleL that we’re going to be using os

17 through a full progPolll or Just slap out a fonzy some 17 p~t of this I~cP process, ge’ve been talking, ~ both
18 weekend and gO ahead and do it? 18 Lester and F~3ger are sLLOportlve of that s~ inteor’ation

19 fIR. PHIl: All these projects will be 19 panel that would be make decision on the category three

20 required to CO(l~oly with all the laws and regulations. ~ ~ could be making the decision on the CVPIA projects.
:)1 Now I would hope they would be adequate to cover any of ~1 Those projects ane directed prog~’~rllS so it

:)2) your concerns e~ld any other public concerns. ~2) really l~eLps ~hat Lester was talking obout In terms of if

23 (~IR. HILDEBRAND: ~ell I have no Confidence ~3 there’s a gap from the proposals we Can use CVPIA ~o go

:)4 in that. ~4 out and Say we need to fill in this.
25

PoR~S.EttCPE/~K: Richar’d and then Stewa(’t
~5
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1 be reviewing the proposals together with CVPIA. 1 monies.
P DIS. tlcPSJ~K: Go ahead, Stuart. Beca~Jse I 2 Now tt~ere may aL~ ~ projects that come

3 have some questions on this too. 3 into category three that may not make the cut. ~/e may

4 MR. PYLE: ~/ho makes the final decisions 4 have So many good projects we C~¢l’t fund them all under

5 on the programs? 5 categorY, three. That then ~uLd be another oppor’tunl t~,

6 DIR. PHIl: CalFed m~neLqement, right? 6 to have those proJects looked at see if tl3ey neat goals

7 I’~. SNOb/: If I could give First the most 7 of CVPIA ~nd ~ co~ld full>’ lurid sorf~ of those under the

8 Legal answer to it 8rid that would be under Prop :3~, the 8 8nato~ fish proofs111.

9 responsibility for administer’lng ~nd distributing the 9 ]?le point here that I think we’re tr~,ing

10 funds under cateooPY three is the secretary for 10 to work out with Jeff and others is to get this dialogue

11 resources. 11 in comn~Jnication and coordination going so we’re

1;3 "r~le process that has been developed is 1;~ essentially working off (:~3e ecosyster~ sheet 8s we ~i3

13 that the secretE), Of resources wi[L receive a 13 make the decisions.
14 recomm~ndation from CalFed management. CaLFed management 1~, But there is CVPIA money that’s already

15 will have received a recomfnendation from the round table 15 been collected that I imagine will be comlllltted in this

16 and BD~. 16 first round on category three. And then followino rounds

17 It’s that type of buildi-n, but the 17 will have the sarr~} thing.

18 ultimate responsibility Lies with the secretary of 18 DIS, rlcF~.,~,: Is 14 million Lost, can it
19 resources. /~’ld under the current Language of the 19 been retreived?
;)1~ appropriation on the Federal side the responsibility Lies _~(~ D1R. PA~ON: TI3e 14 million discussion
21 with the secretar’y Of interior and we have envisioned a _~1 all has to do with ’98 Funding. ]]3e 14 million really

2;~ simile process there. .~2 deals with whether or" not we should set asi(:~} at this
23 DIS. rlcP~: Could I follow-up on Stuart’s _~3 time 14 million dollans for future dry year acquisitions.

;~4 question about the coordination with all the other -~4 It’s really that activity that if we don’t

_~5 oat the mone~ J~t’~f°reg°nelat th~s-t;|me~P-~lQt7°therPORTALE & /~SSOC ATES (~l~9|4 337 on25 efforts andPORTALE AS 0 [ATES (2 9) ~i9 ~337actuaLLy&aSksacquesti°n13g°ing2bsck7t° the
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1 earlier discussion that Tom had with Jason ove~ 14 1 the g~ound habitat kind of things in ’98. That’s the

2 million but I heard that there’s sorp~thing on the order 2 discussion that’s going on wlth the committees. And

3 of perhaPs 3~, 4~ million in the restoration fund yet to 3 whether it’s Lost or not we don’t know yet,

4 be obligated. 4 DIS. ItcPF_/~(: Really, I actually th~ght 14

5 Tell me how this c8{I be done quickly. We 5 million had already been collected.

6 ~aY have several Potential projects that both are 6 MR. PATtERS(iN: This is 1998. No, the 14
7 triggered by or proposed through if ~ process or 7 million Jason and Tom were talking about this morning is

8 suggest themselves beca~Jse of the I~h=P process where they 8 a proposed cut in the ’98 appropriations that would be

9 are directed funds, it you know seems Just almost 9 collected in the ’98 water Year. Starts in Harch. Okay?

le incomprehensible that money will have been collected from 1~ So it’s not’ CUt in ’97 which we’re in
11 CVP users and then sort of go into the whole OF the 11 now. That money has already been appropriated, has been

12 federal government and not be credited back to the 1~ built into the water and 1:~3wer rates and is I:~ing

13 environment. ~hat can be done here? (~JickLy. By the 13 collected this year. It’s a decision on 1998.

14 end of the fiscal year. I guess that’s a trigger point. 14 ~S. ItcPFJ~(: I didn’t L~qderstand it that

15 Lester then oP Roger. 15 way. Tom.

16 rt~. PATTERSON: TI3is is in phrases. Tl3ere 16 I-1R. GR~: I haven’t figured out this 14

17 have been collections made into the restoration fur~3 and 17 million yet, but isn’t it the case that 14 million is

18 I would e~q~eft, as we saw last year, some of the 18 being carried over from ’97 to ’98 and the rationale, not

19 proposals that come in On category three will have as 19 that Sounding on the part of the elppropriators, is .hey,

~ pet of their funding package both CVPIA funding and a 2~ we’ve got the 14 mi lllon From last Year So -- wl31ch

~1 request for category three funding. ~1 wasn’t really E~Jthorized So we’re cutting 14 million out

~2 ~e’ve had several proJects in the past ~2 of ’98.

~3 that have been funded Jointly. So part of this 23 DR. PATTE]~SON: But that 14 million would
24 integration activity would be to get sign-off from those 24 then be to i lll3tement the program in ’98 that was proposed

25 of US in nterlorthat have CVPIA for those cost share 25 and you wouldthennothave114milLJon Set_aside for
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1 ~:quisltlon. That would be the net effect for ’9B. 1 wanting to coordinate with Four- F~Jmps, Tracy, also

2 You carry it over because it’s available 2 NitwiFf and some o? the work that they’re dolno at ~rant

3 in ’97, spend it on what you hab planned to do in ’98, 3 pro~’~ because again, we all have this common ecosystem

~ net result, you don’t have the set a~lde rl~3ney. 4 that we’re trying to work to and the purpose of this

5 DIS. BORGG£~OVO: So you don’t have the 5 pr-ografn is to coordinate. Af~d I won’t go through these

6 reserve. 6 things but these are the kinds of things we’re trying to
7 I1R. PATTERSON: Right. You wouldn’t have 7 coordinete.

8 the 14 million in this water acquisition reserve. That 8 ~/e’re also going to ~ setting up -- well,

9 would be the net effect. 9 we’ve already set up a time to meet with some of the key
1~ llS. BORGONOVO: Long-range planning. 1{~ players in terms of, okay, this is about funding, what

11 Dl~. GR/M:F: You’ve got 14 million going 11 about coordination and some of the implementation

12 over to ’98 that’s set ~side. The appropriators are 12 ~v3tivities, some of the reporting, the data b~e, the

13 saying you didn’t properly tell us about that, So we’re 13 monitoring, D~3w can we better coordinate.
14 going to take that money, spend it on the rest of the 14 I know that’s pant of the ERr9 program as

15 CVPIA function, and we’re going to deduct 14 mi LLion from 15 well. ~/e’re Just trying to get a head start and having

16 the ’98 ~propriation that otherwise would have been set 16 that diaLog~ nc~a to help the ~ with that kind ~f

17 aside for the drought reserve. 17 coordination as well.
18 MS. DtcPE/~(: if they do that then the CVP 18 I’E~. DIcPFJM<: ~’ty further questions for
19 users are saying, the water agencies are saying, then 19 Jeff? The bottom line is try to coordinate all this
PI~ don’t collect that because you’re not going to allow it _~ Lester. (]kay. Then we’re onto Work group reports. ~/e
21 to be spent on any CVPIA purpose. _~1 have first up finance Eric.

22 MR. GR~: They haven’t quite said it -~2 I~R. LANDOr/SKI: I submitted a Public
23 Yet, but they are threatening to say it. -~3 comll~nt card.
24 i’IS. McPEAK: Unless we can -- they are _~4 11S. DlcPE~K: I know that. I’m sorr,yf you
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1 collect it, but if we can figure out how to use it, that 1 MS. rtcPEAK: What is your -- are you on

2 I thought Jason answered my question that they would be 2 this matter? Okay. I’m sorry. Very good.
3 Cooperative. 3 MR. L~NDO~/SKI: My concern is that ~he

~ MR. GRAFF: You’re right on the second 4 handing out this money 5 mi LLion dollars for acquisition

S point. On the first point we are trying to persuade them 5 as the staff person alluded to essentially without any

6 that it would be a mistake to try to not have the federal 6 public exposure, because the public won’t be allowed to

7 government collect the money anyway because from an 7 see what the proposal is until it’s been 813proved,

8 overall point of view assuming -- congress is going to 8 essentially preJudices the NEPA-CEQA process.

9 aLmest surely e~DpropPiate 5~ million additional money in 9 These -- part of NEPA-CEQA is a pu~)Lic
1~ taxpayer dollars to California for environmental 10 disclosure before a decision is made. ~z~d if you decide

11 purposes. 11 to spend S mi LLion dollars say buy Land or whatever, how
1~ So there’s -- you could view that 1~ 1~ do ~ou know ~13ere the Li~i-~J’5 going to be bought, h3w can
13 million ~ being part Of that 5~ million to 12e mi LLion 13 you coml1~nt on it, and once tl’~} money’s given out the dye

14 contribution, and it would be viewed I think in the 14 Is sort of cast.
15 public’s terms if they get the 14 million back 85 15 The other concern is that the answer to
16 substituting public money for user fee mean which would 16 that is whatever is going to be done with the 7~ million

17 be a big mistake. 17 dollars is covered because it’s cogl~on to all

18 I don’t think ultimately the public will 18 alternatives. But those alternatives have not been
19 buy that. Particularly if we’re Looking at a long term 19 revealed to the public, so we don’t know what those

£e financing packE~ae that’s going to have all these 20 alternatives are exactly going to be. A~d also those

~1 elements: State, federal, and user. ~1 alternatives could vary based on your decision where You
~2 DIS. HcPEAK: Further comments on this 22 put these pipelines, where you put these canals. That’s
~3 presentation? 23 going to decide where you’re going to r~ed to restore
£4 i’tR. PHIPPS: Let me Just add one thing. 24 habitat, et cetera.

wo a    hi r£5 We’ve been talking about CVPIA. but we definitely are 25 POR~IJ~ & ~0~?~ ~1~)’~6~-~ and IPORTALE & ASSOCIATES (2(~9) ~62-3377 150 152
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1 kind of share the same concern with the source county 1 gaining perspective as ~e ~o around the loop.

2 water users, the people go out and fish and use the 2 Basically the approach we’re taking on the

3 delta, that a lot of this habitat restoration money will 3 finance is really two fold. One is ulti~tely we want to

4 be used to restore ha~oitat In ways that exclude the local 4 work to the point ~re ~’re developing a strategy for

5 people from enJoying traditional Local uses that have S in fact creating a financial mechanisms for funding the

6 occurred fop years and years. 6 pro~r~l}l that we’re putting together.

7 And that’s a big concern for a Lot of 7 In order to ~ that there has to be an
8 people, particularly minorities, people who Just go out 8 allocation of those costs to various beneflciarl~’as
9 and bank fish, bait fish. I know it sounds like a small 9 well as ~eneral public. And so the first part of our

1£1 concern, but it is a big Concern to those people w13o use 1£1 eff~’ts have been really focused on the cost allocation

11 the delta. 11 approach.

12 And I think that the proposition 2£14 does 12 Tile general consensus from the start has

13 not specify when or how this meney is going to be s~nt, 13 been that the costs allocation in some ways should be
14 ~t o~Ly says CaLFed shall administer these funds. 14 related to the benefits received ~ to the ber~eflclarles
15 Tt3ere’s no driving for’ca to say you have to spend it 15 and therefore the identification of what the benefits Of
16 before do you Some type Of adequate e~osure or NEPA-CEQ,~ 16 each of these actiorts or facilities are as ~ll as w13o
17 analysis and Just say we’ll can Out the money and then 17 the beneficiaries are becomes an important starting

18 comply with CEQA seems to be the cart before the horse. 18 point.

19 DIS. McPFJ~K: ~ank you, D1r. Landowskl.
119

From that the proportional share of the

2£1 Does anybody want to ask a question? Lester. do you want !2£1 benefit needs to be identified and then cost allocated
21 to comment on the process? 21 according to that proportional share of benefit.

22 i’ll. SNCM: I guess I’ ll address the 22 /Ls you can Imagine, that can get to be

23 NEPA-CEQA issue the whole category three program is 23 pretty controversial an also get to be pretty
24 premised on that either NEPA-CEQA documentation already 24 complicated. I’LL get back to that ~n a minute as to

25 exists as aPU~tlALE &~CODOS~alASso~r:/AT S (2£19) ~ 2- 37h-~-~nE~Ub(N~ted6~°3US;7°r first 153 25 exactly what-w~’re-doil]QsW~th-~-hat~)F~}~ALE & AS OC/AT~ (~
462-3377 155
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1 step upon receiving an award they must complete NEPA-CEQA 1 Having been through that at one point

2 documentation. 2 few months ~o we decided the only way we ~ere really

3 So there will be compliance on all the 3 going to get a handle on this is try to take the case

4 proJects that are funded. At~d there is no implication 4 studies simi Lar to what the assurances group was doing

5 that because Of a CalFed process they don’t need to 5 and try to work through at least a portion of that in an

6 comply with either the State or federal environmental 6 effort to sort of see how this idea of identifying.
7 L~s. ]]3at will he/ppen and NE]~A-CEQAboth require public 7 benefits and beneficiaries and thereby allocating

8 processes. 8 would really work.

9 {)up obviously our preference is to define 9 And before we really had come to grips
1£1 projects that have already gone through that, already 1£1 with that it w~s decided that beca~Jse Of the mere general

11 have strong Local support, and therefore there’s quicker !I nature of the phase two approach and where we ~re in the
implementation. 12 overall program that it might be a Little pf’emat~Jre to

13 But where proJects are submitted and have 13 start working detai Led cost analyses of Some hYPothetical

14 not gone through that then there will be a planning phase 14 solution which may or may not relate to the actual work
15 that includes all the necessary documentation. 15 of the overall program.
16 MS. i’lcPE/~<: All right. I believe at this 16 ~d in an effort not to provide an>’
17 point we are ready to move to the reports from the work 17 confusion or misleading anyone involved, we decided to

,18 groups. Then we’ LL pic~ UP the rest of the public 18 bE~ off the case study at Least temporarily ~{~d to Wor~

!~9 COlmlents requests that were submitted. Eric, on finance. 19 a little bit harder and longer on development of actual

2£1 ~. H/LSSELTINE: The finance work group 2~ principles. ~e call them financial principles. ~hat

21 has been meeting on a monthly basis, although you haven’t 21 they are are actually sort Of the tools that we want to
22 had a report for two or three meetings because of time 22 use to ~PLY to the preferred alternative in order" to

23 constraints. 23 develop the financing program.

2~ I think we’ve been through a process of 24 And to a great extent these are simply the

eq v e t o h tl n Pr
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1 we’re applying to the overall program. Things Like 1 reach some degree of acceptabi IIty with which everYbody

2 affordabil{ty, ir~olementability, fairness or equitY. 2 feels comforta~3[e.
3 That set of Principles. 3 So we’re looking at -- I’m going to.speak

/~ ~/e also felt that this was -- this r~ight 4 a little bit ~re about that in a rm3ment, too, In
5 be a better way to sta~’t than simply Jump into a case 5 working through these criteria amd looking for a way to
6 study bec~Jse of, as you know, as you’ve seen to a 6 get started on this, another 155L~} has arisen and that’s

7 certain extent today and in the past here at the table, 7 the concept Of a financial b~eLine. AD~J that is we

8 we’re all coming from different directions. There are a 8 recognize people are already paying fc~" their water and

9 nur~oer Of different agend~ represented here, 9 certain prograiT~ are alreaby ~:~-=ing fur~:~d ~ich have
10 The proceases h~3 gone remarkably well 10 al)plicabiLity to the CalFed program and therefore what is

11 despite that, Plainly beca~Jse everYbody has agreed to 11 really the starting point fo{" this.

12 work together to set a foundation and develop the bases 12 In that we’ve gotten into a pretty
13 on which we’re going to proceed with this overall 13 Substantial debate. "l]-tere’s one school of thought that

14 program. ~,qd we decided that this was a kind of thing we 14 feels that almost everything that needs to be done with

15 also wanted to create within the whole financial 15 the delta represents mitigation for Past activities an

16 strategy. 1B Past actions taken which have affected the delta. There
17 In other words, we wanted to have a 17 is an op~3sing point of view that indicates that we --

18 foundation for an agreement as to how we were actually 18 basically the d~:lta is what it is today because of

19 going to work thf’ouoh the financial process and 19 decisions that have been made over time through processes

;30 StrUctL~ing of the financial stragety ~ opposed to ;~0 that were considered appropriate at the time they were

Pl Jumping right in and having people essentially staking 21 made. In retrospect now, some of that perhaPs was not
22 out positions on the financial issues. Because this is 22 the wisest COL~’Se. BUt that we’ve got to go from what

:~3 obviously going to be very, very controversial when it ;)3 the conditions ~l~e t{:~sJay to whatever our goals and

2~ comes down to who’s going to pay for what. _~ object{yes are for the overall program11 in term~ of

25 restorat ionPORTALE & of the de l t asarid" there f°re’aal 1"3theAS OC/ATF_S (P09) 4 2-3 77 ac t ions25 poR~7~j~e&b~L~CK~?~g (~9~e~_o~3~7set of 157 159
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1 criteria by which we can develop the cost allocation 1 that are taken are -- can be termed as an enhancement.

2 methodology, And to that end we also are getting some 2 So the whole concept of all mitigation or

3 significant help from, number one, Craig Strow at the 3 all enhar~ement or somewhere in the middle Is before US
~ Bureau of Reclamation and Dennis O’Connor at the ~ at the moment and represents not only a controversial but
5 California Bureau of Research. And both of those 5 but a difficult subject to address in terms of

6 gentleman are very well qualified in this field and have 6 identification of really wing tt3ose people are who

7 offered a Lot to our working group and are working right 7 represent the er~l~ancement financers and ~ represe, nts

8 now On cost allocation methodology. 8 the mitigation financers and how -- if we really sh~Jld

9 Craig is concentrating more conventional 9 even try to find the point at which we feel that that
10 E~oproEhes, the type of things that have been used in the 1~ balance Lies.
11 past with the state water program and variations thereof. 11 I want to say some more about that in a

12 Dennis has been giving considerable 12 moment. So we’re going to have Some slides here, the
13 attention and thought to Some Of the more innovative 13 finance group h~ Caught up with everYbody el~ and taken
14 methods which can be get to be Pretty academic in their 1~ advantage of the graPhics-are-us techniques we have here

15 development. And it remains to be seen whether or not 15 in BDAC. And we’LL build up to the mope exotic ones

16 that kind of detail arid cor~oLication will really be 16 ~re.
17 beneficial to trying to work Out this kind Of strategy. 17 So on the b~ic policy issues that we’re

18 And we’~e also looking at sort of a broad 18 looking at here, there’s the cost allocation aPproach,

19 perspective in which we simply try to set forth a logical 19 there’s the echo system cost baseline, there’s tP~

2~ approach to how one might split out the Cost, not 20 concept of financial coordination or crediting, having do

21 necessar’iLy based on any real Substantial analysis, but a 21 with who the payees are and what combinations are ~oing

22 more generalized approach by which we Can get to sort of 22 to be needed and who gets credit for what. Both in-Lieu

23 an aPproximate answer quickly and then proceed with ~hat 23 crediting, actions taken in lieu of paY~nts and/o~"

2~ we think is going to be the end activity anyway which is 2~ payments that are currently being mE~e and how much

tion    n    a    ffe e     t~e525 basically a p:~t~i~j~ & AS~@~X~ ~S t~0~1 4~-~3~r ’ to 158 25credit will ~t~?~n&tyLS~?A~_~ ~Lg~r~_a~3~at will be16
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1 adopted. 1 ecosystem cost baseline, ~ here we have basically the

2 Needless to say there’s going to be a 2 concept of stable ERP~~ fundi~, we also are pursuing

3 necessity for some new revenue tools. I sometime 890 you 3 setting the baseline. ~e are considering ~hat ~e call

4 folks may recall that the California business round 4 environmental Price signal in the water cost, indicating

S table, chamber of CO;l~nence, and farm bureau, asd 5 that basically we wast to reflect the fact that everybody
6 manufEtuPePs association financed a booklet, in fact it 6 is going to he paying somethi~ to restore teh

7 was over a year ago now, financing options for water 7 environment and that basically this needs to be a concept

8 related infrastructure in California. Tl~at lays out some 8 that everybody understand from the beginning. ~

9 very good thinking on new revenue tools. ~nd that and 9 ~d we basically e~)ree that whatever
1~ other sources will be used as we get to the point 1~ aspect Of this is allocated to the urban water users and

11 addressing that. 11 agrlcuLtL~-e water users has to be affordable within the

12 Tllen a broad inclusion of participonts. 12 economics that affect those particular people.    :
13 rieaning that it’s going to be essential that we try to 13 ~e get into an Interesting debate here in

14 identify everyl~ody who in one way or asother either 14 term~ of this funding as to whether or not in tel-ms of

15 benefits or has an impact on ~hat’s going in the delta. 15 the public funding, that is the meney we get from the

16 /~nd that they Will be e>~)ected to Participate in the 16 state ~ federal governments which basicsllY comes from

17 financial strategy for implementation of the solution. 17 peoples tax meney or the urbas water which basically

18 so the next slide. B~icaLLy then in 18 comes fro~l peoples water bills or the ag water" costs

19 terms of setting forth Cost allocation the way we’ve 19 which basically comes from what people spend at the

2~ structured these slides is to look at those areas where ~ grocery store and Clothing store to Some extent. But

21 we have agreement, and there seeme to be consensus on ~1 these ane all the sa{;~ people.

22 aneas that still need to be worked out. ~ld I don’t know ~2 So we sometimes I think need to ta~e a
23 if it’s really disagreement, but it’s issues at which no ~3 Little bit broader perspective and indicate we understarld

24 agreement as has been reached. And I think the other ~4 that despite the fact that we’re being very -- we’re

~5 setting l~ ver~T~l~cretelYd|~ereoLfur)l~ll~3~C°uPS’POl~ALE&~SSCX;/ATELS(21~9)~6~-377 In25 slides willPORTALE
ASSOCIATES (2Q}9) indicate&that re°re clearlY’462-3377 191 163
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1 ~e’ve a~reed that basically cost 1 the end it’s all the people of California that end up,,
2 allocation will be on the basis of benefits, that We’re 2 paying the bill in one way or asother and it simply

3 dividing costs at least in a macro level between you 3 becomes a point at which you’re not sure how much detail

4 might say public/private. I-~re we use public versus user 4 is really necessary in ter~ of that division Of cost
5 concepts. It’s really a public tends to be basically 5 amongst those categories.

6 state and federal funding. User tends to be ~griculture, 6 ~ne disagreement, sort of along that s~

7 urban, recreational users. 7 Line at the mement and again it’s mere lack of ~T-eement,

8 Allocation methodology, which I indicated 8 is whether or not we really need a fixed baseline.
9 we’ve that ~greed we need to work that out. ~e haven’t 9 ~hether or not we Can Simply COme up with Some sort of

1~ chosen exactly which one that will be yet, that’s why 1~ strategy that says this is what the program says we’re
11 that ~:)pears first under disagreement. 11 going to try to do, this is how we think it’s going to be
12 ~e have not yet come grips with the whole 12 done and this is how we recommend it be funded. Based on
13 idea of ability to pay. ~e can work through and try to 13 some sort of Logical approach to a division of funding

14 identify all the benefits ~d the beneficiaries and 14 a~longst the affected parties° and is there a way to get

15 therefore allocate the cost to them and find out that 15 to at least a proposal that has some merit that can be

16 Some Of those beneficiaries in fact do not have the 16 put on the negotiating tal)Le and the vario~Js parties can

17 abi Lity to pay what that calculated cost might be. 17 then decide whether or not it’s acceptable and come to a

18 ~d So there’s goinu) to necessarily be 18 conclusion.
19 some sort of consideration given to how workable this 19 If in fact that can be done there does not
~ strategy is in the end. /~d ability to pay will be one 2e need to be a fixed well-defir~d ba~ baseline. Tl~re
~1 of those criteria. Dynamic or fixed allocation basically 21 does not need to be a detailed calculation of benefits
~2 has to do With whether Or not it would vany Ecording to 22 and beneficiaries, it’s simply I think an attempt to

~3 factors or in fact it would always be exactly some set 23 shortcut the process and come to grips with the real

~4 ameunt or percentage. 24 problem which is basically how much people are willing to

e nex    n~5 Po~ThLETA & ASSOCATESt°nelgets to the issue of the 25 pay for whattheyarepo~TALE& ASSOCATES(2g°inglt°get-Q~J)(2~9} 462-3377 162 462-3377 164
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1 Which I think Is some of what we Were 1 not gotten to yet, which is the which of those ongoing

2 getting into in our previous discussion today in tern of 2 expenditures will in fact be credited al~d how ii~Jch? And

3 what are really the characteristics of the various 3 the starting date ~ indicated. But that’s stuff to be

4 alternatives and what will the the characteristics of the 4 worked on still.
5 final preferred alternative be and how ;mJch is that 5 So then next we recoQi~ize that there is a
6 really worth to people. How i~Jch value do they think 6 need here to enlarge upon oP be creative about the way in
7 they are really getting out of the program that is 7 which this gets financed because we already indicated

8 described. 8 people are already Paying for the water they ~r’e using in

9 A lot of that is obviously very subjective 9 this state through the system that now exists, and So
10 and it’s going to be very controversial, which i believe 10 there’s pretty broad agreement that Somehow we’re going
11 personally argues in favor of not trying to go overboard 11 to have to have Some sort of statewIde financing progra(Q
12 on the anaLytioaL co;~oLexity. 12 that will either include ~ bonding oP statewide

13 ~;ain, if we decide to go ~ead with the 13 alternative similar to that.

14 fixed baseline, then what should that be? Is this -- are 14 Other revenue tools that also includes

15 we saying that until we get to Some certain Level of 15 people who currently are not paying for the water and I

16 environmental restoration that perhaps represents a 16 guess the obvious application there is the upstreal}}
17 environmental situation that existed in the p~t that all 17 diversions. ~ld perhaps there’s others that I am not
18 of the fin~ncing h~ to be done sort Of from mitigation 18 thir~ing of et the moment.

19 sources, which is another way of saying user sources, o~ 19 But ba~icelly anybody who Is involved In

20 is it al[r~oly to get to a level or the obJectives that are 20 the water issues at all that have Some I{~oact on the
21 set forth In the environmental restoration progr~ which 21 delta either by what they are doing or by what would

22 may be a level which really never existed before but is 22 hai~pen if they weren’t doing it, I think then precedent

23 now what we think the objective we all agree is where we 23 has been set for that at le~t in the financing program

24 ought to be going. Is that the baseline that we’re 24 that w~ laid out in 1630 ~ to who should be involved in
25 fixing and IndicatingPORTALE & that thedi fference between where 25 the financial solutionherelandswhOshouldn’t7be.PORT/~J-E & ASSOC ATE (21~9) 462-33 7~GSOC/ATES (209) 462-3377 165 167
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1 we are now and that is mitigation or is it enhancement. 1 Of course the details of that then are

2 And the other is. and it 9eta into the 2 exactly what we don’t have yet. We’ve all,ely identified

3 sort of the next slide. ]]~e other issue is there ~re 3 that this is the kind of thing we need to Look at.

4 already ongoing programs that have been discussed to such 4 how that’s going to be worked out, we don’t Yet know. A

5 ~ the restoration fund out of the CVPIA where people 8~’e S lot of that will become clearer depending how we identify

6 paying into a prografQ designed to do ecosystem 6 beneficiaries.
7 restoration ~hich in fact will be consistent with and a 7 And in sort of the I think further

8 part of the CaLFed program and therefore what kind of 8 consideration of that is on the next slide which talks
9 credit to do people get fop that. What kind of credit do 9 about broad inclusion Of participants. And basically

1~ people get for the category three contributions that 10 we’re indicating that everybody who participates in the

11 everybody is f~iLi~r with. 11 Bay-Delta system one way or another should also have to
12 And the whole concept here is not Just the 12 participate financially. And equitably. And the big
13 fact that these are going to be ongoing sources of funds 13 question not yet addressed is who is that?

14 that need to be credited ~gainst whatever the obligation 14 ]]~en the me,steP piece of our graphic arts,

15 is for the v~rious parties in the financing equation, but 15 we’ve Laid out for YOU a Little chart, is in tern of the
16 also again getting back to a slightly different or !6 long-term fl~lding solution, on the Left are the stack of

17 corollary o1" the whole be~seLine concept of where do we 17 the various categories representing the Col~Por~=nts of the

18 start. Because some people have alreExJy paid money into 18 preferred alternative ~"~en ~ finally get it. These then

19 that. 19 are addressed by a C(~bination Of ~JbLio fl~’~dlng and user

20 So do we bring everybody else Up to that _~0 funding.

~1 Level In order to get started and so there’s an -=1 And breaking those out, the federal and

2~ e~:lJustment sort of the initial conditions Of this ~ to -=@ state comprise the public, the urban, {~;~Piculture. delta
23 how to give People proper" credit fop what’s aLre~y been -=3 recreation, and fisheries comprise the users. [llese are

24 done. -=4 not necessarily exclusive lists. They are what we could

h nt n he S ihi h i hn
1~0~1 462-339~ we’ve 166
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1 mechanism and types of sources again not exclusive. 1 last Qr~n that there are -- you have six elementa on the
2 /koproprlations from the federal government 2 left-hand side, you’ve got either user or public funds,

3 Such as what we’ve discussed today, state funds such as 3 and even assuming that A, a baseline is estal3lished 8i3d

4 Prop 284 we’ve discussed today such as GO bor~dJng, which 4 you could you quantify the baseline, that Is in ho~ the

5 of course was 2~, but other Legislative revenue sources 5 envlronl~entalists ~tould see a baseline, can the comltHttee
6 that may be created. Urban areas, possibly revenue bonds 6 take those six elements ~ ~ign ~at is the relative
7 or fees and charges. Also that would apply to 7 share Of public verbs user responslbi llty. ~ainst

8 agricultural. ~ssessment in the delta itself, access 8 conveyance storage, ecosystem, water quatlity, water use

9 fees, license fees, permit fees, et cetera for recreation 9 efficiency and system integrity. On increments of core

I~ and fisheries. 10 tiles. You have 25 percent.

11 So this is sort of in a very, very macro 11 i’lS. BOR(~]NOVO: First baseline.
12 way how we see the long-term financial strategy evolving, 12 IIS. I’IcF~F_/~K: You ~ the baseline’s
13 and as I said, how we get from the Left side to the right 13 there. ~ume the baseline is there. ~ it’s YOL~~

14 side is go{ng to be a fairly complicated process but 14 baseline. I guess what I’m suggesting to everyone

15 depending on which Of the cost allocation methodologies 1S berne I’m fr~JstPated with this par’ticuLe~" -- with many

16 we decide to use. 16 iss~5, but this is one among them in terB~ of the~tir~e

17 So that sort of I think Sums up where 17 it’s taking, and it is very fl~Jch a chicken and e~.
18 we’ve been in the last few rllonths in the fine{ice work 18 We can’t do a proposal beca~Jse We don’t
19 group. Rosemary’a here and Roberta and David Guy. Tom 19 have a solution. Or" we don’t have an alternative. ~d I
2e might have left. Did he Leave? 2e don’t think we want to get into that anyway bece~Jse that
21 Those are the other mellfoers of the ~- and 21 might be premature. But in ter{l~ Of relative Cost share,
22 Bob Rabb who is not here today -- those are the BDAC 22 I could Say what I think Is the split. ~uming the

23 members who serve on the committee and we, as I indicated 23 baseline. I think almost everyone else could. I ~hink
24 are very fortunate to have a number Of other ~ that the group has to get into So.thing beyond the

s who e t n~ our mee ings eguLar~y and ~S theory.Pr°fessi°nalpORT~J-Et&e/~ssoC/ATESt(209)r~62-3377 169 PORTALE & ~SSOClATES (21~9) 462-3377 171
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1 assist us and without whose input we would probably be 1 IdS. BOfRC-~3NOVO: I think that we all did
2 floundering worse than we are. 2 want a case study. ~te were willing to Suspend ti’~,

3 But it’s going to be a difficult issue and 3 principles ~ then see what was out there and try to

4 until I think the progra~Ti begins to get a Little more ~i apply them. But we haven’t moved that way, so all I can

5 definition and we begin to flesh out Some of the 5 Say is We still think the baseline is l~osolutely key and

6 consideration, such as we discussed today, it’s really 6 we Just have to work throu9tl it.
7 going to be hard to Start rest wrestling with the 7 /~3d ~ really haven’t h~:l extended

8 financial implications and therefore the whole idea Of 8 discussions, but I think Zack did a good Job putting up

9 who PaYS for" what. So that concludes our report. 9 the different points of view, and there ar’e very widely
10 fla. I-1cPEA~:~: Thank you. /~re there further 1~ differing points of view at this point. Beca~J~ we

11 comments from mer~oers of the work group or questions? 11 really haven’t talked a/gout them.
12 Roberta. 12 ;tS. DICF~JM<: Ot~ay. I’m s~e it’s r&’)r’e

13 ~. BORC.~3NOVO: I will say settling the 13 co~pLicated than I view it. My further commenta o~3

14 baseline question is really very important to the 1~i this?
15 environmental comrmJnity. I think that until that’s 15 Kl~. HASSELTINE: You can say it was

16 settled there really isn’t agreement On moving ahead on 16 complicated if you wapt to make a metion on how it was

17 the benefits-based 81)pPoach and there won’t be agreement 17 split up.

18 on e~opLyi~g the financial criteria. So We see that as a 18 DIS. IICPE.&K: I’ll get o~. I will. You

19 key and we did begin our discussion at our l~t meeting 19 can respond to it.

2e So I look forward to that being settled. 2e i’lS. BOA~3ONOVO: There have been
21 IIS. DIcPEAK: At’e there further comments? 21 Suggestions out put out there, and maybe we should have

22 fIR. HASSELTINE: /~y advice? 22 taken those suggestions and done that also but we

23 11S. DIcF~E~AK: I have a Suggestion. I think 23 haven’t.
2/4 that it actuallY goes to the baseline question 24 DIS. i’lcPE/M(: It is complicated. I’m not

I    r ng w ust25
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1 suggesting a couple of ~pro~ches to breaking through 1 visions, ~nd that Is to take ~/oout ;~i miLLi~ people out

~ the -- ~hat see~ to be So~Nhat of 8 pE~[ysis over the ~ of C~LJf~nl~.
3 CO~lexitY by tPyi~Q to get a dialogue Eound the 3 You knog, ~en I ~ boy, ~ I thIR~ I’ve
~ relative split of public versus users on those six ~ ~ntioned bef~e, I enJoyed t~ ~ow l~ks ~d

S elements ~ YOU would all view it. ~at would tend to 5 spEe in t~ Berkeley Hills ~d the little creeks that

6 begin to define wh~t Ee the different view points Bt 6 ~ 8[l yeE-Found. ~d who’s Pe~onsibLe f~ that
7 Le~t (n contr~t. ~d would prob~Ly alum(hate the 7 ~terlorat~? It See~ is to ~ it’s b~ies. ~e Just

8 m~nitude of the dispute over baseline. 8 have t~ ~ch population growth.

9 ~. ~SELTINE: ~eLl, in teP~ of th(5 9 ~d I don’t thi~ ~ c~ ~ bEk on that,
1~ whole cost allocation ~thodolooy, I ~ we’ve spent le ~d it i~’t very productive no matter how ~ch I might

11 so~ ti~ tryino to work through all of the different 11 Like to have the Berkeley Hills restored is to uh~e they

1~ ~pro~hes to that issue ~d there’s -- you c~ do it 1~ ~re, it’s not Qoi~ to h~pen. ~ I thi~ these

13 very prEtically oP you c~ do it E~emic@lly. 13 visions here don’t fee ~ to the f~t that YoU Just
1~ ~e’ve co~ down after 8 Lot of discussion 1~ C~’t ~hieve them collectively With a p~ent ~pulation

15 to eight b~ic criteria that need to be ~dressed in 1S ~ich is continuing to grow.

16 ter~ of the ~thodoLooy which ~e consistent, fair, m16 Now we may ~t like that, but it’s

17 flexible, inconsistent, reational, reli~Le, sufficient 17 conti~inQ to gr~ ~ay. ~d so It Is~’t ~ enou~

18 ~d under5t~d~Le -- ~d without t~ing ti~ to e~Lain 18 to stEt bluing ~body else for po~Lation growth. 1

19 what all those ter~ ~ in this context, we’re 19 think ~’re all here, ~d we ~st of us have h~ kids ~d
2~ satisfied with that 8t the ~nt. 2~ So~ of us have h~ gP~dchi ldren. ~d

~1 ~ere’s also e school of thought that says 21 lot of s~athY with trying to pick So~ point In ti~
~2 there only needs to be one criteria, ~d that’s 2~ ~d Say that’s the b~eline.

~3 Ecept~i Lity. ~hat’s ever ~cept~Le to @ll the pEties ~3 ~e~e Ee t~Lve ti~s
)4 in the end )s in let where we’re going to be ~yway. 24 when I u~ born. ~ree ti~s ~ ~y ~ when the CVP

)5 P~0 ~attersWhat=Cec0~oda){°O3WeT~ & ~ ~/A~S (~) 462-3 77 CO~ up 173 25
~ent into oPero~ioo.&~T~ ~S~ A~ (2~ ~ 2 377 - ~erelEe g°/ng)t°6D~3~theF
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1 with it’s going to be massaged by CaLFed, by the various 1 million in two or three decades.
2 stakeholders and politicians. Ai3d until the final 2 So While we should do tt3e t:~st We can in
3 solution is acceptable to enough people that it becomes a 3 ter[~ of the ecosystem at any given population Level, I
4 reality. 4 don’t think we ought to dream a/Bout going back to

5 My suggestions people have to avoid a lot S baseline that Can’t be achieved with tt~ Present
B Of unnecessar’y detail work ~nd jul~ping 8i3ead to getting 6 population.

7 something on the table which is respectable enough to be 7 MS. i’lcF~:J~K: 0i(ay. Let’s pick uP If’ we

8 considered seriously by everybody, would be very n~Jch 8 can the counts from Lester on t~ water transfer- work
9 ~ppreciated. 9 group and then we’ll go to com~nts from the pLd3lic and

10 ge ape definitely looking at that 1B adjourn. Lester.

11 possibility, as we indicated on the ch~rts, that we may 11 tlR. SN0~/: !’LL be brief on the tP~sfer

12 not need a financial baseline, we may not need to do 12 work group and pePh~s Roger may Want to make a few

13 detailed benefit analysis. ~e may be able to find a way 13 comments. But as we indicated at the Last meeting, we

14 that has merit and wi L1 get US to the negotiating t~le 14 have pr~eeded to form a transfers work group, ~ have

15 and -- 1S date set up for the first n~eeting which is ~Qust 7th.

16 HS. Mcl~c~M<: Alex. 16 ~e’ve proceeded with quite a nurflber of BD~ managers that

17 rlR. HI LDE]~R/~HD: I assume that this 17 indicated they wanted to participate on that ~ i~vited

18 difficulty over the baseline relates to the question of 18 particIpa~nts to have a balanced ~pproach f(~r 8 good

19 who’s responsible for the ecological deterioration ~nd I 19 discu~ion.
2~ had intended to ask i~r~yway when we’re going to talk about 2B I guess the only thing I want to stress to

21 these little voLun~s we’ve been getting on ecosystem 21 kind of make it clear where we’re ~ed, we have built

22 restoration progPa~l. 22 into our progr~ the assumption Of effective and
23 Reading that reaction I get, there’s a Lot ~3 efficient transfers. ~]3at’s not really an option. I

24 Of be~Jtiful visions in there, but the visions don’t 24 mean it is co~n to all t~ alternatives eldoedded in

_ 25 water use ~XL~ g ~L~E)C~A~ (~l~ 4~-S~ " as 176ef     n y Dr r t     av t    fers~5 conclude wha~3~~ ~0/L~l~a~0~? ~i~7the
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1 we’ve had discussions here before. I So we’re certainly not having to start

2 And the re~son I stress that is that I’ve 2 afrest~ on the issue, it’s Just a matter of how quickly

3 heard some people indicate an outcoll~) of our work group 3 carl reach concensus on where we w~llt to recommond the
4 would be we don’t need tPonsfers, and I w~nt to stress 4 system SD~Juld go. Whether there’s a few simple

5 that’s not the case. 5 ~dministrative Chonge5 that could be made that would

6 When we formed an ecosystem restoration 6 satisfy people or" whether there may be a need for 5oem

7 work group, It wasn’t to decide whether we needed 7 broader

8 ecosystem restoration, it was to help US develop arl B MS. McPEAI(: Trlonk you. MarY, I fa.iLed to

9 effective annd an efficienty program ~nd that’s the case 9 call on the ecosystem restoration work group, I’m sorry.
10 with tronsfers. 1~ i’lS. SEELKIRI(: I’m c~tain of my car pool

11 lllere’s a Lot of issues surrounding 11 which ts Leaving fr~mentari lY, so I may ask Dick to take

12 transfers ~n terms of third party impacts ~nd 12 over on the general report of the work groL~.

13 administrative procedures that block transfers and we 13 I did want to say briefly that as Alex has

14 need to come up with a good foundational policy that can 14 pointed out, that volume one of the ~ is out. Volumes

15 lead to improvements to make sure that they function the 15 two and three are due to be released shortlY.

16 way we envision as We look to the future. 16 At the release of volume three, a

17 Again, that’s scheduled for August 7th. 17 forty-flve day comment period wlll commence. ~ Dick

18 l~oger and Tlb are co-chairs of that group and I know 18 may I have SOme comments on that. ]]~e work

19 we’ll have some Interesting discussions as we move 19 been focused primarily on the development of the

2Q forward with that. Roger, do you want to make a few 28 sclentlflc review a panel on the plan. And he’ll have

21 comments? No? ~1 detail on that. And I’m sorry I have to leave.

22 DIS. McPE;M(: ALL right. ~ill we have back ~2 I do think however there’s nothing in this
23 in Septemper, do you think, Roger, a fairly concrete report that can’t wait i think for the next -- for the
24 result of the August 7th meeting? ~4 Septer#oeP meeting. Not a whole lot will have changed in

25 to ~5 termo of --P(~ ALE &th~TPa(Jel~.SSO0/A~ (29~})46 -3377 wilLDO~-bave l;aken2P~°G~ by then
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1 predict how smoothly that’s going to go. Obviously we’d 1 certainly. So I’m wondering when whether we s~hould Just

2 like it to, we think -- the staff’s done a good job of 2 wait.
3 preparation in termo of laying OUt the key issues that at 3 D1R. IZ~IRIAN: People are curious aiDout

~ least most people foresee will be issues. ~ the status of things. Volume two is Supposed to go to

B I Just hope there will be a good spirit of 5 the printer tomorrow. I don’t really know how much work
6 trying to identify how we can overcomo the obstacles and 6 got done today becmuse I’ve been here, but it’s scheduled

7 reach a consensus. It doesn’t seem to me it ought to be 7 to go to the printer tomorrow so it should be released a

8 all that difficult to find a pretty StrOng set of 8 week.
9 agreefoents. Flow fast that’s going to hsppen is hard to 9 Volume three is which is our adoptive

1~ predict though. 1~ man~;)ement and phased imple~ntation vol~ is undergoing

11 D~3. HcPFJM(: I think that’s -- you’re very 11 staff review at CalFed. rnose comments than are d~e b~ck
12 aware so is LesteP of the increasing interest and 12 tomorrow. "Dial will require SOme additional revision,

13 intensity Of interest around this aspect to both Convey 13 but we e~ect being able to put that OUt in two to three

1~ to others Outside the Bay-Delta BDAC process that water 1~ weeks.
15 transfers are in fact a key Part of the overall work, and 15 Volume three will be a working d(-aft.

16 to be adle to articulate some concurrence and recognition 16 We’ve pretty much got things together for the facilitated

17 of starting points to not have to go back to square one 17 scientific review progratQ that we’re going to COnduct.
IB as soon as possible. 18 ~e expe(;t that to h~pe~ ~n the Second or third ~ek of

19 So to the extent you can accomplish that 19 September. We’ll be bringing together a dozen nationwide

~e and put it out in September is important. 2~ e~xperts on ecos~tem restoration anO folks who are not

~1 i~R. S]]~ELG!J: We’ve thought a Lot about 21 directly affiliated with the delta So that we get ~ fully
i@~ this and there was e Joint effort put together as a 2~ independent review.

23 result of e bill being introduced, there’s a good 23 Tllat will be a four-day process. From

~ background study on the Various obstacles, Lay Person’s 24 that we e)~)ect to get SOme questions or hopefully a

~5 Guide, I of n    he tion
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1 hypotheses that we’re putting forward. I 4th September.

2 DIS. McF~./V(: When is that review going to 2 r’~. IZHIRI/~I: I ~K~ld as.s~ your major

3 h~ppen, sclemtific review, {:X;tober? 3 interest is in the content of w~hat kinds of questions we

4 IvR. IZHIRIAN: It’s my most sincere hope 4 would pose this group? Or his there some griper area?

5 It is done by the 19th of September. Because I’d Like to 5 DIS. HcPEAK: I’ve read the environmental

6 t~@.e a week off starting B~)out five o’clock that day. 6 rest~ation program. [ h~n to perso~-ial[y think it’s a
7 i’ff~. DIcF~J~K: {3kay. 7 very good piece Of work. ~ questions that go to~,the
8 MR. HILDEBRAND: When is the BDAC going to 8 scientific par~}l I think are of an aPpropriate item for

9 discu~ this I~L~8? 9 review ~ sign off rmJch as we today have Looked at the

10 MS. DIcF~Z/V~: ]13at’s what I we~s Just 10 step one, step two aPproach ~ narr(:~aing alternatives and

11 asking. I’m hope -- I’m going to ask that it be 11 on the charasterlstics.
12 Scheduled on the fourth. I think the whole foundation of 12 { am t~-~kin9 -- ~ don’t know there ht~ beet3

13 everything that we do turns on concurrence around ti3e 13 e similar agenda process here with BDAC on tho ERF~~. ~

14 environmental restoration program. 14 a very significant threshold review for" the whole CalFed

15 And if there’s disagreement on what that 15 process. ~:
16 says, there is eW)solutelY no other foundation on which to 16 I~t~. IZHIRIAN: In September we will’have

17 evaluate aLteFnativas, on which to go forwai~d, at Least 17 had all tt~r-ee volumes out for public revle~ and comliw~nt

18 that’s how I view it. So if we’re going -- and we should 18 for the fortY-five day review period. I can’t be certain
19 have that kind Of disc~sion before the scientific panel 19 that that would be concluded by Septemt)er 4th but a
2g comes in in order to see if there’s anything else that we ~0 substantial afl~)unt of that review period would have gone

21 wish to raise to ~k the exl3erts to review insteew~ of ~1 by.

22 after that. Lester, does that make sense to you? ~2 Part of the reason for the Scheduling of

23 HR. SNO~: Well, I think we need to ~3 the scientific review panel is that We will be a/ole to

24 discuss it here at BDAC. I guess in terms of the timing ~4 present to that palpal at least the general flav~ of

25 we have a BE~T~_J~R&g~L~BC~S(~? ~½~7throvgh
181 ~5
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1 the questions for the scientific panel. It would be hBr’d 1 disagreement wl~ere we’d Like their opinion on ar~3 advice

2 to change those questions on the 4th and have a 2 on.
3 meaningful discussion for the science review panel. 3 If you find room your schedule

4 ~. i’tcPI~AK: When do you think we should 4 September 4th, We could provido you with a briefin~ that

S have SOme further discussion, and not Just hearing a 5 would be a little different than the surfll~aryo executive

6 report but actual deliberation and identification that 6 sulIi~ary, of the ~ which has been out now for some

7 there are major issues with it? 7 time. And perhags if people have gotten that counts to

8 i~R. IZMIRI/~N: llle next obvious 8 US we could give you a Su~w~y of the issues that ace

9 opportunity is ri~ursday Of this week at the BDAC 9 being raised and the concerns that will have to address

10 ecosystem group meeting. 10 in further refinement.
11 DIS. rlcPEAK: That’s not the full BDAC, and 11 In the e~osence of doing that sort of early
12 that’s not going to do it. 12 September, it would be the following BDAC meeting before

13 i’tR. SNO~: Well we Can have the major 13 we could come back to you and say this is what we’ve done

I~ agenda item on this and have the BDAC work group kind of 14 and this is what the response was. Truly’re the kind of
15 report what the de Liberations have been. I guess maybe 15 things We’re proposing to change or refine as a result of

16 my hesItance in reacting to the thought that we’d have 16 the counts.
17 wholesale changes to ecosystem work program after the 17 I1S. DICPF__;M(: Thank y~ Dick. Lester,

18 extensive public ~nput and OBAC pBrt{cipatlon {n 18 before moving to public comment do you have any other

19 developing that, So I’m a llttel unclear on what the 19 information on the work groups?

~0 issues are and how we run them to the ground. 20 rtR. SNO~: No, I don’t believe so.
~1 i’~;. McPE/V~: Maybe what we could do, I’m 21 HS. Itc~: Any other c~nts from BDAC

@2 hearing ALex ~sk for the Opportunity, ti~ere maybe others, 22 members on the work grote) before picking up the rest Of

~3 on BDAC. Maybe you and Hike and I can discuss how we 23 the public comments? (:~<ay. Then On the ~ BrK~ the

~4 approach that, /~Ild we’LL State here for the record We’LL ~4 assurances issues, IQr. Landowski.
~5 be Looking ~l~Ll~ & /L~S~]~A~S ~0~1 ~_~da for the182 25 pO~T~AcEL~AN~O~t~I~TE~’?2~In~6~3~s comoent 184a hat i h     p    n
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1 to Mada{~ Chairman on the assurances issue because it was 1 going to tell the Local people about It after you’ve
2 an assurances report. 2 Submitted It. And that’s not even a requirement, that’s
3 On the issue of the ~ one of my 3 celled a should. You should do that.
4 concerns Is that under the current plan for category 4 Tile reason I’m concerned about ell this, I
5 three funding, nonprofit organizations may apply al3d S sPoke to a staff person from CalFed early on, I asked her

6 receive funds to acquire lands in the name of the 6 elbout well, you’re going to buy Land, ~re you going to

7 nonprofit. ]]3ere is a stipulation that there would be a 7 allow public access for" fishing. And she said Well, no,

8 state easel~=nt requirement. But as a member of the 8 we’re going to follow the Consumnes River pattern, the

9 public, I’d like that to Stipulate a public easement 9 telll~lete from that type of program,

10 requirement at the bee minimum. 1{~ t4ell, that’s fine if you like the

11 In fact I would question giving nonprofits 11 Consumr~es River. I ima~ine it did have public inl:~Jt but

lP title to lands that utilize public i}~nies to acquire I:~ maybe next time we have a little mere public ~:cess or
13 those lands. I think they should be put in public title, 13 public easer0ents for" fist3ing and boat take-outs,
14 ALso, the acquisition of land is a low level of NEPA-CEQA 14 wI3atever, so you preserve the character of the delta.

15 clearance. ~entlally categorical exclusion. 15 Tl~e delta is actually an underlJti lized

16 ~/hat takes a corr~olex Level of NEPA-CE(Z~ 16 recreational resource. It’s very undePuti llzed, So it

17 clearance is using the land. So it may be that you say 17 has a greet ca~acity to absorb rl~:)Pe recreational use.
18 well, we cover NE~A-CEQA because we went out and bought 18 r{qe question is if it’s defined as a stress~ and not a,

19 the land, ~hat buying the land doesn’t mean anything, 19 quote, obJective, it becomes something that is SOmething
-={~ it’s how YOU use it that counts, 20 you’re trying to diminish, minimize, mitigate, elimate.

;~1 ]-he concern is then the traditional social 21 avoid. OI3viously not encour~e.
_~;~ patterns, agricultural Lands. unless perhaps they are 22 If it’s viewed as a objective which is the

.~3 prime land maybe they receive some special consideration. 23 term you’re using now it’s an objective, then it’s a good

2/~ I would suggest to this body in September 124 thing you want to pr’on~)te. So until you define your

25 ~Jhen they dOp(~ e~&thesefunding(~[]l~°~-s3~tp3sOC/ATES they be                            185     !25 terl~ and Wep~.L~h~r~s~~, (~lO~L~3~7don’t -- 187
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1 very concerned about acquisition proJects in particular. 1 we’re concerned about what’s going to happen to the

2 Because they fit In usually to a pattern progr~ where 2 things right now we take for granted which Is going out

3 YOU are making decisions on buying blocks of Land with 3 and fishing any afternoon in e certain spot that b~ may

4 Some kind Of long-term obJective in mind. ~ be gobbled up by some acquisition we don’t have a chance

5 For instance, you want to Just levee 5 to say anything about or doing anything about.
6 setbacks. In order to accon~lish that you have to buy 6 ~. McPEAK: Thank you. Net

7 the Land along a corridor. Okay. Maybe that’s e good 7 1t~. BINGFL~M: Good afternoon. My name

8 objective. But that cannot be known by the public or the 8 Nat Bingham and I’m with the Pacific Coast Federat!on of
9 i l~oLications Can’t be understood until you come out with 9 Fisherman’s ~.ssociation. I ~ reminded this afternoon of

10 that proposal. This is where we’re going to set the 10 something my uncle Jonathan Bingharn who was e con~-e~man

11 Levees back, here’s where we’re going to Leave them 11 representing the bonds told me once Just before I was
12 alone, protect the current agricultural interest, et 12 supposed to testify for" the first time before e

13 cetera. 13 congresssi(~nal ooll~111ttee, he said, "Loo~, don’t be

14 So I would Just urge your panel to be very 14 discour&ged if you go up there and there’s all these
15 synlcaL about Land acquisition. ALso I understand it 15 empty chairs and only a COUple members left. It’s real

16 Would be difficult to be Synical because you can’t see 16 imPortant to get on the record,

17 proposals until It’s been decided, I understand that 17 So anyway, with that said, I’d Just Like

18 that’s the -- ~ would have suggested in retrospect they 18 to speak to Some of the l~sues that came up today, l’ EL

19 made it a grant Program because grants are revealed to 19 take my theme from the decision process to the draft

20 the public prior to making funding decisions in front Of 2~ preferred alternative, under ecosystem quality on ~e

21 the boards and panels so the public has e chance to 21 four you say that e)q~ort diversions on fisheries Could

22 comfl~nt on the grant proposal. 22 get hatter or worse. No kidding, folks. rl3ey really

23 Another thing, local comments or Local 23 could,
24 support is not a requirement for funding under this 2~ It’s not all that bad out there right now.

have h d fro P~ tr eP by25 program. Itp~)i~/~~ that YOU should explain how you’re 25 You may P~r~LE & ~SSI~IA~E~n~2~ ~2-~9~7 the waY188
~ ~3SOC/ATES (209) ~62-3377 186
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1 I want to thank sll of you for what you’re doing. It’s 1 Loan from the San Diego County t4ater Authority. He used

P really, really irapor’tartt you do this. 171is is a P to work for" ue down there. He and BYr’on Buck, ~ sent
3 tremendously complicated progra{~ with a huge range of 3 him up too to come and be our spies. You haven’t

4 comlllittees, all these stakeholders -- 8lJd by the way I 4 realized that Yet.
5 Just found out what the definition of a stakeholder is. 5 But my name Is Fred TlJompson, and I’m here

6 A stakeholder is somebody who can afford to Co11~ to all 6 today representing the San Diego County ~,/ater ~Jth~ity.

7 these meetings. 7 ]33e ~thoPity and ;)4 mempers agencies a~e responsible for

8 L!nfoPtunateLY that doesn’t apply to a Lot 8 providing water to i~xJr’e than P.6 million people in San

9 of folks. It doesn’t apply to small fe~-mers and to a Lot 9 Diego County.
Ig of fishermen. And you, the Bay-Delta Advisory Counci L 3(~ On behalf of the ~uthority board of

11 8f-e here to represent everybody. ALL of us. So keep up 11 dlPectDf’s I want to thank You and your committee f~

1;~ the good work you°re doing. I Just want to thank you fop 12 undertaking a difficult task, the development of e

13 you. 13 consensus ba~ed Long-term ~oLutlon to the Bay-Delta
14 In making your decision about which 14 issues that balances California competing needs.

15 alternatives you go foP, in terms of the fish I would 15 support your efforts whoLehear’tedLy. PLel~e, Let me tell

16 really caution you to take a risk averse a~Jproach. In 16 you why.

17 other words, wlnen you’re thinking about the fish, don’t 17 San Diego County, as you know, is a
18 do so,thing that’s real tricky Or SOllX~thing that the 18 semi-anid regi~ with few Local water resoL~rces. ]13e

19 technicians -- Like r~Jving the intakes anound the real 19 region is aLn~Jst entirely dependent UpOn water- imported
PI~ time menitoPing you heed todsY -- we don’t really know _=~ by the authority 8{ld the metropolitan water district from
;~1 yet today what it is that kills the fish in the delta, we .~1 the Colorado river and the Bay-Delta.

;~:~ Just know that it happens. _~:3 T13e water- 8~JthoPity provides u~an~Ls to

23 ~/e know that if we release this many fish .~3 percent of water used In the area. In an effort tg~
24 in the hatchery and then we take a bunch of the S~ -~4 reduce the region’s reliance on imported water, the water
25 batch of fiS~o~_~d&t/~s~]~}~l£~-(~l~lb~6~_h~3~y speaking189 _35 8~Jthority an~)l~;t~L~lep$b~L~Sa~,~_bL.~SlJc~lPl~lP~_l~7~n
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I of fin~nces, fishing industry, and the commercial and the 1 aggressive water conservation and recycling proor’aat into

2 charter boat industry stepped up to the plate over ten 2 effect.
3 years 80o and we have been funding a restoration and 3 Our 8~Jthority’s service a~ea is et~ong the

~ mitigation prografn in the delta. ~e Paid to truck the 4 Leaders in the state In the implementation of water"

S fish around the delta beca~Jse it’s not a very safe place S converservat{on best management practices. San Diego

6 for fish. ]l~at’s why we do it. 6 agencies have also invested 3(~(~ mi LLion doltar’s in new

7 /~Jd what I’m here to say today is that I’m 7 water recycling and brakeish ground water desaltin~

8 a Little worried about a few of the things that I read in 8 projects and will more than double that investment during

9 that volume two that are bashing the hatchery program and 9 the coming yeBrs.

10 saying Some things that 8ren°t so nice about it. Fine 10 3]Jese p~oJects, several of which wi~ll come

11 and dandy. 11 on Line this yean will produce rlxJre than 75,~1(~ acre feet
12 Dn the day that we restore the delta to 12 Of new water each yean. ~::complishing these steps will

13 where it really can nurture the fish as they pass through 13 aLLo~ the e~Jthorlty and it’s mempe~ 84~encies to r~eet

14 both ways, I°ll be more than ha$)py to stop paying for the 14 about ~5 percent of their water needs with L~:a[ and

15 trucking prograal. But don’t shut the trucking program 15 conserved water.
16 down until you’re sure you have success. Until you’re 16 But, even with these concerted and
17 sure that whatever alternatives you select and how i1~Jch 17 exlJansive efforts San Diego County will still need to

18 mope water you pump, you’re getting more fish back. 18 import 75 peroe~t of its water in the COming years. For

19 In other words, take it on slow, watch 19 this reason, the availability of reliable, hi g i J-quality

~ what you’re doing, follow-up and maybe we can have a good ~ water supplies from the Bay-Delta will remain critically

~1 progri~i11. Tlnank you. 21 important to the San Diego region.

~2 rlS. I~:PEAK: Thanks, Nat. Fred Thompson 22 ~e have a Large stake in the Succes~ of

~3 San Diego County ~ater Authority. 23 the Ca[Fed and our participating in the stakeholder
~4 i’lR. ~HC~’tPSON: Good afternoon, Hada111 24 process through C[X)A (phonetic) and the ag urban group.

Ladle nt    n we ha e en h f s U re
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1 hope that I get to address you when you’re all together. 1 REPORTER’S CERTIFICATE

2 And the Young fellow that spoke, too. This WILL go into

3 the record, I presu~. 3 STATE ~ CAI.IF~IA
ss.

/4 {3uP board has adopted principles ~i COLINTY ~ SACRAIdE~ITO

5 supporting the inclusion of water use efficiency 5
6 standards as PEt Of the col~Prehensive Bay-Delta 6 I do hereby cer’tify that the foregoing
7 solution. ~/e expect to reraain actively involved in the 7 tr~qscr’ipt was t~en by ~ in st~:)rthar~:J at the time of

8 stakeholder process and Look forwaDd to providing input 8 the proceedings herein, on the date therein set forth,

9 once the draft preferred alternative is announced. 9 end that the foregoing is a full. true and correct

1121 ~/hi le the Bay-Delta is raore than Sl~Jl~ mi les 11~ transcript of the proceedings at said time.

11 8~Jay from us, it is vitally i[&oortant to the San Diego 11
12 county economy and to our quality Of Life. However. I am 1B
13 also here today to seek your Support and blessing in our 13 Dated: August 2, 1997.

14 effort to buy conserved water from the Imperial

15 Irrigation District. ~/hen our plan for" using this

16 conserved water comes to fruition, we will be Less 16 Katherine L. Cel’dozo, CSR 6344
17 dependent upon you. ~/e wi LL relieve the pressure you 17
18 might feel about water for San Diego County. 18
19 ~d notice, I said might. ~/e wE~qt 19

2Q~ independence. ~ w~ support You, we hope you will

21 support us in achieving water freedom. Thank you. 21
22 MS. McPF_J~: Thank you, Mr. Thompson. Ms. 22

23 Cole. do you again wish to address the BDAC7 23
24 I’1S. COLE: Some point of clarification on 24
25 the assuranC~o~jr~,uL~e~.AS~l~tAl[~t(~? ~_~g in.    193 25 PORTALE & ASSOCIATES (2~9) 462-3377 195
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1 MS. McPE/M(: Thank You. That concludes

~ the speel<er cards we had for public comment. Is there

3 anyone else we’ve missed? Okay. Are there any further

4 comments from raembers of the Bay-Delta advisory council?
5 Then we’re hereby adJourned until September 4th. Thank

B you all for staying.

7 (Conclusion of proceedings et 4:5~ p.m.)

8
9

le
11
12
13
14
15
16

17
18
19

20
21

23
24
~5
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