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Gentlemen:

The South Delta Water Agency is responding to Lester Snow’s request for public
comment and "continued participation in further developing" the program proposed in
CALFED’s December I8, 1993 Revised Phase II Report. This Agency believes that dae
December 18 Report is a substantial improvement over earlier drafts in many respects, and
the Agertey is thereby encouraged to anticipate further improvement. However, the
December 18 Report is still inadequate in its treatment of some very fundamental issues that
must be better addressed in order for CALFED to succeed. This letter does not attempt to
cover every issue, but i~ discusses those issues which the ,agency believ~ to be fundamental
to the welfare of the State and to support of the Program. Theso important issues should not
be addressed ambiguously or inconsistently, and proposed solutions should not be vaguely
defined.

.. perl_uheral Canal "~., :, ’:d ,)

In the process of"adaptive management"’ it is, of course, always possible to reconsider
a peripheral canal of any size as one of many DeRa manageraent options, but Lester Snow
has stated repeatedly that the canal is now "off the table." Nevertheless, the Repor~ is
ambiguous regarding whether the canal is now merely a potential future option or whether
it is still an anticipated next step. On page 111 the report stat~s that the canal will be built
"when" (not if) it is determined that a through-Delta conveyance system cannot meet
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CALI:ED goals and objectives. It does not say how and by whom the determination will be
made. It does not define what constitutes meeting the goals. On page 111 it also proposes
to assess the need for a canal by the modeling of water quality and fisheries. [This appears
to address "~ water quality" per page 46.] This modeling will not determine whether
the dominant cause of native fishery decline is the competition of tmcontrollable exotic
species or some oth~r unmodebd cause. [The Report almost totally ignores the impact of
exotic species.] Pag~ 88 r~fers to justification of a canal if the "initial" (rather than an
adaptively op ’.Rmizcd) through-Delta conveTance sys~m is deemed inadequate. Pages 35 and
87 suggest that a canal would be needed if it is the most "cost effective" way to meet
drinking wa~r quality needs. This seems to imply that the quality of water in Delta channels
and the protection era "common pool" would be sacrificed merely in order to reduce urban
water treating costs. There is no clear acknowledgment that a peripheral canal of any
substantial size will necessarily degrade water qualiry in the Delta and will diminate
"common pool" protection wh~aever the canal is big ~ough to supply allowable export rat~
in any month or drought year.                                                ¯

Delta into-rests will insist that the canal must ordy be one of the ap.Ro, m for
reconsideration, and that it must onIy be a chosen option if it is shown to be a sure and
essential component of a Delta management plan that fuIly protects the Delia’s inchanneI
water supply and Delta land uses. It must be clear that the justifica~on for a canal would
have to be approved by the legislature, and potentially by public vote.

On page 13 it is stated that the "primary water supply objective of the Program is to
’reduce the mismatch between Bay-Delta water supplies and current and projected beneficial
uses dcp~ndgnt on the Bay-Delta system’." However, the reset does not assess the probable
range in magnitude of the "mismatch" (i.e., th, water supply shortage). It do,s not even
analyze whether the Program ~ill increase or decrease the shortag~ either now or during the
thirty year time frame of the Program. There is no clear evaluation of the quantity of water
needed for the proposed envimmental improvements. There is no quantified evaluation of
the range of likely reduction in overall water demand due to increases in water use efficiency.
The effect on water supply of the Program measures is being modeled largely in respect to
CVP and SWP export water supply with little regard to non-project water supply.
Consequently, there is nq quantified goal for increased water supply.

The Program suggests but does not commit to various possible increases in storage
capacity. It postulates that these possible storage proposals would lathe be subjected to size
specific analyses. However, increases in overall water supply must be achieved largely by
capturing flood waters for dry year use, and by making borer multiple use of water that is
captured. To do this effectively wilI require a comprehensive plan for coordinated opera.rich
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of different types and locations of storage for optimum overall water supply efficiency and
least cost. No such comprehensive plan will result from site specific studies of individual
storage facilities that are not components of a c, omprehensive plan to achieve a defined
increase in water ~pply. The Report suggests on page 42 that there "could" be "increased
flood protection," but the type of storage facilities that are emphasized and the proposed
schedule for filling them would provide little flood protection.

If adequate water supply is not provided, water for other uses will be taken fi-om those
for whom water cost is a large budget item. The water now used for the production of food
will, therefore, be reallocated to environmental, industrial, residential, and other uses where
water cost is not a major budget item, or where the government takes the water from
agriculture for other uses with or without payment.

Water Tr.ansfers            ~’~..~ ~

The current appendix chapter on transfers is well written and recognizes that when
water is transferred it is a re.a!location of water and rarely leads to a prediC~ab!e increase in
overall wat~ supply. It also recognizes that transfers among purposes and basins of use
typically cause injury to legal users of water other than the buyer and seller. Elsewhere in
the Report, however, ther~ is still an implication that purchased water is new water and that
purchases from willing sellets are permissible eve~ when them is no reduction in water
consumption by the seller, and no increase in overail water yield. The report assumes that
water can be purchased as needed (e.g., the third bullet in each group of bull~ts on page 24).
There is no analysis of the probable availability of water for purchase if the "no-injury" role
is observed.

There is also no recognition of the fact that the protection of lands that have been
dedicated for agricultural use is frustrated if water appurtenant to those lands is sold for other
use, such as from the extmasive lands in Williamson Act contracts. Land use policy and
water allocation policies should be compatibl¢.

Groundwater Overdraft

California’s production of food, and the economy and welfare of the Siam is now
significantly dependent on the overdraft of Central Valley groundwater. This overdraft is a
major contributor in getting us through drought ye~s, but it is unsustainable over the
CALleD time frame. The ability to overdraft will diminish while the population grows, and
while our ability to cut back water use in drought years diminishes. The Report does not
address this impending increas~ in the "mismatch" between supply and demand.
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San Joaauin Valley Salt Load

The State and Federal projects import millions of tons of salt into the Central Valley
south of the Delta. Several hundred thousand tons of this imported salt then drains amaually
into the San Joaquin River, and ~he rest is slowly but steadily salinizing the soils and
groundwaters of this fertile valley. The portion of the salt load that drains back down the San
Joaquin River to the Delta causes severe salinity probIems in the river and South Delta, a~ad
increases the salinity of exported water.

The Report states on page 56 that "CALFED will not pursue resolution of salinity
problems of the San Joaquin Valley through a San Joaquin Valley Drain, which is beyond
the scope of the CALFED Program." The Report does not address the effect of this salinity
problem on CALFED goals. It does not urge that’restorafion of a salt balance be addressed
outside of the CALFED Program. It does not even acknowledge that the salt load exported
via the Delta Mendota Canal, and the drainage of part of that load to the river could be
reduced if the Program provided that the three South Delta tidal bax’riers were operated at all
times, except during high river flows.

Provision for P0p~!latton Growth

The Program and DWR’s Bulletin 160 assume that urban water use can become more
efficient on a per capita basis, but that th¢ urban water supply must then increase to provide
the per capita need as the population increases. The Program also assumes that the
enviromental water supply must increase by an unquantified amoum to increase the
production of fish, ducks, and other creatures. It assumes that in order to maintain public
health the .purity of drinking water must be continually improved in large part by
improvement of"source" water. It assumes that as the population grows we will continue
to supply both old and new urban housing and oletiee structures with this increasingly pure
potable water for use in substantial part to flush toilets and wash clothes.

By contrast, in the case of agriculture, the Program does not evexi mention what may
happen to the public welfare if the per capita allocation ofwater under the Program to grow
food in California drops to less than half its present leve!, and it’the productivity of’valley
soils is destroyed by salirtization, and it" hundreds of thousands of’ acres of prime land are
converted from the production of food to urban and environmental use.

As stated in the beginning of this letter, substantial progress has been made in
addressing this very complex and conlroversial effort. It is important that valuable features
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of the Program should not be placed in jeopardy by failing to address and resolve the basic
issues discussed above. It is tree that there are no per’feet solutions, but CALFED cannot
succeed if it is perceived to ignor~ essential issues or if it ambiguously addresses issues so
that different interpretations of intent lead to a backlash against the Program.

The South Delta Water Agency hopes that these criticisms will be understood to be
an effort to assist in constructive improvement of the Program.

Sincerely,

SOUTH DELTA WATER AGENCY

~t~z I~OBINSON, t~resident

t,,-~kLEX-ISItiDEBRAND, S,e-r~tary

ce: Secretary of Food & Agriculture William Lyons,
Senator Patrick Johnston
Assemblyman Dennis Cardoza
San Joaquin County Supervisors
CFBF President BilI Pauli
San Joaquin County Farm Bureau
C~-ntral Delta Wat~ Agency
Ms. Mar~it A.rambu.nt
Mr. Stanley Barnes
Surme Wright McPeak
Steve Ma=Auley
Rogene Reynolds
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