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- Mr. Ste've Richie

CALFED Bay-Delia Program
14168 Ninth Street, =l_ 155
Sacramento. CA 93814

Dear Steve:

" You have asked rir public comment o a the July 8. 1998 version of a CALF ED document
entizled DRAFT: Developing a Preferred Program Alternative.

As | mentioned to you yesterday. ‘the July 8th DRAFT is so full of problems, and at the same
time s0. full of holes, that EDF had intended simply to wait and comment on the revision now
scheduled for July 31 (or theteabouts), viewing it as but one more in a series of hastily-

compiled Drafts that has already undergone considerable behind-the-scenes revision. . However, .
at your urging, I wxll at least make the following two observations: S

First, the document: pm'ports to equate forward progress in the four "CALFED" resource

* ‘problem areas (i.¢., ecosystem quality, water supply reliability, water quality, and levee sysiem

integrity — see Phase II Interim Report, page 20} with concurrent progress among CALFED's -
six "common program elements" (ecosystem restoration, water use ¢fficiency, water transfers, .
waer quality, watershed coordination, and levee system integrity) as well ds its two "variable
program elemenis” (storagc and conveyance). This is a fundamental chaoge in orientation and
scope which attempts to blur important and !ong-recogmzed distinctions between the common -
and variable program elements — .g., what will (and will not) be common to along-term -
solution (no matter what) and what can be done to ensure forward progress in the four problem

areas by making better use of the very substantial investments in water storage and delivery
capacity which have already been made over many, many decades of Bay-Delta water
development, versis what (if any) new facilities are warranted, who will pay for any new
capacity incraments as a fundamental component of demonstrated *necd,” how will such new
capacity be operaied, how will such operations be assured to be consistent with and not .
comary to the mqoratmn of ccosystem health etc ete. S

EDF urges CALPED to return to the notion of ensurmg forwa:d progress in the four problem

areas — an approach that wm be best accomplished by articutating a clear priority for the .

ecosystem restoration program above all, because everyone will benefit from the restoration of
- ecosystem health, and because no "comprehensive™ or "durable” or "equitable” solution will be
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POSuIblC \Mthout t. -To dns end [ would onh note lhat the Stage 1 ecosystem restorauon

. program proposea as part of the July 8 draft has. well a long way to go )

. initial draft Programmatic EIS/R have even been considered. and certainly before arevised: -~ ~

\ec.ond the Dr:m -«..n.hes sngmtncant proarammauc conclusmns {e.g.. "New storage will be
included in the preferred program alternative.” page B-9) before extenisive criticisms of the

programmatic draft EIS:R has been re-circulated which addresses those problems in particular.
This is part of a lurger flaw in the NEPA/CEQA process which underlies the July 8 Draft. ie..

 one that all-but-igneres the fundamental concems and problems that EDF and others have

identified as part +f the initial programmatic draft (but which are now being swept aside due to
the needs and pressures resulting from the unrealistic deadlines which have become a CALFED
hailmarky. Speciiicaily. EDF behewes that the Iulv 8 Draft; like the initial programmanc draft

EIS-EIR: |

i. Fails t.s address the single most important, factor in restofing and sustaining Bay-
Delta ecosystem health. the total amount of water that can be extracted from the systern; ;r_ldeed
it improperly asserts the opposite, that significantly more water can be extracted from a

_severely-depleted system and then mampu!ated in a manner that results in et ccologxcal
' benefits, as well as ‘increased cousumptive water supphes. e -

C ahfomxa s afready extensively developed water management infrastructure in order to meet
the necds of ecosystems and people at mxmmum long-term cost. ,

2 Faxls 10 recognize that market-onented altemanves can optimize the use of .

. Fails o amculate a least-cost ﬁnancxal strategy that w:ll pay for the common
pmeram e!emenrs and it fails to establish who will be asked to pay for the many new dams and _

conveyance facilities'that account for the majonty of the program s projected capital costs.

3. Fails w0 emphas:ze the cnncal role that restored ecosystem health wxll have in’
securing and susiaining all other anticipated program benefits, and it fails to acknowledge the
substantial water user benefits associated wu‘.h an aggresswely lmplememed ecosystem -
restoration pfogram : .

5. Fax]s to deﬁne legal ﬁnancxal operauonal and hydrologxc baselines. (mcludmg
comprehensive measurement of total water use and the basis for and quanuﬁcatxon of its water

' supply rehabnhtv objecuve) that provxde the foundauon fora long-term agreement

'!

6. Fails to cstabhsh 1mplementanon mechanisms and perfonnance criteria for the ,
Ecosy stem Restoration Program plan and other common program eiemems 10 assure that these -
programs actually will be implemented as promised. :
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i will not at this point atternpt to address-our extensive specific concerns with the July 8 Draft's
:ndividual provisions. EDF believes. however, that only a comprehensive re-write (if not a

. fundamental re-urientation) of the July 8 Draft - one that responds direcily and materially to the

- above concerns and criticisms. and which proposes a framework for addressing and resolving
any and all owstanding issues and concerns as a fundamental part of "Stage 1" - can hope to
serve as the hasis for developing a draft preferred program alternative w hzch has any real
chance of meeung C -\LF ED s long-term objectives.

‘We will be happy to prov 1de more extensne review and comment on such a rev ision when it
_ou.omes a axlar.e

Thanks ypu and sincerely.

‘David Yardas
Senior Analyst

E—035833

E-035833



