
Comments on Dec. 9, Phase II Report from. AgiUrban Caucuses
De.tuber 1 io 1998

With only twenty-four hours to respond to thelatest CALFED draft, our comments are
limited m a short-list of major points. Individual agriculture and urban wa~er agencies
will be providing additional ¢~mments on seetiOllS such as water ~se efficiency, w~t~r
quality ~d water operations. Extensive inpu~ is also being provided via the Babbi~t-
Dtmn meetings.                             ¯

We are, laowever, providing deta~ecl commen¢s on SectionS: Draft Implemelamtion Plan
eta the Stage 1 actions. These comments were.comDiled by ~’he Ag/I_;rbma Caucuses on
the prior Pha e I! Report and time does not allow for a complete update to match
this dr~ft. As with prior Ag/U~ban submittnl �0mm~ms, our comments are in ixalics and
the foomotez reflect previous colranents not addressed by CALFED in the current dr~t.
~e large majority of our Stage I action commits still apply.

Overall Comments (page nu~mbers might not match exactly). . -

Storage While we see mo~e discussion on storage (p 80-84) and a table
listing tim reservoir site~ retained for future evaluation (p 82), we
still do not see fla~t the fiandament~l need for storage (both
grOtladwa*er mad surface)ois firmly established. Storage is needed
to meet ~aree of ~e~ur CALFED objectives of w~ter suppl~
reliabiliw, water qu~liw, and ecosystem qualiD’, rn ,he Iist o~"
actions (p 114) lmder surface storage, the d~ision on
foasibiliw, permitting and po,zible coastrut;tiora ~till resides in
years 5, 6, mad 7 of Stage 1. This is rtot acceptable.

.Conveyanc.e The words describin~ through Del,z conveyane~ (19 ~2) ~,d the
possibiliDr that an isolated conveyanc~ facility wi!l be needed to
meet drinking water quality mad fi~h recovery, objectives are much
improved over the first draft. FIowever, the isolated conveyance
option (p 117) still reads with a bias against it. The option shou!d
be studied openiy r evenly and objectively without a pre-e0nceivcd
bias against its need.

A_ss~rances Severe! references are made in the document to ,’bundling of
actions" (~s oa p 84 and p 128). However, the report stiI! presents
bundling as a rough eoneep*., rather tb.an identi£ying the specific
Stage 1 actions that will be bundled. AgiUrban has provided
deraileci eoma~aents and reeommendalaons on the ereatio~ of three
distinct bundles or substages for Stage 1, linking actions vi~ thre~
Programmatic EIS/EII~ Supplements ~hat address the purpose, rteed
arA eumuladve effects o£ eaoh substage, insuring flaat al!
and actions move ahead together.
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1999 Actions Ag/Urban advocatss a strong start in the early years in all program
areas, commenlx have requested ~at many actions (suchPrevious
as South Delta Conveyance Improvements and Groundwater
Storage Projects) be advanced in the early years (1999 - 200!).
None of these recommendations were reflected in the curzent &aft
and, in fact, the CALFED 1998-99 action list has been deleted and
moved into Stage 1. Only fmauoing actlor~ rcmaha in 1999 (p

User Fees Tl~e user t~e section (p 138) r.eads like a mechanism that must be in
place and operational by the end of 1999 (p 140). Ag/l Irh~n
recommends that the "user fee" tool be studied and evaluatedduring
Stage 1 a., a po~ibl~ re=ass of fmanch,g yrugram

Clean Water Act
Section ~04 This section i,~ re,D, well-wnitten ~nd advocafe~ the estabH~b_ment of.

need for program faciii~ies at the programmatic level with e,x-pedited
and I~tit,,-d 404 permit evaluation.to follow a~ a site-specific levei
(p 152). This process needs to be reflected in earlier report sections
on Storage and Conveyance.

Cost Estimates Ag/Urb~ has provided v, witten comments on each program area in
the Cost Table (p 141), commenting on bo~ the total program costs
as well as ~e -assumed cost-sharing. None of our comments have
been reflected to date. We refer you to ore- prior commen~s and
wish to add th~ following:
t) Conservation total should be increased by 700 million vAth 350

million additional under both state and fedaral.
2) Water Quality should be. increased to accommodate the..~Hnity

reduction program as pmvlously sta~ed.
3) A now program area enabled "E~zvltumn~t~l Wa~er Accourtt"

should be added and appropriate dollars shown.
4) Funds should be designated to assim the mountai~jrttral

counties with planning activities (such a~ the evaluation of
PG&E facilities):

5) Stora/~e number~ are aeriously low a~d do not reflect/support
the list of aetio~ in Stage 1, as previously stated.

Wzte,,,r,, Operz~ion~ Ag/U~ban representatives h~ve been deeply involved in these
di~scussions, working toward an operational solution. Comments
will be provided under separate cover.
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