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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

BDCP/WaterFix staff: 

Steve Mayo < Mayo@sjcog.org > 

Thursday, October 29, 2015 8:12AM 
BDCPcomments 
Joshua Emery; Sheridan, Kursten@Wild!ife; kmii!er@sjgov.org 
SJCOG, Inc.- BDCP/CA WaterFix RDEIR/SDEIS Comment Letter 
SJCOG Inc_BDCP RDEIR SDEIS Comment Letter_Oct 2015.pdf 

For the official record, please find the comments on the BDCP/CA WaterFix RDEIR/SDEIS being submitted prior to the 
October 30, 2015 closing date by SJCOG, Inc. as administrators of the San Joaquin County Habitat Conservation and 
Open Space Plan (SJMSCP). 

Our agency will be providing a hard copy as well to the appropriate PO Box address as required through the postal 
service. 

Please confirm the receipt of the comments via email. 

Sincerely, 

Steven Mayo 
Program Manager 
Habitat Conservation Pian 

555 East Weber Avenue 
CA 95202 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Barry Williams <wcstriper@gmail.com> 
Monday, October 26, 2015 7:33 PM 
BDCPcomments 
BDCP Comment 1 

The State of California's "Delta Fix" water tunnels project to divert Sacramento River 
flows under the San Francisco Bay Delta Estuary will cause the destruction of the West Coast's 
largest estuary, a nursery for fish and wildlife that feeds the Pacific Flyway (from Mexico to 
Alaska), commercial fishing operations in three states, a thriving tourist economy and vibrant 
farm community, drinking water for 5 million people in the San Francisco Bay Area, and 
essential natural water hub for recreation and community enjoyment. 

Taking this water for export before it reaches the estuary and bay, will !ead to decades of 
pubic dissension and box the federal government into a corner replete with huge costs and 
obstacles to meeting its statutory and legal obligations. Independent state scientists recently 
testified that the project is legally deficient and not justifiable. The proposed Delta Water 
Tunnels will not solve current or future droughts because they create no new water supply. 
Moreover, they are so large they could easily drain the Delta Estuary of essential freshwater. 
Before saddling taxpayers with a multi-billion dollar mortgage, years of confusion and a legacy 
of conflict, more cost effective water supply alternatives must be considered and implemented. 
This multibillion-dollar tunnels plan hinders real statewide water solutions for California. Policy 
analysis of the proposed project fails to consider more cost-effective water conservation 
alternatives that produce more water now in comparison to waiting the decades it will take to 
construct these experimental tunnels before determining if the investment vJas vvorth it. 

As currently proposed, the State of California's water tunnels project does not comply 
with Federal law and it will prevent the Department of Interior and other agencies from meeting 

RECIRC2420. 

their collective responsibilities to protect the San Francisco Bay Delta ecosystem. The water tunnels would serve both 
the federal Central Valley Project (CVP) and the California State \Vater Project (S\NP). 
An engineering undertaking of this magnitude has never been attempted. More importantly, it would have devastating 

on the Delta and inhibit your agency's ability to with the Clean \1\]ater .Act, 
Species Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act and to meet your trust obligations to Native Americans, especially those 
on the North Coast that depend on waters from the Trinity River Division. The resulting federal confusion wiillead to 
decades of legal and political conflict, not a good legacy for the Department of Interior. All of this can be avoided if you 
show bold leadership and foresight by rejecting this project. 

the quality freshwater inflow from the Bay-Delta would lead to change in the 
ecosystem character and sustainability. As for habitat and endangered species, they will be permanently, 
affected. Impact studies on flow restrictions to San Francisco Bay have been largely excluded from public review and the 
resulting effect of years of flow restrictions omitted. Impacts to water dependent industries that count on a healthy bay 
and have been or brushed aside. and recreational contact water flow 
related toxic harmful algae blooms will impact millions of people who depend on a healthy estuary to live, play, work, 
farm and fish. 
Serious and potentially catastrophic issues have been raised by Fish and Wildlife Services' red flag memos, USGS has 
expressed concerns about pollution emanating from exporting more Delta water to irrigate toxic San Joaquin Valley west 
side soils, and an Interior commissioned National Academy of Sciences (NRC Report) report concluded the water tunnels 
approach "contains critical scientific gaps." These experts, along with National Marine Fisheries and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency have rung alarm bells, informing that if approved, you won't be able to meet your 
legal duties. USBR has failed to look at alternative operations that will not have such devastating impacts on fish and 
wildlife. 



Just recently, USBR jumped the gun to file a water rights application for new points of diversion for the tunnels with the 
State Water Resources Control Board, assuming that the project complies with all applicable federal laws and 
regulations. On the contrary, compliance is highly doubtful. We have a classic case in which different agencies within the 
Department go in different directions. In addition to the water rights filing, USBR petitioned the Army Corps of Engineers 
for permission to perform dredge and fill construction activities for the water tunnels long before the project has 
received other necessary approvals. This heightens the public's fears that USBR and the State are trying to force the 
project through administrative channels without proper review. On the other hand, their inaction with regard to Section 
7 consultation with the fisheries agencies compounds the public's fears that realistic and prudent alternatives are being 
ignored and avoided. Their actions with the State Water Board and the Corps of Engineers are premature given their 
inaction on Section 7 consultation, and should be withdrawn. Embedded in this rush to act before safeguards are 
approved and analysis is completed, is the notion of building a project without operating plans. Building it now and 
learning to operate it later is not a recipe for success. 
The Delta Water Tunnels Project is a massive experiment that has not been adequately thought through and presents 
unprecedented environmental and economic risks. The CVP and SWP already have a lengthy history of not meeting 
conservation objectives. For almost a decade, the projects' coordinated operations have made little or no progress in 
meeting required mitigation measures including the required purchase of 27,000 acres of endangered species habitat. 
Populations of listed fish species have declined to dangerous levels in this period. There should be no rush to make 
decisions that would hasten their extinction. 
The San Francisco Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and San Francisco Bay serve as a nursery and breeding grounds 
for iconic species on the brink of becoming extinct, such as salmon that, if lost, will set in motion an ecological chain 
reaction extinguishing orcas {Orcin us orca) and along with support for over 750 species. 

Barry Williams 
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BDCP/California WaterFix Comments 
Box 1919 

Sacramento, CA 95812. 

Subject: 

Sent via 

LO.mntenrs on 
Recirculated 

Zone 7 Water Agency appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Delta Lons€::rvcmcln 
Plan/California WaterFix Partially-Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact 
/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

Zone 7 is the wholesale treated water supplier to businesses and approximately 240,000 
the cities Pleasanton, Dublin and a portion of San Ramon. Zone 7 
flood protection in eastern Alameda County and serves untreated water 

swater 

to contact me at or 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Please see attached -

Duerig, Jiii <jduerig@zone7water.com> 
Wednesday, October 28, 2015 11:19 AM 
BDCPcomments 
Comments on the Bay Delta Conservation Pian/California WaterFix Recirculated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
BDCP Cal WaterFix comments.pdf 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Kit Kubitz <mesondk@yahoo.com> 
Wednesday, October 28, 2015 1:33 PM 

RECIRC24.22. 

BDCPcomments; bwright@friendsoftheriver.org; Barbara; Osha Meserve; 
troutnk@ao!.com; bdcp.coments@noaa.gov 
Comments on Revised BDCP Cal Water Fix EIR 
BDCP Comment0ct30.docx 

Enclosed are comments, with citations to the revised EIR, and references 
to studies pertinent to the EIR, These 
comments object to the proposed project, request a public hearing in San 
Francisco (where no public meeting 
was so far held), request changes to the decision-making process for 
project operation, ask for elimination of the second tunnel and reduction 
in size, and request the Independent Science Board to further review the 
EIR. 

The basis for these comments are 3 key uncertainties: uncertainties of 
impacts, uncertainties of mitigation, and uncertainties of decision making 
in operation. The risks are too great to allow this project to proceed as 
proposed, where Delta flows and fish species have already been depeleted. 
There is an environmental opportunity cost, the risk of serious harm to 
the Delta, the bay, salmon and other fish, and the overall environment of 
Northern california. Taking that environmental opportunity cost into 
account, the environmental impact is negative and the fiscal cost benefit 
is also negative for the project as proposed and the preferred 
alternative. 

se comments also request information on any changes to the P ect, 
EIR, or hearing process as requested for a public meeting in san Francisco 
and further review by the Independent ience Board. 

Ke t R. Kubitz 5- -4393 mes k@yahoo.com 



COMMENTS ON REVISED BDCP EIR AND OBJECTIONS TO 
DELTA TlJNNEL PROJECT PREFERRED AL'l'ERNA'l'IVE 4A 

DEAR SIR: 

T"',_Tf'iT l'o.ClT"'-r.. A T'o'T"' l'il'o.11. K11. KT"',.T'T'Cl l'o.,_T 'T'TTT"' T'oT:'\: TTCIT:r-.. T:TT'il A 1\Tl"' 
Dl'IL-LVk:>Dl.J AKD LVlVllVlDl~ l k:> Vl~ lllD Kn V lk:>DU DlK, Al~l.J 

OBJECTIONS TO THE ALTERNATIVE 4A. I OBJECT TO THE 
EIR AND THE DELTA TUNNEL AS CURRENTLY 
PROPOSED ON THREE BASES: 

l.THE Hv1PACTS ON THE ENVIRONMEi..JT ARE }JOT 
UNDERSTOOD WELL ENOUGH AND BASED ON 
SIMPLISTIC ASSUMPTIONS THAT MAY 
UNDERSTATE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS. (UNCERTAIN IMPACTS) 

2. S01viE ASSERTED COivHviiT1viE1~TS WHICH ARE 
DESCRIBED AS MITIGATIOl-J MEASURES FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ARE NOT 
ADEQUATELY DESCRIBED AND COMMITTED, 
LACKTNG FlJ}~Dfl\.~G, SCIRNTIFIC RASIS, AND DETAIL 
(UNCERTAIN MITIGP.~TION) 

3. THE 01'--J~GOING 
RELEASES AND MANAGEMENT 

' INFLOWS ARE NOT ADEQUATELY 

CONSTRINED BY AGREEMENTS, 
CONDITIONS TO PREVENT NEGATIVE 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACTS, 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENT, 
HABITAT, AND IMPORTANT SPECIES AFFECTED 
THE PROJECT. (u1~CERTAll~ DECISION PROCESSES 
FOR OPERATION) 
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4. I FURTHER REQUEST THAT A PUBLIC HEARING 
ON THE REVISED EIR, DELTA TUNNELS PROJECT, 
A .. ND IMPLEMENT~ATION ~AGREEMENT AND 
MITIGATION MEASURES BE HELD IN SAN 
FRANCISCO, CA, BECAUSE NO PUBLIC MEETING 
"T'C T A C'i TTT"'T T'l. Tll.. T C'i A "11. T T"'"O A 'fl.. Tr'i·Tsr'il'. 1'."11. TT "( T 1 /"1'."11. Tl'"\ 
W A~ lltLU 11'-J ~Al'J .t' K.f\..1~\ .. A \.__,V, Vl'JL I 1 ~ Vl'Jt ) 

COPY OF BDCP EIR MATERIALS WAS PLACED IN 
THE SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC LIBRARY SYSTEM (AS 
OPPOSED TO 10 IN MARIN COUNTY AND SEVERAL 
IN EACH OF SAN JOAQUIN AND OTHER COUNTIES.) 

SUCH A PUBLIC HEARING IN SAN FRANCISCO COULD BE 
HELD EITHER IN A HE~ARING ROO~v1 IN CITY HALL OR 
SOME OTHER BUILDING SUCH AS THE PUBLIC UTILITIES 
COMMISSION BUILDING IN SAN FRANCISCO. 

~'" I R)DQU.....,Srn TTT •,...,..., rnHp Tl\.TDEP..--,,.T...--....,-,-..Trn r;.r;-.-..,-,1\.TrE 
). \....l...:i .b 1 tlAl 1 .L ..tl~ .bf\IU.bl'\11 ;:::;Ll.bl'~v 

BOARD WHICH HAS QUESTIOr~ED THE ADEQUACY OF 
THE SCIENTIFIC RASIS FOR THE IMP ACT AND 
MITIGATION PLAN DESCRIPTION IN THE EIR BE 
REQUESTFD TO RFVIF\V THE REVISED FIR, COMMENTS 
OF INTERESTED AGENCIES AND AND 

COMMENTS 

OF PROPOSED 
ALTERNATIVE. 

COMMENTS. 

Comment MITIGATIO~~ MEASURES 
INADEQUATE WHEN USE 
MENTIONED. 

The revised EIR, Appendix D, showing substantive changes, 
shows a section D.3.1.2 referring to Goal DTSM3, which 
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apparently provides for use of captive delta smelt in fisheries as 
a backstop for impacts on delta smelt, a threatened species 
which could be significantly impacted 

However, use of captive species to preserve an endangered or 
threatened species of fish is not without risks. To suggest that 
fish hatcheries or captive born fish can be relied up to offset 
hnpacts in natural river conditions and populations ignores the 
history of problems and failures of captive fish and hatcheries. 
As noted recently, hatcheries can be subject to failure for a 
number of reasons, including infections, loss of water, or failure 
to maintain appropriate conditions for the species. See stories 
from Sep 2015 

GOLD RIVER (AP)- The California Departlnent ofFish and 
Wildlife say it is working to keep hundreds of thousands of trout 
alive at the A1nerican River Hatchery after vvarm water 
te1nperatures killed about 155,000 trout. 
The depart1nent said Wednesday a chiller that cools water at the 
hatchery about 18 miles east of Sacrmnento unexpectedly failed 
Tuesday, and warm te1nperatures killed most of the Eagle Lake 

· of trout being raised there. Why the hatchery equipment 
failed is ~ ............. ...., .... 

says cold water su~nve IS 

working to get a least one working again 
~~~~~~~:":> 335,000 

next year. 

ON 
HATCHERIES TO MAINTAIN POPULATIONS OF 
THREATENED SPECIES IS RISKY AND lJNCERTAIN. 
GOAL DTSM3 CANNOT BE CONSIDERED ADEQUATE 
MITIGATION IF DELTA SMELT ARE IMP ACTED BY THE 
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DELTA TUNNELS PROJECT. THIS COMMENT REFERS 
TO BOTH BASES 1 AND 2 FOR OBJECTION IE 

' UNCERTAIN IMPACTS AND UNCFRTAIN MITIGATION. 

COMMENT B. MITIGATION MEASURES, REQUIRED 
T n>.. Tr-..T:n r'>T:r'\. A A l\. Tr-.. l\. TT:T\ A AT\ T: T T1\. Tr'>T:T\ 'T' A Tl\. T l\. Tr'\.'T' 
Ul'lLJ.CK ~.C~.f\_ .t\_l''ILJ l"!.Cr .f\_' .f\_K.c Ul"l~.CK l.t\_ll'l, l'l V 1 

FINALLY FUNDED, AND CANNOT BE USED IF 
UNCERTAIN TO JUSTIFY NEGATIVE IMPACTS OF THE 
DELTA TUNNELS PROJECT. 

At various places in the revised EIR reference is made to 
various projects which are considered "defacto" mitigation. 
However, it is clear from a careful reading, that many of these 
projects are far fro1n certain of being imple1nented, lacking 
necessary commitments, agreements, planning, or funding. 

As one example, the Southport Project is described as one of 
several n1easures which will either create or enhance tidal 
march, or riparian habitat, or otherwise contribute 
environmental features which might have some positive impact 
on the delta and fish species. However, these projects are not 
co1nmitted or funded . . i\..._s noted in Section D 1.1.1.4, 

ect is funded. 

See 

however, for floodplain 
been detennined. A 

as 
project. Depending on the funding source, 

this project may contribute up to 280 acres of floodplain 
restoration, which would be consistent with the goals 
of CM5 Seasonally Inundated Floodplain Restoration" 

19244
Typewritten Text
RECIRC2422



COMMFNT C. FNVIRONMFNTAL IMPACTS ARE 
HIGHLY UNCERTAIN, AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
ARE THEREFORE NOT WELL UNDERSTOOD. IT 
li A "'h.Tlo..Tr'VT' "'1>1: lirYl\,TiiT TTI\.T:T"'I. 'T"'TT A rr l\JfT'T"'Tii A 'T"'TrYlt..T \\TTT T T")l: 
\_,A_l'\ll~V 1 DC \_,Vl~\_,LUlJCl.J 1 nA. 1 1Vll11\JA. 11Vl~ VV lLL DC 

ADEQUATE, KNOWING THERE WILL BE NEGATIVE 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS. 

As an example of the uncertainty of environ1nental ilnpacts and 
assumptions about necessary 1nitigation, there is a discussion of 
the objectives for stream flows necessary for salmon survival. 

See the following fro1n pages 7-8/216 of Appendix D 

Objective WRCSl.l Rationale: Appendix 3.G, 
Proposed Interim Delta Salmonid Survival Objectives, 
presents a 2012 technical memorandum_ prepared by r.J:l\1FS 
outlining the frmnework for determining appropriate metrics for 
through-Delta survival based on limited data of current through­
Delta survival rates. The technical memorandum outlines how 
NMFS estimated current through-Delta survival rates and the 

· · 1netrics · 
\VRCSLI, SRCSLI, 1.1, and 
simple deterministic, stage-based life-cycle model and 
replacement rates of 1 1.3 1 (1.3, 1.4, 1.5 

covered salmonids, 
50% 

. . 
Increase In survival 

achieve 
on improvements in through-Delta survival alone. That is, 
NMFS held pre-and post-Delta survival constant and calculated 
the i1nprovement in Delta survival needed to achieve the target 
cohort replacement rates, assigning half of that improvement to 
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the BDCP. The balance of the improvements required to 
achieve the modeled cohort replacement rates is expected to be 
derived fro1n other recovery actions distributed throughout the 
entire range of covered salmonids, which could occur upstream, 
in the Delta, and/ or in the ocean." 

Thus we can see that the objectives for Delta water flows and 
resulting sahnon populations are first, based on a simple model, 
second, assign only half (50%) or required improvements in 
salmon survival to the BDCP project mitigation, and third, rely 
on other, as yet unnamed measures, such as "ocean" 
improvements to provide appropriate Salmon populations 
("cohort replacement"). 

It is clear fro1n other studies that fundamentally, water flows 
are correlated, positively or negatively, with fish populations, 
sometimes with a lag of a fev1 years. The lag in effects is caused 
by the fact that water conditions in the first few years of fish 
species life are 1nost ilnportant, including populations able to 
survive adequately to lay eggs, with required upstream 
migration. Then, the survival of eggs and young fish during 
downstream migration again provides major impacts on fish 
populations "cohort 
populations based on populations 

manne 
(1 

"Variations in river run-off are 
ln 

anadromous stocks 1972; 
Northcote, 1982). Most salmon migrations occur at 
times of increasing or peak run-off. Also, 
the downstream 1nigration of 1nany juvenile salmon stocks 
tends to be associated with high freshwater discharge 
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(Northcote, 1982; Youngson et ul., 1983)" 

By capturing and diverting conditions of high river run-off, the 
Delta tunnels will elilninate the potential for higher salmon 
migrations upstream to spawn as well as the downstream 
migration of juvenile sahnon. This effect is clear and cannot be 
denied. Therefore, the only question is whether to allow it, or to 
reduce it, if it cannot be fully 1nitigated. 

Reduction or elimination of the two large proposed Delta 
Tunnels under Preferred Alternative 4A is the only reasonable 
response to the potential impacts of large Delta diversions 
resulting fro1n twin, large scale tttnnels. lv1oreover, while it is 
suggested that n1itigation will consider maintenance of adequate 
Delta stream flows. as discussed above. the basis for 

-' -' 

determination of these "adequate" flows is highly uncertain and 
based on simplistic assumptions. 

because of 1n 
rPfnrn~ Af m-igratory fish IT'I~'IJ fl{)t t~kp nlace .J..VIb-YJ...i...J..UI ""-J..L .L.!..A.l. ""' A A_ ..LLLt..4.J A.I.'-..J' 1!.-f..4. 't..~ __[ _ years 

after the stremn conditions under which the population was 
conceived or mistakes made in year 20XX 

mistakes in operation, streatn flow, temperature 
conditions and so on can be long tenn · 

at the operational decisions are 

Given the potential for drastic harm to occur, no major decision 
which affects Delta flows should be made except on a 
conservative basis, designed to avoid the potential for a 
horrendous, unrecoverable error which would devastate Delta 
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and bay fisheries and the estuarine environment of Northern 
California. 

There has been extensive discussion of the uncertainty of 
developing necessary fresh water flows, with consideration of 
rnultiple approaches, reflecting the underlying uncertainty of 
knowledge about flow needs. A UC Davis study noted: 

"Estimating flows for improving habitat conditions, 
particularly to support fishes with different and often conflicting 
life history strategies, is much rnore cornplex 
and is hampered by nu1nerous uncertainties" 

The same study reported that the biggest change from the period 
when "fish were doing better" to when "fish were doing worse" 
was increased Delta exports, exactly what Two-Delta-tunnel 
project is proposed to provide. 

"The largest change from the earlier historical period when fish 
were doing better to the later period when fish were doing 
poorer is the increase in exports that reduce net Delta outflow. 
Exports increase 0.9 maf during the 1949- 1968 period 
(1.4 maf over 13 years of 

1986 - period. an increase 
~ / 

percent" 

Developing Prescriptions 
Fishes in the Sacrmnento-
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The lessons of these reports are clear, there is great uncertainty 
in estimating Delta flows, and lower flows are associated with 
poor fish conditions and survivaL 

Similarly, a State Water Board Report found that Delta flows 
should be 1naintained at a level of about 75% of unimpaired 
flows for January through June. 

http://www. waterboards. ca. gov /waterrights/water _ issues/progra 
tnslbay _ delta/deltaflow/docs/final_ rpt08031 O.pdf 

Therefore, projects should be sized to 1ninimize impacts that 
increase Delta exports, reduce Delta flows outward, and harm 
fish populations correspondingly, without effective knowledge 
about what conditions are necessary to maintain or improve 
those populations. Two tunnels should not be built, as a 
constraint on the level of exports and resulting harm to the Delta 
environment. 

C0I'v1l\1EI'JT D. DECISIOl'JS PROCESSES FOR 
TUNNEL OPERATION ARE POORLY DEFINED 

NOT 

ENVIRONMENT OR SPECibS 

amounts 
Valley has "adaptive ~~A .... ·~A._._,....,,., ..... 

making will \vhich confonns 

management over thne as new information beco1nes available. 
Unfortunately, the adaptive 1nanagement process is subject to 

the actual processes provided for 1naking decisions about water 
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use and diversion, the people and agencies involved, and who 
has the ultimate power to make or veto decisions. 

As noted in the revisions to the EIR in Appendix D 

"The fish and wildlife agencies (USF\tVS, N~v1FS, and CDFVI) 
retain final authority over the operational criteria and constraints 
(i.e., which pumping stations are operated and at what 
pumping rate) during testing." 

This implies that "after testing" the fish and wildlife agencies 
will give over control to another decision process. This is one of 
the fundamental proble1ns with the EIR and a change that 
should be made. Eliminate "during testing" so that the fish and 
wildlife agencies "retain final authority over the operational 
criteria and constraints." At all times during the operation of any 

1 .. ' 1 10 J 10 1 - ,... 1 1. 1 • approvea proJect, cona1nons may oe rouna wn1cn require 
revision of any proposed operation, to protect critical species, 
water quality, and habitat. The fish and wildlife agencies 1nust 
have on-going authority to control (or at least veto) any 
proposed operations vJ"hich endanger the Delta environn1ent, 

as excessive back flows, slough like conditions, inadequate 
flows spawning or 
inadequate salmon populations to permit Delta diversion and 
other considerations which should be within the control of 
and wildlife agencies if any pennitted. 

a IS 

other wildlife agencies 1nust have a 
and exports. 

need for Is 1n 1s 
use of passive voice: Things will be done, but we don't know 
who will do them. From page 21/261 Appendix 
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"Based on the results of the studies described above initial 
operating criteria will be established, including conditions under 
which pumping levels will be adjusted within the bypass flow 
criteria to mini1nize effects on 1nigrating covered fish and to 
achieve water supply goals." 

So we have the BDCP, the AMT, a working group of the AMT 
yet to be established, the results of the working group being 
some research studies to address uncertainties, results of the 
research used by so1neone to establish criteria, and someone 
who will implement those criteria. This sounds like a 
playground gatne where children in a circle whisper to each 
other and what starts out at the beginning is inco1nprehensible at 
the end. 

The management processes have been extensively edited in the 
revised draft EIR, as shown on pages 25-26 of P. • .ppendix D. 
Page D.3-24 et seq lay out a management process whereby a 
Real Time Operations (RTO) team is set up, with approval of 
BDCP. The RTO team consists of representatives of 1. USFWS 
2. NJ\AFS 3. CDF\V 4. Reclamation 5. DWR and 6. State Water 

·ect Contractors and 7. Central Valley Project Contractors. 

1'Jominally, me1nbers 6 
rep are "non-voting". But 
process says 

contractor 7 contractor 
is unclear because the decision 

consensus. 
a 

7 non-voting ""-''"'''-'A 

agree DWR 
....... ....,,L ... ..,"", ... L ..... "h some level of water exports/diversion 

Then, on pages 25-26, the matter is escalated to the Regional 
Director ofFWS agency, the Director ofDWR, and the 
Regional Director of Reclamation. Note that two out of three of 
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these decision 1nakers are oriented toward water supply and 
contractor obligations, not fish and game and species 
preservation. Quite silnply this decision process is ill-defined 
and does not provide adequate protection against imprudent 
diversions or exports. The operations process should be better 
defined, the FWS agencies should have the right to establish the 
constraints, which cannot be modified or violated by real ti1ne 
operations, within CM-1 referred to at page D.3-25 as set forth 
below: 

"The extent to which real time adjustments that 1nay be 1nade to 
each pararueter related to these facilities shall be lilnited by the 
criteria and/or ranges set out in CMl and CM2. That is, 
operational adjustments shall be consistent with the criteria, and 
within any ranges, established in the Conservation Measures." 

These criteria or ranges should be set narrowly and 
conservatively, and subject to revisions by the fish and wildlife 
agencies as necessary to protect the environment, water quality, 
and threatened and endangered fish species. 

1V'I rt:»'< '1. e..:..:r of nro,i ect .LLl .l "-' V VV ~ jJ j 

conclusions similar to that of the Science Board, as 
published, and reported in the Sacrmnento Bee in May 2015. 

resolves, or increases 
independent review: 

May 15,2015 
Sacrmnento BEE 

. . 
Ill 

concerns expressed in 

The state's proposal to restore habitat in Delta and build two 
massive water diversion tunnels on the Sacramento River "falls 
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short" in its scientific rigor, according to a new report by a 
group of scientists. 
The tunnels are just one component of the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan, a $25 billion project proposed by the 
California Department of Water Resources. The project, 
intended to refonn water n1anagement in the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta, has been in the works for eight years. It is now 
undergoing public review, with a decision on approval expected 
by the end of this year. 
As part of that process, legislation in 2009 required the draft 
environrnental irnpact study for the project to be reviewed by 
the Delta Independent Science Board, a 1O-m ember panel of 
technical experts appointed by the Delta Stewardship Council. 
The council is a state agency, separate frotn DWR, whose seven 
members are appointed by the governor and Legislature. It has 
limited powers of review over the Bay Delta Conservation Plan 
and other matters in the Delta. 
In a 133-page report released J\1onday, the Independent Science 
Board commends the BDCP planners for compiling and 
analyzing mountains of complex information on the Delta, the 
largest estuary on the West Coast of the Americas. But it also 

analysis in a nu1nber of areas, including 
interaction species, effects of 
effects on San Francisco Bay, poor analysis of uncertainties, 

organization that undermines understanding. 
the science and a 

proposal analyzes 
acres restoration 
"One of the bigger concerns 

re 
and work right away," said Lund. 

ISSUe 

100,000 
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Please advise 1ne of 
1. Any further revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS for the Delta 

tunnels project. 
2. Any changes or conclusions to the Implementing Agreement 
3. Any public or legislative hearings on the BDCP and 

California Water Fix. 
4. Any proposed hearing in San Francisco. 
5. Any further reports by the Independent Science Board. 

Thank you for considering these com1nents, and hopefully, 
revising this project to eliminate the negative environmental and 
budgetary impacts of the Two-Tunnels-Proposal, by eliminating 
any second tunnel, reducing the size of the tunnel, establishing 
hard constrains on Delta flow losses and exports, and maintaining 
fish and wildlife agency primacy in decision making on Delta 
flows. 

Respectfully, 

San Francisco, Ca 1 
415-412-4393 
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Stacy K. Li, Ph.D., Principal 
Aquatic Systems Research 
1210 Spencer Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95404 

BDCP COMMENTS PAGE ONE OF THIRTEEN 

707-566-7937 
stacvli@sonic.net 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Bay Delta Conservation Plan. These 
are my own comments and are not funded by any client. 

There is an opportunity to design and operate a new water redistribution system that 
secures water supply for California for the next century and significantly improves 
ecology in the deltas that will be sustaining as long as we all recognize what is 
appropriate and how to act responsibly. 

I also attach a draft white paper (Li, 2012) that I have been working on for some time and 
ask that you incorporate it by reference. It may be helpful to you. 

These various Bay Delta documents are suitable only for those with technical expertise. 
It may be clearly written for the cognoscenti, but it fails as a document because they are 
not written for the lay public's perspective and, therefore, will not facilitate 
understanding to that most important audience for this work. 

The water redistribution system replacement proposals are vital to the economy of 
California but have been defeated handily not because they were technically flawed, but 
because the public did not understand the issue and were easily swayed by political 
emotional rhetoric. There is significant parochial rivalry between Northern and Southern 
California that must be overcome. There are also myths about CVP /SWP that have no 
foundation in fact. There is aiso the vast intrigue of California water politics where some 
factions would prefer to use all the water solely for economic gain regardless 
environmental and 
stewardship. powerful impediments can overcome by 
narrative of the project and why it is in everybody's interest to have it constructed and 
operated a sustainable fashion. it is to excuse this omission due to the 
vast complexity of the project, it also invites defeated 

Canal 1982. I 
claim that the water districts can fully fund it. to solicit Congressional 

support or for taxpayer approval. You won't get either with the documents as they are 
presently is your opportunity to educate the lay public so that they can 
understand that this project is in the interests of There is a 
need for an overview. I have presented these ideas at recent Bay Delta conferences 
2010, 2012). It is ofutmost importance that public understands: 

o How the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta is fundamentally different from most 
river deltas; 

o Why a redesign of the water redistribution system is necessary; 
o Why the new water diversion system on the Sacramento River is mandatory; 
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o How ecological damage occurred in the San Joaquin Delta and the San Joaquin 
Valley due to San Joaquin Delta water exports; 

o What are the ecological benefits of removing water diversions from the San 
Joaquin Delta? 

o Why these adverse effects will not reappear in the Sacramento Delta; 
o Why flow reversals should be avoided at all cost; 
o Why all of San Joaquin River should be reserved to control salt incursion into 

the Delta during incoming tides; 
o Why tidal salt incursion should be limited to West of Rock Slough diversion; 
o Why standards of minimum outflow to San Francisco Bay from both the 

Sacramento Delta and the San Joaquin Delta must be established; 
o ¥/hat are the elements that caused the fish salvage facilities to fail; 
o The limitations of fish screens must be understood; 
o The logic behind underground tunnels to transport exported water from the 

Sacramento River to Clifton Court Forebay; 
o Why there should be two tunnels instead of one; 
o The reasons for habitat restoration at each site identified; and 
o Guarantees to maintain this system in a sustainable condition. 

Here are some narratives that may be useful to you. 

I. How the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta is fundamentally different from 
most river deltas. 

The Sacramento-San Joaquin deltas are different from most river system deltas in that 
they are hydraulically and hydrologically isolated from one another and that their deltaic 
distributaries are not located adjacent to the ocean like most alluvial fans, but inland, 
making them one of the rare inverted river delta systems in the world. Unlike, for 
example, Mississippi-Missouri two great flow 
same direction, the of and the San Joaquin oppose one 
another, are two separate hydrological and ecological systems only a 
common outlet to the ocean. 

a water 

What is now needed in California is the water system that was 
articulated by B.S. Alexander in 1873, i.e., a system that redistributes the abundant water 
produced Northern California to the areas of California (See Jackson et 
al. 1990). 

The present CVP /SWP does not do At Friant Dam the CVP diverts water from the 
San Joaquin watershed, a southern California watershed, and transfers it via the Friant­
Kern Canal to the Kern watershed, another southern California watershed. Then it takes 
San Joaquin Delta water, again Southern California water and by using Jones Pumping 
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Plant sends the San Joaquin Delta water back to Mendota Pool on the San Joaquin River 
via the Delta-Mendota Canal. Water stored in Shasta Dam and Folsom Dam that enter 
the deltas is used largely for water quality management and virtually all of this water 
flows into San Francisco Bay. 

The SWP collects water from the Feather River watershed, sends it south using the 
Sacramento River as a water conveyance channel and invokes "Through Delta Water 
Conveyance" to have that water reach Clifton Court Forebay to be sent south. Banks 
Pumping Plant delivers water to the California Aqueduct. Since "Through Delta Water 
Conveyance" cannot occur (See below), the present CVP/SWP system has never taken 
water from the north and sent it south. It is a mere folk-tale. It has taken water from one 
Southern California \Vatershed and sent to another Southern California v1atersl1ed. 

The very design of the CVP/SWP shows that the Sacramento-San Joaquin has been 
treated as a single monolithic delta, rather than as two separate deltas. This is 
fundamentally wrong. Because there are two different and separate hydrological 
systems, the sediment loads, suspended solids, water temperature regimes, intensity of 
land use practices, hydraulic energy, hydraulic inertia and hydraulic momentum are all 
different. These factors prevent the waters from mixing once they join and prevents any 
significant capture of Sacramento River water from the present pumping plants. SWP, in 
particular, has promoted the myth of"Through Delta Water Conveyance", where water 
flowing in the Sacramento River can be captured at Banks Pumping Plant 31 river miles 
upstream in the San Joaquin Delta. This is nonsense because the waters of these two 
rivers do not mix downstream of their confluence until it is too late because they have 
mixed with brackish water in Suisun Bay. 

After the rivers have joined, the Sacramento River water remains in the north portion of 
the channel, protected the CVP/SWP pumping operation by San Joaquin River 
water occupying the south portion of the channeL export operations must 
consideration the tidal cycle. Incoming tides draw water closer to the pumping iJ''""'"'· 

flood tides also increases the risk of entraining the invading tidal salt wedge. 
tides the of water 

uuJcuu5 away with the ebb tide. Tidal cycles impose a time more difficult because it's 
on water <O>v·nrvrr V!J'-'l.<HJ.VH0. 

Bay is also a problem because the distance from their confluence and Suisun Bay is very 
short. Thus, CVP/SWP water export operations must overcome the shorter allowed 
due to constraints imposed by the dynamics of the tidal cycle, the vast volume of San 
Joaquin water between the pumping plants and the edge of salt wedge to get to 
Sacramento water, the export pumps require time to gradually ramp up to prevent rolling 
brown outs from energy surges, and the amount of energy available to run 
pumps. Energy shortage is acute during the summer months, making expanding the 
number of pumps unreasonable. They typically can't pump long enough to entrain all the 
San Joaquin water and avoid the tidal salt wedge in the time allowed to capture 
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significant amounts of Sacramento water before the Sacramento water reaches the 
brackish Suisun Bay. 

Another potential source of Sacramento water is from Georgiana Slough and the Delta 
Cross Channel, but they flow largely west to the San Francisco Bay rather than south to 
the water export pumps. 

SWP compounds the CVP error by locating Banks Pumping Plant only about a mile away 
from Jones Pumping Plant. Now there are two large pumping facilities to create flow 
reversals. This only guaranteed higher magnitude of adverse effects to San Joaquin Delta 
fish with no increase in water supply. 

The levee system in the San Joaquin Delta is necessary for the CVP/SWP water export 
operations is non-unifonn, poorly designed, old, fragile, and poorly maintained. Some if 
not most of the levees in the San Joaquin Delta were manually constructed without proper 
design by Chinese laborers in roughly the 1860-1870 period. Currently, most of these 
levees are privately owned and are maintained variously by the owners without 
government subsidy, consequently maintenance is sporadic and variable. 

The San Joaquin Delta levees may fail at any time. It may be caused by a 6.5 Richter 
seismic event or so, from wave action, from stonn surge, from king tides, or simply cave 
in on a warm sunny day as was the case of the recent levee failure at Lower Jones Tract. 

The present water export system is nearing water supply capacity. According to the 
Delta Atlas (1993) mean for water exports are around 2.5 million AFA for the CVP and 
2.5 Million AF A for the SWP. The mean yield from the San Joaquin River is only 5.66 
million AF A. This is 88% of capacity. If there is no move to the Sacramento River, 
water supply will soon be exhausted. 

Why the new water system on the Sacramento is mandatory 

water from Watershed be to secure water 
supply because there is almost 3 % more water available and it is of significantly higher 
~cr + 
contributed mean annually 21.19 MAF (million acre-feet) as Delta inflow between 1980 
and 1991, while the San Joaquin Watershed (San Joaquin River+ Eastside streams) 
contributed a mean annual5.66 MAF over the same period (Delta Atlas 1993). With this 
amount of water from the Sacramento available, the of water supply 
capacity becomes moot and placement of the new water diversion site becomes 

Risk of collapse of the water system from levee failure in the Sacramento River 
watershed is less than those in the San Joaquin Delta because the levees are built to resist 
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the higher flows in the Sacramento River, more of it has been replaced with levees of a 
modern design, and USACE has active levee improvement programs in this watershed. 

IV. How ecological damage occurred in the San Joaquin Delta and the San 
Joaquin Valley due to water exports 

The major direct adverse effect of water export operations from the Delta is flow 
reversal, an unnatural phenomenon. Both Jones Pumping Plant (CVP) and Banks 
Pumping Plant (SWP) are located about 31 River miles upstream on the San Joaquin 
River. These water export operations reverse the flows in lowest 31 river miles all the 
major channels in the San Joaquin Delta for almost 300 days each year (San Francisco 
Estuar; Project 1992). Flow reversals through pumping are possible because the San 
Joaquin River is almost pancake flat (gradient 0.016) from near Fresno to its confluence 
with the Sacramento River just West of Shennan Island. The river has no significant 
gradient and therefore no energy, almost no momentum, and low inertia; it is easily 
pumped upstream. I suspect that the largest impetus for downstream movement in the 
San Joaquin Delta is from San Joaquin tributary outflow from the west slope Sierra 
slowing pushing the resident San Joaquin Delta water downstream. 

San Joaquin anadromous salmonids, Chinook salmon and steelhead, are banned by flow 
reversals in the San Joaquin River. While Sacramento watershed fall mn Chinook 
salmon populations all show some degree of increase over baseline (1968-1992) 
populations with some actually achieving the Doubling Goal of the Anadromous 
Restoration Prograrn (AFRP) [See Anadromous Fish Restoration Program Website 2006. 
http://www.delta.dfg.ca.gov/afrp/], San Joaquin tributary fall-rtL.11 Chinook salmon 
populations (Stanislaus, Tuolumne and Merced) are far less abundant than their baseline 
populations (AFRP). Reverse flows eliminates any downstream cues for the emigrating 
smolts so the smolts can't find the ocean. Successful smolt production the San 
Joaquin 1s zero. 

combination reverse make it ver; 
adults to find natal streams. it is likely that mns are 

supported largely by straying adults, i.e., adults that were born a different stream. 
tag 1 

the proportion foreign tags recovered 
Joaquin tributaries. 

smelt, a federally and state endangered species, is a member of 
Organism Decline (POD). The POD is a group of species whose abundance indices 
have plunged to lows. Delta smelt are a backwater-adapted species. 
their population centers were the lower reaches of the San Joaquin River that were 
placid even during tidal changes. I think the Delta smelt habitat in the Sacramento 
watershed is marginal and was always so. San Joaquin Delta water export operations 
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created unnatural high currents in the San Joaquin River that were adverse to Delta smelt, 
which are poor swimmers adapted to backwater conditions. 

Longfin smelt, a federally threatened species, is also a member of the POD. They are 
stronger swimmers than Delta smelt and are more marine. A short lived species, they 
spawn in the October through December period (Clemens and Wilby 1961). I think the 
prolonged period of reverse flows in the San Joaquin Delta increase entrainment of fry 
during pumping operations to the point of greatly reducing their numbers. 

Threadfin shad and young-of-the-year striped bass are members of the POD. Both are 
planktivores. Plankton communities require long water residence time to develop robust 
and diverse plankton populations. Water exports shorten water residence time. 

Water quality in the San Joaquin Delta is very poor. Much of it is agricultural return 
water filled with salts from fertilizer and pesticides. Dairy and stockyard operations 
increase salinity in the San Joaquin River. This is the water that is exported via 
CVP/SWP into the San Joaquin Valley resulting in 1 million tons of salts imported 
annually into the valley, making the valley soils increasingly more saline. 

IV. What are the ecological benefits of removing water diversions from the San 
Joaquin Delta? 

Moving the export water diversion facility to the Sacramento River and banning turther 
water exports in the San Joaquin Delta will eliminate reverse flows in the San Joaquin 
Delta. Without reverse flows from water export operations, migration cues to the ocean 
will reappear in the San Joaquin Delta so that San Joaquin tributary salmonid smolts are 
able to successfully emigrate through it. There also would be no water diversion facility 
to entrain them. Smolt production in the San Joaquin watershed would become 
meaningfuL As a consequence of two changes of 
returning Fall-run Chinook salmon adults are expected. 

low flow for returning 
adult salmonids, there would be at least a signal where the natal stream is located with no 
water return rates to stream 
lower levels of straying are expected. 

The San Joaquin Delta revert to backwater habitat with no water export operations 
San Joaquin Delta. That is a to which Delta smelt were so 

much suitable habitat restored, and much of it in the historical center of their distribution 
(Moyle 2003) rapid and mcreases populations should occur. 

Longfin smelt populations are also expected to quickly rebound since the entrainment of 
fry by export operations would disappear. 
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Residence time of San Joaquin Delta water would increase to pre-project levels without 
water export operations in the San Joaquin Delta, improving conditions conducive to 
robust and diverse plankton communities upon which threadfin shad and young-of-the­
year striped bass feed. 

Importation of salts to the San Joaquin Valley would virtually cease due to the difference 
in water quality between the polluted San Joaquin Delta water and the much cleaner 
Sacramento River. 

V. Why these adverse effects will not reappear in the Sacramento Delta 

\\lhen the water export operations are relocated to the Sacramento River, the adverse 
effects associated with present water export operations will disappear from the San 
Joaquin Delta not reappear in the Sacramento Delta because the Sacramento River has a 
much higher gradient (0.026) from near the city of Sacramento to its confluence with the 
San Joaquin River just West of Shennan Island. This is 1.6 times the gradient of the San 
Joaquin River from Fresno to the confluence with the Sacramento River. Therefore the 
Sacramento River has a significant higher gradient and consequently has more energy 
with higher momentum and higher inertia. A typical water velocity in the Sacramento 
River is about 2.5 feet/second. It will be verv difficult if not imnossible to numn 

.J .L .;. .:. 

Sacramento River upstream. Therefore, by just by moving the export pumping facilities 
from the San Joaquin River to the Sacramento River, the adverse effects caused by flow 
reversal disappear in the San Joaquin Delta and will not reappear in the Sacramento 
Delta. 

Ifthere are no reverse flows in the Sacramento River, then the emigrating anadromous 
smolts from the Sacramento watershed will still be able to find the ocean. This is 
critically important because the size of the salmonid stocks are higher and more varied 
than San Joaquin salmonid stocks. watershed supports fall-nm 
Chinook salmon, late-fall nm Chinook Chinook salmon (Federally 
and State Endangered), spring-run Chinook (Federally and State threatened), 

c~v., .. ~~~, summer-run and sturgeon (Federally threa1tened 
that are presently absent from the San Joaquin watershed. of attraction 

is not as as 
proposed magnitude of water diversion is large, but Sacramento River channel 
around Hood is also huge. be an instream flow assessment made, but it has 
to be something more than PHABSIM, because the Sacramento is wide and deep 
and I think there is a depth bias in the approach. 

are no reverse the Sacramento River, marginal habitat conditions 
Delta smelt in the Sacramento Delta will not change much with the new water export 
operations, so the net result in both deltas will be enhanced habitat condition in the San 
Joaquin Delta and no change in conditions in the Sacramento Delta. 
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Longfin smelt upstream distribution in the Sacramento Watershed is at Rio Vista, far 
downstream of the proposed water export diversion site at Hood. The proposed project 
should have no effect on longfin smelt in the Sacramento Delta. 

With Sacramento River water export diversions operating The Sacramento River 
downstream of the export facility will slow slightly due to the reduction in flow. This 
slight increase in residence time is not expected to enhance conditions conducive to 
plankton proliferation, therefore feeding conditions for threadfin shad and young-of-the­
year striped bass would be unchanged. 

VI. Why flow reversals should be avoided at all cost. 

The protective standard for CVP/S\VP \Vater export operations must be no reverse flows. 

I have already described the multitude of adverse effects caused by reverse flows. The 
reason why reverse flows occur in the San Joaquin Delta is because the gradient is so flat 
that there is hardly a downstream component to flow here. The San Joaquin Delta water 
has no hydraulic energy, no momentum and no inertia. The nature San Joaquin Delta 
water is too ecologically sensitive to allow further water export from that system Any 
level of water export activity can cause reverse flows. Reverse flows are not natural and 
must be avoided. 

There is a proposal that water export facilities must be maintained in the San Joaquin 
Delta in case the Sacramento River is unable to supply water demand. With almost four 
times as much water as is delivered culTently, when would this shortfall occur? This 
proposal must have come from those 'vvho want to take all the water. This is 
inappropriate and should be rejected outright. Besides, the system needs all of the San 
Joaquin Delta outflow to resist salt intrusion during incoming tides. 

all of San Joaquin 
during incoming tides. 

reserved to control salt 

San Joaquin 
water 

intrusion in a more consistent and predictable the high Sacramento 
Delta water. This allows for better management of Delta tidal intrusion. In contrast, 
higher energy Sacramento Delta water reacts violently with the incoming tide, creating an 
uneven interface that would be more difficult to modeL Two, the San Delta 
water quality is very low. It is filled with pesticide and fertilizer residues, so water-
processing costs would high. It would be to use low quality water to 
tidal intrusion and provide a valuable service rather than using high quality water that 
could be used for domestic purposes. 

BDCP COMMENTS PAGE NINE OF THIRTEEN 
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It is going to take all of San Joaquin outflow and some water from the Sacramento to 
manage tidal salt incursion into the deltas. 

VIII. Why tidal salt incursion should be limited to West of Rock Slough diversion. 

Controlling tidal intrusion into the Delta has had much interest and should not be ignored. 
Its relevance with this project is two considerations. One, tidal salt intrusion into the 
Delta must be kept West of Rock Slough to preserve domestic water supply for Antioch 
and Pittsburg. Two, amounts of flow necessary by season to kept salt West of that 
diversion point must be determined prior to any consideration of expanding water 
demand, i.e., detennining what water is surplus and available for water development. 

Pittsburg and Antioch had their domestic water diversion just off shore of each city. 
Each ci1y lost their domestic water diversions in the 1920s due to upstream water 
development that decreased outflow that functioned to keep those domestic water 
diversion sites permanently fresh. Ultimately, the initial CVP moved their diversions 
further East to Rock Slough where water was still fresh. This area is not as fresh as when 
CVP constructed the facility. I believe keeping this area fresh has been compromised 
when water supply issues became more apparent. With the increased water supply 
situated on the Sacramento River there is no reason not to improve water quality at this 
location. 

IX. Why standards of minimum outflow to San Francisco Bay from both the 
Sacramento Delta and the San Joaquin Delta must be established. 

Upstream water development has resulted in the outflow to San Francisco Bay to be half 
of historical (California State Lands Commission 1991). Any further water development 
means outflow to San Francisco Bay would be reduced to more than half of historical 
\\lhen you use more than half of anything, you must proceed with caution. I suggest that 
the amount of outflow to keep Slough diversion permanently fresh as 

first of infonnation needed to determine amount of water available for 
development. 

Outflow to the bay is ecologically 
Many sea are 

welfare. Surf seaters, Western grebes, Clark's grebes, greater scaup and lesser scaup 
have a ten-year trend of declining abundance. They may be indicators that the 
adequate outflow level to the bay has already been exceeded. 

I do not know anyone investigating what the minimum outflow to San Francisco Bay 
It is a very question and pertinent to this project. It relates to 

sustainable practices of water diversion and I request that you address this question. 
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X. What are the elements that caused the fish salvage facilities to fail? 

The major adverse effect to be mitigated is fish entrainment in water diversion facilities. 
The Sacramento watershed produces the majority of the salmonid stocks in California. 
White and green sturgeons are species of interest that live there. There is a lot to lose if 
fish protective facilities are inadequate. 

The present delta fish protective facilities are worthless because there is no downstream 
to escape entrainment into the facility, so fish are repeatedly exposed to entrainment. The 
new facility must have a downstream so that fish can bypass the diversion facility. 

The louvers meant to screen the facility are inefficient so fish are sucked through the 
system and into the export channels. Use screens. They may be more expensive, but they 
work better than louvers. 

There is unacceptable mortality in fish rescued from both the state and federal water 
export diversion facilities. Too many fish are packed into the salvage tank trucks. At 
times there are more fish than water in these tank trucks. Fish are severely stressed and 
consequent mortality is high. A solution would be to provide more and larger tank trucks 
and develop standards for maximum fish density in tank trucks. 

Predator fish are trained to be present when salvaged fish are about to be released. 
Salvaged fish are not rescued. They become fish food. This is a tough one. Perhaps 
release the salvaged fish in a screened so they might recover. The screen may be 
designed to allow salvage fish to exit volitionally but prevent predators from entering the 

XI. fish screens must 

perfect fish screen has not yet built. 

screen performance. 

the bank screens have been extensively used in the California Central Valley. 
Along the bank perforated screens holes are to to be 
screened. The density of the holes is detennined by the magnitude of the diversion and 
the desired approach velocity that will avoid impinging (sucking) the fish fast to fish 
screen. The holes are distributed evenly in hopes that this will produce even approach 
velocity all along the screen. 
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Unfortunately, as flow passes along the screen zones of higher than desired approach 
velocity and lower than desired approach velocity always occur. To remedy this, a 
secondary baffle is placed behind the screen and is adjusted to account for these uneven 
velocity spots. Unfortunately, all this does is change the location of these uneven 
velocities. Perhans what is needed is for the water to enter the diversion facilitv when it 
-~-~--~ - .r- ., 

is perpendicular to the screen so as to eliminate the upstream to downstream flow 
dynamic. 

XU. The logic behind underground tunnels to transport exported water from the 
Sacramento River to Clifton Court Forebay. 

The proposed export vvater diversion site will be on the Sacratnento River. The 
infrastructure to deliver the water South is Clifton Court Forebay and the California 
Aqueduct in the San Joaquin Delta some fifty miles away. The 1000 miles of waterways 
of the Sacramento-San Joaquin deltas lie in between. How do you get the water to the 
California Aqueduct? 

One way to overcome these obstacles is to use a water bridge to go over these waterways. 
Water can be elevated over the existing rivers in a canal supported by pillars or the like. 
Water bridges have been constmcted in Germany and India. Because ocean freighters 
stop at Stockton and Sacramento as ports, the water bridge must be sufficiently high to 
allow unimpeded passage for these ships. The identifiable sources of cost would be the 
cross section of the canal (It must be sufficient to transport a volume of water between 9 
thousand tol2 thousand cubic feet per second), length (fifty miles!) and height of the 
stmctu.re (Think height of the Bay Bridge) and then there are seismic protective 
considerations. This would be very expensive. 

Another way is to go around to avoid this maze of waterways is to build a canal that nms 
Delta maze of waterways and siphon 

each \Vatervvay. Under 
Slough, Disappointment Slough, San Joaquin River and Middle River 

is basically Canal concept. to costs of 
construction of canal and siphons, the cost of acquiring land 

The last way to get there is to go underground. Tunneling beneath them can surmount 
of multiple watervvays as obstacles. The technology to do this is 

BART tunnel under San Francisco Bay between San Francisco and Oakland comes 
to I am proposed water are within 

scale. 
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BDCP COMMENTS PAGE TWELVE OF THIRTEEN 

XIII. Why there should be two tunnels instead of one? 

Why two tunnels? It reduces the risk of total failure of the diversion system, most 
probably from seismic events. 

XIV. Guarantees to maintain this system in a sustainable condition. 

The water demand on the Colorado River reduced the inflow into the Colorado River 
Delta to no flow, eliminating vibrant fisheries, bird habitation and riparian communities. 
This must not happen to the Sacramento-San Joaquin deltas. The resource agencies have 
a responsibility to keep natural resources in good condition. I ask that good condition be 
defined as habitat sufficient to provide sufficient reproductive levels of all species living 
in the deltas so they can persist indefinitely. 

Other Comments - Identified Habitat Restoration Sites 

This list of identified habitat restoration sites appears to be a wish list, the only apparent 
criterion to be on this list is that the habitat is degraded and is in need of restoration. It is 
curious that restoration of riparian habitat that was converted into levee is conspicuously 
absent. California has less than 10% of the historical distribution of riparian forest that is 
a virtual cornucopia of terrestrial and aquatic ecological benefits. Riparian forest 
provides climate change resilience, improves water quality, buffers water temperature 
change, improves bank stability, improves flood flow retention, and facilitates terrestrial 
and aquatic biodiversity and much much more. The reasons for denuding banks and not 
revegetating them are frivolous. 

Other Comments - Action Area 

San Joaquin Restoration Project activities should incorporated the 
EIS/EIR because the reason for that action vvas excessive vvater diversions frorrt 
Dam that extremely adverse affects to the San Joaquin River. will these 
restoration activities affect 

Anadromous 

California Department of Water 
121 pp. 

1993. Sacramento Joaquin Delta 

California State Lands Commission. 1991. Delta-Estuary California's Inland Coast A 
Public Trust Report: 208 pp. 
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BDCP COMMENTS PAGE THIRTEEN OF THIRTEEN 

Clemens, W.A. and G.V. Wilby 1961. Fishes of the Pacific Coast, Second Edition 
Bulletin of the Fisheries Research Board of Canada, 68:443 pp. 

Healy, Michael C. 1991. Life history of Chinook salmon Oncorhynchus tshawytcha. In. 
Groot, C. and L. Margolis (eds), Pacific Salmon Life Histories. University of British 
Columbia Press, Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada: 564 pp. 

Jackson, W. Turrentine, Rand F. Herbert, Stephen R. Wee (annotated and introduced). 
1990. Engineers and Irrigation: The Report of the Commissioners on the Irrigation of the 
San Joaquin, Tulare, and Sacramento Valleys in the State of California, 1873. Engineer 
Historical Studies Number 5. Office ofHistory U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers, Fort 
Belvoir, Virginia. 

Necessary Action to Ensure the Ecological Recovery of San 
Joaquin Delta. 

Li, Stacy K. 2010. Achieving California's Water Ecological 
Delta 

:tv1oyle, Peter B. 2003. Inland Fishes of California. Second Edition Universit'; of 
California Press, Berkeley, CA 

San Francisco Estuary Project. 1992. State of the Estuary: 269 pp. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Stacy Li <stacyli@sonic.net> 
Wednesday, October 28, 2015 2:21 PM 
BDCPcomments 

BCDC comments 
BCDC2.pdf 
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Fax 
625-0169 

28,2015 

Drive . P.O. Box 1105. Oakiey, CA 94561 

RD 830 Comment letter on Recirculated 
DETRfEIS for the BDCP/California WaterFix 

RECIRC2424. 

Telephone 



IRONHOUSE SANITARY DISTRICT Fax 
(925) 625-0169 450 Walnut Meadows Drive . P.O. Box 1105. Oakley, CA 94561 

July2. 2014 

S.Mail 

Ryan Wulff, N~vlFS 
ivlaH, 5-l 

Sa;::ramento, CA 95814 

SUB.JECT: on the BDCP DEIRJDEIS 

Dear Mr. Wulff: 

IrorLhouse Sanitary· District (ISD) is pleased to submit the follmving comments on 

Telephone 
(925) 625-2279 

Draft Environmental Impact ReportJEnvironmental Impact (DEIR/DEIS) for 
Bay Ddta Conservation Plan (BDCP). 

Comment 1: Alternatives in Chapter 3 of Conservation Pbn 
Draft E!RiEIS is inadequate, and failed to consider a full range of alternatives. A fuil 

of statevvide altemati ves such as use of 
implementation \Vater conservation methods, and modified 
farrrtinglcropping practices to reduce on surface \Vater have 
included and analyzed developed. 

on B 
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units to f,,r drinking water supply sources higher in salinity (electrical 
conductivity), 1.\hich vvill result in \vastewater higher in salinity. conditioning 
units, \vhich typically d. brine during recharge, \vill increase the intluent salinity 
to the \Yaste\\ater treatment plant, and hence the effluent salinity, which could have a 
major impact on IS D's ability to discharge its legaliy permitted treated efiluent into the 
San Joaquin River. 

In addition, as ISD currently recycles one half of its treated eft1uent on it agricultural 
tields, increased salinity in effluent \Vater vvill adversely impact ISD's ability to use its 
eftluent as irrigation water for its fields crops. ISD is also producing a 
Recy·cled Water Feasibility study to further recycle its treated effluent for irrigation 
throughout ISO' s service area, for industrial process and cooling as 1.vell as for 
future indirect potable reuse opportunities. Increased electrical conductivity in ISD's 

\Vill adversely limit ISD's ability to recycle it treated water to irrigate 
crops, to assist with industrial processes, and possibly to use its water for high and better 
uses 1 i.ndirect potable reuse. 

Comment . [ncreased salinity in the Delta at Jersey Point will adversely impact ISD's 
ability to utilize its significant \Vater rights on both its mainland and island properties for 

of of crops as \Vell as for a \Vater supply for its significant animal 
resources (2,400+/- head of cattle) on Jersey Island. ISD believes the m 
electrical conductivity in the San Joaquin implementing 
preferred alternative in the BDCP will increase the salinity its groundvvater as as 

irrigation water ISD's to farm ground and its water. 

2014, p.l 

D p 2 
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DEIR/DEIS. they are an integral part BDCPC the BDCP DEIR/DEIS 
acknowledges in Chapter 8 that increases in salinity at multiple locations within the Delta 

11 occur as pan of project, BDCP must the need 
as part of the project. Although described \Vith the adjectives 

.. temporary" or ," unfortunately · are likely to become, 
in the \-Vestem Delta, permanent, routinely used against salinity intrusion in 

to of the BDCP and Callfomia's cyde of recurring droughts. 
CEQA demands that the DEIR/DEIS the Barriers are both 
reasonably activities that are BDCP. To the to 

in other CEQA documents constitutes impermissible 

To state it in concrete terms. the authors of the BDCP DEIR!DEIS must Chanter 8: 
" -- - _("' 

\Vater Quality in order to analyze the short and long term impacts on salinity in 
\Vestem Delta of the instaliation of the Ban·iers. In particular, the BDCP DEIR/DElS 
authors must analyze the impacts of the installation of as a result the 
implementation of the BDCP as well as how barrier installations in response to future 
droughts would once the BDCP is implemented. 

Comment 6: The DEIR!DEIS does not adequately analyze, a focused, specific 
coherent manner, the impact the salinity intrusion \vhich \Vill be by 
on and appropriative \Vater rights held by 
D·dta. These entities include but are not limited to ISD. 

\vest bank of 
riparian right to \Vater 

Value 68.75 

' .) 
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Comment 7: t.t-l Overview of Agricultural Type an error. purple 
designation for Field, Truck, Nursery, and Berry Crops shovvn on Jersey Island is 
incorrect and should be removed. 

Comment 8: At 29-20, lines 12 through 21, the DEIRJDEI.S states: 

Resilience/ Adaptation 

exception of 9, \vould not add 
to existing fragility vvould remain high and increase with 

time as in the Project Alternative. However, BDCP Alternatives 
lA-8 \Vould provide additional adaptability to catastrophic failure of Delta 

providing an alternate conveyance route around the Delta, 
provide a mechanism to continue making water deliveries to S\VP/CVP 
contractors and local in-Delta water users '1-Vith conveyance interties even if 

Delta \Vere temporarily disrupted by a catastrophic levee failure. Alternative 9 
additional · to the Delta by strengthening and reinforcing ievees 

critical to the through-Delta conveyance route, hovvever, alternative not 
the adaptive capacity of the 

rso not dispute this statement. However, the DElRIDEIS should, but 
does the 

D 
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This condudes ISD's comments on the contact Tom Williams, 
General 
letter. 

of ISD, if you questions. Thank your attention to 

Sincerely, 

David :Huerta, President, 
[ronhouse Sanitary District Board of Directors 

cc: lSD Board of Directors 
Honorable Mary N. Piepho, Board of Supervisors, District l1l 
Honorable Jim Frazier, California State Assembly, l I'll District 
Honorable John l\kmber l-!.ouse of District 
Honorable Senator Mark DeSaulnier 7ili District 

of Brentwood 
of Stockton 

Mayor, of Antioch 
Tov.:n of Discovery 

l\kmber House of 

Lrrig1tion District 
De ita Protection Commission 
Contra Costa "1,.\/arer District 
Diablo Water District 

District 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

J~Sk-ve:f.; 
District Engineer 
lronhouse Sanitary District 
450 Walnut Meadows Drive 
Oakley, CA 94561 
925-625-2279 office 
925-625-0169 fax 
925-809-3008 direct line 
925-584-4868 celi 

Jenny Skrel <skrel@isd.us.com> 
Wednesday, October 28, 2015 1:49 PM 
BDCPcomments 
ISO Comment Letter on BDCP REIR/EIS 
ISD Comment ietter on BDCP REIR EIS 102815.pdf 
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Jonathan Seager 
Director 

RECIRC2425. 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
77 Beale Street, Room 2807 

State Infrastructure Projects San Francisco, CA 94177 

October 28, 2015 

~v1r. fv1ichael Bradbury 
California Department of Water Resources 
BDCP/California WaterFix Comments 
P.O. Box 1919 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

(415) 973-6410 
Email: Jonathan.Seager@pge.com 

Re: Pacific Gas and Electric Company Facilities- Review of the California Department of Water 
Resources' Administrative Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Bradbury and Bay Delta Conservation Plan I California Waterflx Environmental Team: 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) appreciates the second opportunity to review the California 
Department of Water Resources' (CDWR) Administrative Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (RDEIR/SDEIS) for the Bay Delta Conservation 
Plan/California Waterfix {BDCP). PG&E provides the enclosed high-level comments regarding expected PG&E 
work, based on PG&E experience with environmental permitting. 

As communicated in our April 151
h comments, PG&E believes that CDWR's RDEiR/SDEIS would benefit from 

being supplemented with considerably more detail concerning the and irnpacts of expected PG&E 
work as a result of implementation of the BDCP. The BDCP water conveyance component (CM-1) is expected 
to require new transmission-level electric service, upgrades to existing electric transmission facilities, and the 
relocation and protection in place of existing PG&E electric and gas facilities. Licensing and permitting of 
transmission facilities can take a considerable amount of the California Public Utilities 
Commission's General Order 131-D provides an exemption from CPUC permit for certain 
nrniPr'~"' that have environmental review by another agency as part of a larger such as the 

Even where this is not the CPUC's permit process can be where 
has certified a final CEQA document that includes environmental review of the facilities 

n<=>rTnittorl by the 

As PG&E is concerned absent further in CDWR's RDEIR/SDEIS of the PG&E work 
necessary to serve and allow construction of the 
necessary PG&E facilities may be increased. These 

overall time needed to 
could result in a increase in 

the overall time and cost necessary to CDWR's 

The document 20 - Public Services 
what facilities PG&E will build or 

• information (materials, land 
"' Planned route 
• Location and size of conductor pull sites 
• of structures 
• Construction (methods, equipment, access, impacted areas) 
"' Temporary environmental impacts (disturbance footprints) 
" Permanent environmental impacts (disturbance footprints) 



As previously stated in PG&E's April 151
h comment, complete project design information should be included and 

analyzed in the RDEIRtSDEIS. Absent such complete information, the RDEIR/SDEIS should be improved to 
reflect real-world constructability review and more robust assumptions related to PG&E facility construction and 
operation. 

The document (Chapter 20 - Public Services Utilities) should address, with as much specificity as 
what facilities PG&E will necessarily relocate or protect in place to meet the project's needs, including, but not 
limited to, the foflowing: 

.. facilities to be relocated 

.. Specific utility facilities to be protected in place 
• Facility information (materials, locations, land requirements) 
• Planned relocation or protect in place route I approach 
.. Appearance of structures 
.. Construction (methods, equipment, access, impacted areas) 
.. Temporary environmental impacts (disturbance footprints) 
.. Permanent environmental impacts (disturbance footprints) 

As previously discussed, PG&E recommends CDWR staff continue to work closely with PG&E to further 
develop the appropriate preliminary project descriptions and augment the relevant chapters in DWR's 
RDEIR/SDEIS to help mitigate the risk of project delays. 

Jonathan Seager 
Director, State Infrastructure Projects 

Cc: 
Veronica California of Water Resources 
John Yarbrough, California Department of Water Resources 
Allan California of Water Resources 
Michael California of Water Resources 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Miyano, Christi <C2M6@pge.com> 
Wednesday, October 28, 2015 4:02 PM 
BDCPcomments 
Hicks, Veronica@DWR (Veronica.Hicks@water.ca.gov); Yarbrough, John@DWR 
(John.Yarbrough@water.ca.gov); Werner, Michaei@DWR 
(Michaei.Werner@water.ca.gov); 'allan.davis@water.ca.gov'; Borak, Mary Jo 
(maryjo.borak@cpuc.ca.gov); Sterkel, Merideth "Molly" (Merideth.Sterkel@cpuc.ca.gov); 
Peterson, Robert (Robert.Peterson@cpuc.ca.gov); Seager, Jonathan; Doll, Laura; Kraska, 
David (law) 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company Facilities- Review of the California Department of 
Water Resources' Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement 
PG&E Comment on RDEIR-SDEIS 10-28-2015.pdf 

To the BDCP/California Waterfix Team, 

Please find PG&E's comments on the Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft 
Environmental impact Statement attached above and copied be!o\N for your convenience. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and your consideration. 

October 28, 2015 

Mr. Michael Bradbury 
California Department of Vvater Resources 
BDCP/Ca!ifornia WaterFix Comments 
P.O. Box 1919 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

Re: Pacific Gas and Electric Facilities - Review of the California 
Administrative Recirculated Draft Environmental 
Statement 

Dear Mr. Bradbury and Bay Delta Conservation Plan I California Waterfix Environmental Team: 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) appreciates the second opportunity to review the California Department of Water 
Resources' (CDWR) Administrative Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (RDEIRISDE!S) for the Bay Delta Conservation Plan/California Waterfix (BDCP). PG&E provides the 
enclosed high-level comments regarding expected PG&E work, based on PG&E experience with environmental permitting. 

As communicated in our April 151h comments, PG&E believes that CDWR's RDEIR/SDEIS would benefit from being 
supplemented with considerably more detail concerning the description and impacts of expected PG&E work as a result of 
implementation of the BDCP. The BDCP water conveyance component (CM-1) is expected to require new transmission­
level electric service, upgrades to existing electric transmission facilities, and the relocation and protection in place of 
existing PG&E electric and gas facilities. Licensing and permitting of transmission facilities can take a considerable amount 
of time; however, the California Public Utilities Commission's (CPUC) General Order 131-D provides an exemption from 
CPUC permit requirements for certain projects that have undergone environmental review by another agency as part of a 
larger project, such as the BDCP. Even where this exemption is not available, the CPUC's permit process can be expedited 
where another agency has already certified a final CEQA document that includes environmental review of the facilities to 
be permitted by the CPUC. 
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As such, PG&E is concerned that, absent further analysis in CDWR's RDEIR/SDEIS of the PG&E work necessary to serve 
and allow construction of the BDCP, the overall time needed to permit and construct the necessary PG&E facilities may be 
increased. These potential delays could result in a corresponding increase in the overall time and cost necessary to 
complete CDWR's project. 

New Transmission Service I Facility Upgrades 

The document (Chapter 20- Public Services Utilities) should address, with as much specificity as possible, what facilities 
PG&E will build or upgrade to serve the project's power needs, including, but not limited to, the following: 

• Facility information (materials, locations, land requirements) 
• Planned route 
• Location and size of conductor pull sites 
• Appearance of structures 
• Construction (methods, equipment, access, impacted areas) 
• Temporary environmental impacts (disturbance footprints) 
• Permanent environmental impacts (disturbance footprints) 

,t._s previously stated in PG&E's April 151h comment, complete project design information should be included and analyzed 
in the RDEIRISDEIS. Absent such complete information, the RDEIRISDEIS should be improved to reflect real-world 
constructability review and more robust assumptions related to PG&E facility construction and operation. 

Facility Relocation I Protect in Place 

The document (Chapter 20- Public Services Utilities) should address, with as much specificity as possible, what facilities 
PG&E will necessarily relocate or protect in place to meet the project's needs, including, but not limited to, the following: 

• Specific utility facilities to be relocated 
• Specific utility facilities to be protected in place 
e Facility information (materials, locations, land requirements) 
• Planned relocation or protect in place route I approach 
• Appearance of structures 
• Construction (methods, equipment, access, impacted areas) 
• Temporary environmental impacts (disturbance footprints) 
• Permanent environmental impacts (disturbance footprints) 

As PG&E recommends CDWR staff continue to work with PG&E to further the 
appropriate preliminary project descriptions and augment the relevant chapters in DWR's RDEIR/SDEIS to help mitigate 
the risk of project delays. 

Sincerely, 

Jonathan ->cc:~u'"'' 
Director, State Infrastructure Projects 

Cc: 
Veronica Hicks, California Department of Water Resources 
John Yarbrough, California Department of Water Resources 
Allan Davis, California Department of Water Resources 
Michael Werner, California Department of Water Resources 
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Christi Miyano 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
State Infrastructure Projects 
Office: (415) 973-0279 
Mobile: (415) 531-0143 
Fax: (415) 973-3561 
Email: c2m6@pge.com 
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