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Ryan Wulff, National Marin Fisheries Service ‘
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 5-100

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Comments on the Bay Delta Conservation Plan Draft Programmatic EIR/S
Dear Mr. Wulff:

The Marin Audubon Society appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on the BDCP and its
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DPEIR/S).
This massive project with its twin tunnels and complex operating system has the clear potential to
result in significant and long-term adverse impacts to the largest estuary on the west coast of our
continent and the many species that depend on it, exacerbating existing adverse conditions caused
by existing diversions. Although the DPEIR/S is lengthy, there are numerous gaps and
deficiencies in the information provided, resulting in the failure to provide decision-makers with
adequate information to make informed decisions on the project.

The BDCP also has numerous flaws including: the failure to improve environmental conditions in
the Delta, to conserve native species, and to reduce reliance on Delta water and the South Delta
facility, all of which are required by various Plans and laws including the Endangered Species Act.

Additionally, the DPEIR/S also has numerous significant flaws. The most obvious fatal flaw is
the failure to accurately define the project scope to include San Francisco Bay as an area that
would be impacted by the project. Another is the failure to address the potential further loss of
fresh water from the estuary as a potentially significant impact. Other deficiencies include the
failure to address avoidance of impacts which the CEQA Guidelines calls out as the first
mitigation to be considered; inadequate identification and analysis of impacts; highly uncertain
feasibility and effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures; failure to address ongoing
impacts; and inaccurate analysis and discussion of the significance of impacts.

We request additional analysis of the following specific issues in the DPEIR/S:

Potential for additional loss of fresh water to the estuary

Increased diversions are a real potential if the proposed North Delta tunnel facility is built. There
is concern that because the North Delta facility would make it easier to divert water, it would

eventually lead to even more water exported from the estuary water than anticipated and than
addressed in the DPEIR/S.
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The potential for increased water export must be identified and discussed as an adverse impact,
particularly on a cumulative basis. Significant adverse impacts to fish and aquatic habitats of
increased diversions should be expected and should be identified and addressed in the DPEIR/S..
Are there any measures that could avoid the potential for ongoing increases in water export over
time?

Failure to include San Francisco/San Pablo Bays as areas of impact.

The EIR/s excludes San Francisco/San Pablo Bays from the project boundaries, thereby enabling
adverse impacts of the project on Bay resources to be ignored. Existing water rights, the water
projects and numerous approvals of multiple diversions have allowed the piecemeal reduction of
water diversions over many years, causing fresh water flows through the estuary to be a fraction of
historic levels. The BDCP would be yet another project that would or could divert what appears to
be small amounts of water, contributing to the cumulative fresh water loss, and hence contribute to
the cumulatively significant degradation of the estuary.

Fresh water flows from the Delta through San Pablo and San Francisco Bays provide numerous
essential functions for the ecosystem and the species that depend on it, and are essential
components of estuarine ecosystems. Fresh water flows are critical to maintaining species,
maintaining water quality, and estuary functions. Ecological functions include trigger for
anadromous fish migration to the Bay and ocean, transport nutrients to maintain productivity,
transport larvae and juvenile fish, maintain fresh/brackish habitat for estuarine species, movement
and distributing nutrients and sediments through the estuary, ensuring habitat diversity (i.e. the
location of brackish marshes), and the flushing of pollutants. Fresh water flows are important for
many species that depend on the Bay including Dunginess crab, Bay shrimp, and California black
rail and in particular pulses of fresh water are important for Chinook salmon.

Failing to include San Francisco/San Pablo Bays in the area of impact, enables the DPEIR/S to
avoid discussing a whole range of individual and cumulative significant adverse impacts that
would occur with the current proposed project under all scenarios. To address this omission, the
DPEIR/S should:

- extend the project area to include San Francisco and San Pablo Bays

- discuss the importance of and functions, as discussed above, provided by fresh water to the
ecosystem. The discussion should address the value and importance of high and low flows
through the estuarine system as occurs in high, normal and low rainfall years.

- address how past diversions have adversely impacted the estuary and the specific
functions noted above, and discuss how possible future diversions would or could further
cumulatively impact the downstream segments of the estuary. As stated earlier, once
tunnels are constructed, the door will be opened to diverting yet more fresh water from the
system.

- This impact on the Bay resources should be evaluated as potentially significant, and
measures to mitigate them, including reduced fresh water flows, should be identified and
recommended.



Availability of Fresh Water

Fresh water is a finite resource while the quantities in any given year can vary significantly in our
Mediterranean climate. In addition, current exports severely reduce the quantity of fresh water
flowing through the estuary in all years. The current state of the estuary ecosystem, and the
degraded status of the species that comprise and depend on it, demonstrate that the estuary is in
extreme stress. The greatly reduced flow of fresh water through the estuary is a primary reason for
the decline.

The DPEIR/S should address whether there is actually sufficient water in the system in most years
(normal and dry) to supply the water projects and existing water rights holders with their
contracted amount while maintaining estuarine resources in accord with the goal of the BDCP “to
restore and protect ecosystem health, water supply and water quality with a stable regulatory
framework.” ‘

Do the current exports from the water projects, current contractors and additional contracted
amounts already exceed the available fresh water available in most years? Is there sufficient water
available to provide for existing contract holders in normal and dry years and achieve the BDCP’s
stated goal? Is the estuary water already over-allocated?

There are no new sources of fresh water, only ways that people’s actions can extend the limited
amounts. The EIR/S should provide a comprehensive discussion of measures and actions that
could be taken to minimize water diversions and avoid, if possible, and increased diversions, .
before building the massive facilities proposed by this project. ‘

The discussion should address water conservation measures and efficiency actions that could
extend the limited water supply. This discussion should including statewide metering, uniform
statewide limits on water use, management of groundwater, water banking, and agricultural
practices such as growing crops that require less water.

The DEIR should also address the adverse impacts of each of the conservation/efficiency actions.
For example, taking more groundwater can cause land subsidence and collapse. What agencies
would be responsible for enacting and implementing these activities? Is the BDCP in control of
any of these measures? Identify regulations that would ensure the actions can and would take
place?

Finally, the discussion should address how much water could realistically be obtained using these
actions? Is the achievable water saving sufficient to maintain the resources of the estuary? What
measures can be used to ensure the conserved water stays in the estuary to benefit its species?

Analysis of wildlife/habitat impacts inadequate
Potential adverse impacts on aquatic resources are not adequately addressed. At least six federal

and state wildlife agencies have stated in their evaluations that even existing flows from the Delta
are not sufficient to protect downstream aquatic resources. The DPEIR/S should address this



central issue: that the current inadequate flows through the estuary are inadequate and what
additional losses would mean to anadromous and resident fish species along with a multitude of
Bay species.

It is highly unlikely that the BDCP goal “to restore and protect ecosystem health” would be
achieved by the project. At best the DPEIR/S evaluates most impacts on fish species as having no
change, however, this assessment is disputed by scientists. Discuss how the proposed project
would restore and protect ecosystem health given the extensive uncertainties and failure to address
all impacts.

Impacts on the endangered Chinook Salmon and Delta smelt are of particular concern. Some
scientists predict significant adverse impacts by impingement and predation to some Chinook
salmon runs with a North Delta facility. The DPEIR/S should discuss and evaluate the potential
adverse impacts on each run of Chinook salmon and the potential for them to become extinct with
any further reduction in fresh water flows. What measures, if any, would or could effectively
mitigate the impact of reduced water flows on this species?

The South Delta pumps would still operate with the North Delta facility, thereby causing
continued destruction of species at the pumps. Would or could management of the pumps change
in any way so as to modify or reduce impacts to fish at the pumps? Describe how the management
would change, if there would be change, and how that is anticipated to benefit fish. It is unlikely
there would be any change in the existing pump impacts if management of the pumps does not
change.

Delta smelt are also at risk of extinction. Discuss how the project would impact Delta smelt both
by water diversions, habitat loss or possible gain, and continued pumping activity.

Further diversions would result in the movement of X2 upstream. What would movement of X2
further upstream mean to the aquatic resources dependent on those habitats? What effect would
the upstream movement of X2 have on the estuary marshes, including Suisun Marsh and San
Pablo Bay marshes? Which marshes would be expected to change from brackish to salt, or
brackish to saline over time? What would impact would a change in marsh habitat type have on
the species that depend on these marshes? .

Adequacy, effectiveness, and feasibility of mitigation measures

To be effective and adequate, mitigation measures must be feasible, i.e. able to be implemented,
reduce or compensate for the adverse impact, and have reasonable certainty that the mitigations
would be effective. While various state and federal plans and laws exist and are cited as assuring
that various mitigation measures will occur to protect and replace resources lost or adversely
impacted by the project, the permanence and effectiveness and even the certainty that these
mitigations would be implemented are uncertain at best. Even if they are enacted, the likelihood
that they will effectively mitigate the impacts of the project is uncertain. The following
uncertainties should be addressed in the DPEIR/S:



Regulatory: The various state and federal plans and laws that are in place are presented as
providing sufficient certainty that the management of the new facility would not be changed or so
compromised so as to cause significant further species and habitat losses. It is far from certain that
these laws will remain in place as they exist today and not be weakened. For example, right now
there are efforts in Congress to weaken the ESA.

The DPEIR/S should discuss and evaluate the stability and certainty of the current regulatory
system and how a weakening in the regulations would affect the management of the project.
Would the project be held to original requirements or change if the regulations/laws are
weakened? Unless the operation of the system along with mitigations can be relied upon to avoid,
reduce or compensate for impacts, the mitigation measures cannot be considered to be effective or
certain, and therefore, they must be considered significant.

Biological: The effectiveness of the proposed habitat restorations that are proposed to mitigate
the impacts of the project is highly uncertain. It is not even clear that loss of fresh water is
considered an adverse impact. Wetland/habitat restoration is the primary mitigation for the
adverse impacts of the project to species and habitats. Wetland habitat restoration is appropriate
and suitable mitigation for wetland habitats that would be destroyed by construction of the project.
One of the major potential adverse impacts of the project, however, is the cumulative loss of
fresh water from the estuary due to additional diversions. This cumulative loss of fresh water will
adversely impact fish and other species, as well as the habitats themselves, resulting in increased
movement of X2 further up the estuary. There are no effective mitigation measures recommended
for the loss of fresh water.

The DEIR needs to address how further reductions in fresh water would be mitigated by the
proposed habitat restoration proposals. Why and how would increased acreage of saline or
brackish wetlands, in the event there would be sufficient funding to construct these mitigation
wetlands, mitigate for the loss of fresh water wetlands and the loss of fresh water flows to the
estuary, particularly to San Francisco/San Pablo Bay habitats?

Unless it can be shown that the restoration projects would effectively and functionally compensate
for the loss of fresh water throughout the estuary and related habitats and species, the restoration
mitigations cannot be considered effective or adequate, and the cumulative loss of fresh water
must be evaluated as a significant impact.

Funding: Actually whether the mitigations would be implemented at all is highly uncertain due to
the lack of assurance that there would be sufficient, or any, funding to ensure implementation of
the promised mitigations. Funding the habitat restoration mitigations depends primarily on the
public’s passing bond measures and other government funding. So not only is it uncertain that the
proposed mitigation measures would actually mitigate for the adverse impacts of the project to
habitats, these restorations could not even be implemented if voters reject proposed bond
measures and federal funding and other sources do not materialize. There is no committed funding
for the mitigation measures.

The DPEIR/S should address the funding uncertainties and how they would affect the
implementation of the project mitigations. An option should be recommended that specifies that



construction of any facility would not take place until all funding is in place that would guarantee
implementation of effective mitigation measures. Unless funding for the mitigations is certain,
their feasibility and effectiveness must be considered highly uncertain, and the impact must be
evaluated as being significant.

On-going decision-making: A decision tree process is proposed to address and assure that
standards that will protect natural resources are implemented. Such a process has the potential for
positive and negative results. It would provide for modifying management actions to benefit the
estuary but also allow for decisions to be made that would have adverse impacts on estuary
resources. Of particular concern, is that it appears all of the operational scenarios that are proposed
to guide decisions decrease total outflows from the Delta.

The DPEIR/S should address why there is such limited range of operational scenarios and how it
will be assured, using this process, that there would be adequate outflows from the Delta to sustain
the estuary resources, particularly in view of the regulatory and other uncertainties noted above.
For these reasons, the potential adverse impacts of the project must be considered significant.

Proposed life of the project

The proposed lifetime of 50 years is far too long. Many major changes and uncertainties could
arise within the estuary related to the further decline of its resources as well as political and
economic factors that could influence decisions on water releases. The lifetime should not exceed
20 years and there should be periodic reviews during that period.

Conclusion:

The already degraded condition of the estuary, due in large part to the current diversions of water,
should not be exacerbated by this project. The estuary’s condition should be improved as called
for by the BDCP. Considering the degraded state of the estuary and the biological and economic
uncertainties discussed above, the lack of effectiveness and feasibility of the proposed mitigation
measures, there is no certainty that the project would do anything but worsen environmental
conditions. The BDCP should be revised to ensure the goal “to restore and protect ecosystem
health” is achieved.

Thank you for responding to our comments.

Sincerely,
s A

) W

Phil-Peterson, Co-chair
Conservation Committee
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From: GET-GreenTech Save Money <lldenney@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 10:03 AM

To: BDCP.Comments@noaa.gov

Subject: "Conservation Plan"? with the Twin Tunnels = Oxymoron

Surely, you jest saying that the Twin Tunnels, can be any part of a "Conservation Plan"! Is that another
CONservARTIST's way of redefining "Conservation"?

The twin tunnels will ONLY conserve money into private hands, while further destroying a part of the
ecosystem of the California Delta. Then as they steal MORE water than they were SUPPOSED to get... as they
were recently found doing... It'l make it harder and MORE expensive to reverse the effects of creeping salt
water and high pollution levels. It's a QUICK fix to a ridiculous problem. "BUILD it.. They will come"... and
have to steal what they need to live there.

The Delta water is already POISONED to the effect we can't drink it or eat the fish that live in it... Stealing a
CLEAN WATER supply from it, would only make it THAT MUCH MORE WORSE!

How about using all those PRIVATES and government eminent domain $, to pay for a reusable renewable
water system for the Southern 1/4 of the State???

LA already CLEANS used water to a higher purity that before they used it, but then they pump it out to the
seal HOW EFFING STUPID is THAT?

Sincerely,

Lance Denney

President

CA Organizing for Democrats

President

Gresen Environmental Technologies
916.215.3152
www.get-greentech.com/
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From: Claire Joaquin <cjoaguin@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2014 12:27 PM

To: BDCP.Comments@noaa.gov

Subject: Protect the Delta, Deny Twin Tunnels Permit

Dear Mr. Ryan Wulff,

| am writing to strongly oppose the "Twin Tunnels" project (aka Bay Delta Conservation Plan) that threatens to dewater
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta for the benefit of a few water contractors and agribusinesses.

These tunnels would sharply reduce water flow throughout the delta and harm thousands of sensitive aquatic species,
including chinook saimon, steelhead trout, smelt, and green and white sturgeon. The tunnels would also wipe out food
sources and habitat for migratory birds and other wildlife that depend on a functioning delta ecosystem to survive.

The project's heads justify this killing by proposing future habitat restoration even as they readily admit uncertainty
about where and how to make such a pian work. Further, the $25-560 billion tunnels will rely on taxpayers to fund most
of this restoration. Water is a public trust resource, and taxpayers shouldn't have to shoulder the burden of this project
while water contractors turn a profit from exporting the delta's water.

%The originator of this project has not thought through the incredible problems it will create, the many farmers it will

bankrupt, the blind arrogance of a crudely devised monstrosity. One good earthquake and our $60 billion dollars are
down the proverbial toilet.

California's water crisis is best solved by adopting a combination of water conservation, efficiency, reuse and
desalination strategies for both cities and farms. The state and nation should invest in these proven strategies, instead
of wasting tax dollars and sacrificing our precious natural resources. Please -- protect the deita and deny this project's
permit.

Sincerely,

Claire Joaquin

6278 Bucktail Ln
Pollock Pines, CA 95726
us
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From: Lesley Hunt <ldhunt@astound.net>

Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 10:40 AM

To: BDCP.Comments@noaa.gov

Subject: Protect the Delta, Deny Twin Tunnels Permit

Dear Mr. Ryan Wulff,

I am writing to strongly oppose the "Twin Tunnels" project (aka Bay Delta Conservation Plan) that threatens to dewater
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta for the benefit of a few water contractors and agribusinesses.

These tunnels would sharply reduce water flow throughout the delta and harm thousands of sensitive aquatic species,
including chinook salmon, steelhead trout, smelt, and green and white sturgeon. The tunnels would also wipe out food
sources and habitat for migratory birds and other wildlife that depend on a functioning delta ecosystem to survive.

The project's heads justify this killing by proposing future habitat restoration even as they readily admit uncertainty
about where and how to make such a plan work. Further, the $25-560 billion tunnels will rely on taxpayers to fund most
of this restoration. Water is a public trust resource, and taxpayers shouldn't have to shoulder the burden of this project
while water contractors turn a profit from exporting the delta's water.

California's water crisis is best solved by adopting a combination of water conservation, efficiency, reuse and
desalination strategies for both cities and farms. The state and nation should invest in these proven strategies, instead
of wasting tax dollars and sacrificing our precious natural resources. Please -- protect the delta and deny this project's
permit.

I do restoration, and I know that you can never replace what you destroy. The only way to keep our delta ecosystem
and our salmon is not to allow any project to destroy the deita.

Sincerely,

Lesiey Hunt

236 Warwick Dr.
Walnut Creek, CA 94598
us
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From: CRAIG Luchin <craigsluchin@me.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 27, 2014 7:23 PM

To: BDCP.Comments@noaa.gov

Subject: Delta Tunnels...

One more ruining move for California.
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From: Brian Enbom <b.enbom@icloud.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 27, 2014 7:13 PM

To: BDCP.comments@noaa.gov

Subject: Comment on the twin tunnels

Stupid idea. Let LA build desalination plants so we can grow crops to feed the world.

Brian Enbom
Sent from my iPad
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From: bob <bobca@surewest.net>
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 5:22 PM
To: BDCP.Comments@noaa.gov
Cc: bob

Subject: Twin Tunnels

Stop the insanity. | have friends down south and they don’t even know there is a water problem.

The city of Granite Bay manages to water all of it's landscaping every night. WTF
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From: Barbara teel <teelb@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, July 26, 2014 8:24 AM
To: BDCP.Comments@noaa.gov
Subject: Folsom water supply.

Please find a way to protect the water supply in Folsom dam for use in cities who use this as their source of water.
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From: Eric Bergh <EBergh@calleguas.com>

Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 6:47 AM

To: 'BDCP.comments@noaa.gov'

Subject: Ventura County Coalition Letter in Support of the BDCP
Attachments: Final BDCP support letter - CMWD service area SIGNED.pdf

To whom it may concern,
On behalf of 26 cities, agencies, and organizations in Ventura County, California, it is our pleasure to submit the attached
coalition letter expressing regional support for the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.

Eric Bergh

Manager of Resources
Calleguas MWD
805-579-7128
www.calleguas.com
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Bay Delta Conservation Plan Comments
Ryan Wulff, National Marine Fisheries Service
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 5-100

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Draft Bay Delta Conservation Plan — Public Comments
Dear Mr. Wulff:

The agencies and organizations referenced below, representing a diverse coalition of
governmental, business, and agricultural interests in Ventura County, California, offer the
following comments on the draft Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) as released on
December 13, 2013.

The State Water Project (SWP) is a vital component of Southern California’s water system,
providing roughly 30 percent of the region’s water needs. However, nearly three-quarters of the
annual water demand for an estimated 630,000 water users in southern Ventura County is met
with about 110,000 acre feet per year of state water supplies. While many efforts are underway
to reduce our service area’s imported water demand, including groundwater desalination,
recycled water, and conservation programs, state project water will remain an essential water
source for our region. It will continue to serve as a primary source for our drinking water supply
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and recycled water projects. Itis also the single largest recharge component of our
groundwater basins following treatment and discharge from local municipal wastewater facilities.
Moreover, given its comparatively high quality, it allows greater use of our native groundwater
that must be blended with imported water to meet state and federal water quality standards. As
such, a reliable supply of imported state water is critical for the future social and economic
vitality of Ventura County.

In recent years, both state and federal project deliveries have been repeatedly interrupted and
reduced due to operational conflicts with threatened and endangered Delta species. Since
2007, it is estimated that nearly 3.5 million acre feet of water that normally would have been
delivered by the SWP was lost due fo these conflicts.

Additionally, both projects risk complete failure given the vulnerability of the Delta levee system
to catastrophic earthquake and flood events - threatening water supplies for Southern California,
the Bay Area, the Central Coast and the Central Valley for many years. These risks are clearly
unacceptable, and conditions are expected to worsen with climate change unless steps are
taken now to mitigate these concerns.

Southern California ratepayers have been investing in the SWP for more than four decades, and
have additionally invested billions of dollars in regional storage and conveyance to allow
Southern California to capture water when it is plentiful and reduce demands on imported
supplies during dry and critically dry years. These investments are effectively stranded if water
deliveries from the SWP continue to degrade.

The proposed BDCP, being deveioped under provisions of the state and federal endangered
species protection laws, is the most promising plan developed to date to solve these challenges
and resolve decades of conflicts among agricultural, urban, and environmental water users with
a comprehensive solution that achieves California’s co-equal goals of a reliable water supply
and a restored Delta ecosystem for the benefit of all water users.

The release of the public draft BDCP represents an important milestone in this eight-year
stakeholder process. In exhaustive detail, the draft BDCP illustrates the complexity of the
problems and the need for a comprehensive approach to resolve conflicts in the Delta through a
multi-species habitat conservation plan that protects the state’s water resources and
infrastructure.

We are supportive of the BDCP’s proposed twin-tunnel conveyance system that isolates and
protects drinking water supplies and helps restore natural flow patterns in the Delia for the
benefit of native species, as well as the complementary habitat restoration, water quality, and
predator control measures outlined in the BDCP. We also support the plan’s recognition that
changing conditions in the Delta will require ongoing scientific review and real-time monitoring
so the plan can effectively adapt over time to emerging science and the evolving ecosystem.
The draft plan also provides an important framework for a range of operational outcomes and
level of certainty necessary for a final plan to merit investment by participating public water
agencies and by the state and federal governments.

While key decisions remain relating to specifics on cost allocations, operations, outflow range,
financing, and other issues; the current draft details a workable solution to the challenges facing
California’s water resources and the Delta. The proposed BDCP is the most comprehensive
effort ever undertaken to address the chronic water challenges facing the state and federal

2
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water projects in a manner that is protective of the Delta environment. We remain supportive of
the efforts of state and federal water contractors in the development of the BDCP and urge the
state to move forward with the draft plan and focus on resolving those remaining issues needed
to provide assurances that the plan will achieve California’s co-equal goals of water supply
reliability and ecosystem restoration in a cost-effective manner.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this historic draft plan.

Sincerely,

%b/Huber Mayor

City of Simi Valley

¢ |

Tim Flynn, Mayo
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Lorene Ll 0

Jonathan SharWaVb‘r\\/
City of Port Hueneme
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Congress Member Julia Brownley

Senator Fran Pavley

Senator Hannah-Beth Jackson

Assembly Member Jeff Gorell

Assembly Member Scott Wilk

Ventura County Board of Supervisors

Mayor Bob Huber, City of Simi Valley

Mayor Janice Parvin, City of Moorpark

Mayor Kevin Kildee, City of Camarilio

Mayor Tim Flynn, City of Oxnard

Mayor Jonathan Sharkey, City of Port Hueneme

Mayor Andy Fox, City of Thousand Oaks

Randy Record, Board Chair, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
Jeffrey Kightlinger, General Manager, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
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From: Kathleen Stein <kathleen.stein@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 9:39 PM

To: BDCP.Comments@noaa.gov

Subject: Comment

There is a complete lack of transparency in the process, the reality is that taking more water away from the delta system
is in fact decimating the environment. Water should obtained by desalination plants, capture rain runoff water
conservation through drip systems and not building and farming in naturally dry areasWhy are the tunnels the only
answer? Money ...

Kathleen Stein
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From: Sheri Bargman <sheribargman@me.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 9:40 PM

To: BDCP.Comments@noaa.gov

Subject: BDCP COmment

From Alan Bargman MD

The BDCP emulates Joseph Goeebels propaganda techniques,i.e. the bigger the lie, the more likely the people will
believe it. BDCP is far from a conservation plan. Rather, it is the BD Destruction Plan. Filling those two forty five foot
diameter tunnels with clean fresh Sacramento River water and sending it down to southern California to quench the
thirst of billionaire owned mega agribusiness is unconscionable as well as illegal. The Delta cannot be destroyed like
socal water interests destroyed the Owens River and Lake. Cloaking your nefarious plan in the garb of riparian habitat
restoration is equally unconscionable.

California's water problems can be solved without destroying the Delta.

Please do the right thing for all of California and rescind this fatally flawed and unfair plan.

Sincerely yours,

Alan Bargman MD
1415990 0122
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From: Tadd Perkins <taddcperkins2@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 9:56 PM

To: BDCP.comments@noaa.gov

Subject: Comment on EIR

I oppose the BDCP Project because it is too costly, doesn't make sense to irrigate a desert, subsidize a very
profitable crop of almonds (which the growers can afford to get water by other means than cheap subsidized
state water, has more risks than benefits for the declining fish population in the delta.

At some point, we all have to live with the water we have. We have reached that point. There is no additional
pizza.

We are now fighting over the same pizza slices.

0

The proposed twin 40° diameter tunnels have little to do with habitat restoration, and should be separated from
the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The EIR for the tunnels should not be a HCP, and, therefore, should
include all economic impacts including the impact of reduced property values and tax revenues in the 5
counties, and the impact on the local economy, both during and following construction.

0

The Cost / Benefits Analysis (Table 9-32) identifies a net benefit of $4.5 to $5.3 billion, given an incremental
cost of $13.5 billion. There are several flaws in this analysis, including not taking into account the cost of
bond interest, the cost of mitigation, which is necessary to experimentally offset the additional water take, the
economic loss due to poor water quality in the south delta, and the economicloss of taking productive delta
farmland out of production. The analysis uses “apples and oranges” e.g. using 60 years for the benefit, and 50
for the operating costs. The project is only 10% designed: a 37% contingency is inadequate — look at the Bay
Bridge cost.

0

(This comment can be used for both the BDCP Project and the EIR) - The BDCP (Chapter 1B.1) and EIR
(Table 3.1) fail to include alternatives that actually produce more water for California: Desalination, storage,
and re-use. After correcting the BDCP costs noted above, the cost / acre foot exceeds $1,000, ($1,900 for

urban rate payers) which equals the estimated cost of desalination. Given that pumps would no longer be

necessary to transport delta water over the Grapevine, the energy differential is even lower.
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The Authorized Entity Group, which has jurisdiction over real-time operation of the tunnels, includes the Water
Contractors. The BDCP, Chapter 7.1.5.1, has deferred the actual decision-making roles to a later date.

possibly to avoid comments. Water Contractors should be non-voting members with regard to the amount of
water allowed in the tunnels, and pumped out of Clifton Court Forebay, to avoid “the fox guarding the hen
house”.

0

10% of fertile delta cultivated farmland is proposed to be taken (Chapter 3.3.6.13.2) via eminent domain for
experimental mitigation efforts, so more desert can be irrigated. This makes no sense given the additional
water requirement / acre and delivery expense to irrigate the southern San Joaquin Valley.

O

The BDCP assumes (as part of its Benefit Analysis, Appendix 9A Sec. 9A.5) massive levee failures over the 50
year life of the Plan (2% probability / year), yet we have never had a levee failure due to earthquake in recorded
history, and UCLA researchers could not cause a levee to fail with a simulated 7.0 earthquake. Levee failures
have occurred due to high water runoff, a time when pumping would not be affected. Additionally, the BDCP
benefit is not reduced by earthquake risk to the tunnels, which would suffer the same liquefaction. The State
would be better served by strengthening the San Luis dam and the Aqueduct over the Grape Vine, both of which
actually straddle earthquake faults.

0

No new water sources are identified as part of the BDCP, which makes it a waste of taxpayer / rate payer
money. Instead, the State should require mandatory water conservation and re-use, and invest in new sources
of water via new water storage and desalination.

0

Planting of future permanent crops on desert soil should be denied as part of the BDCP, and when permanent
crops are plowed under, only seasonal crops should be allowed.

U
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The impact of the costs to rate payers is not in the BDCP. Once they find out, support for the BDCP will

dwindle.

0

The impact on navigation and safety in the Delta has not been adequately addressed.
O

Proposed recreation mitigation does not benefit the south Delta (EIR Chapter 15).

O

Thanks, Tadd Perkins
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From: Russell Ooms <russellooms@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 10:05 PM

To: BDCP.Comments@noaa.gov

Subject: Tunnel comments

To whom it may concern,

I cannot imagine a more monstrous project for the State of California then the twin 40' tunnels to drain the
Sacramento River away from it's historic path to the sea.

To allow one man to buy desert property with no water for $50.00 an acre and then to take water from the men
who bought fertile Delta loam for $2000.00 an acre, is a crime.

We know the desert land cannot support agriculture in the long term. We know the tunnels will completely
change the flora & fauna of the entire Delta by changing the salinity of it's water. The so called unintended

consequences seem both intended and known.

Why was the will of the people of California removed from the decision making process? Why were the Delta
representatives left completely out of the early talks and decisions?

I live a rocks throw from the Sacramento River. To forever alter and change this ecosystem to satisfy the greed
of essentially one man is beyond my human capacity to reason.

Do not build these tunnels.

Russell Ooms
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From: Ryan Troughton <ryandavyes@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 10:05 PM

To: BDCP.Comments@noaa.gov

Subject: The Delta Tunnels

To whomever it may concern,

As a Delta Valley native currently living in the Los Angeles community these tunnels could not be more of a
pressing issue. I understand the threat that we as a state face from all angles. Build the tunnels and pose the risk
of destroying one of the most important ecosystems on this planet, or leave a large population of our great
state's citizens at risk of going without water. I have a much more detailed stance on this topic but my answer
below is short and to the point:

*[ am 100% against the construction of the tunnels.

I have faith in the engineers behind the project, and believe we have the ability and intellect to create alternate
solutions. What I have zero faith in is the politicians and organizations behind the distribution of our states
water supply. [ would love to have more involvement in the issue outside of reducing my own usage and
encouraging others to do the same. Unfortunately the issue is so far beyond this that all I can do is choose
between Northern California and Southern California. Naturally, I choose to let the water remain in its natural
resting place.

-Ryan Troughton
209.609.4347
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From: Lois Seebeck <loisseebeck@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 10:12 PM

To: BDCP.comments@noaa.gov

Subject: public comment

The California Groundwater Association in conjunction with all affected landowners should have a direct voice in all
aspects and affects of the dewatering procedures of this project. To include:

1. The entire dewatering plan including but not limited to, drilling methods, materials to be used, locations, depths,
diameters, and abandonment procedures.

2. The present and future affects on existing wells.

3. The present and future affects on existing aquifers.

4. The mitigation of the present and future adverse affects on wells and aquifers.
Mike and Melvin (Skip) Seebeck

M. E. Seebeck and Sons
Clarksburg, CA 95612
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From: Brad <striderxr71@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 10:18 PM
To: BDCP.Comments@noaa.gov
Subject: Bad idea

BDCP is a bad idea.

Peripheral Canal or twin tunnels it's still the same bad idea.

Bad for the Delta and bad for Northern California.

Not mention too expensive. Put the money into what makes sense...storage and conservation.

And tell Moonbeam he needs to be open about what he's doing. Just cuz his Daddy wanted it doesn't allow him to do
operate behind closed doors!

Be transparent!! Do what is right for ALL of California!l!

Sent from my iPhone
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From: miraclecat@calbroadband.net
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 10:32 PM
To: BDCP.comments@noaa.gov
Subject: guestions re tunnel project

Elizabeth ) Merwin
38065 Z Line Rd
Clarksburg, CA
95612

July 29, 2014

To the BDCP People:

There is no possible mitigation for what you plan to do to my habitat.

I want to know specifically how you plan to mitigate the fouling of my
well: Trucking in water? Will it be potable? Will you ensure that there will be enough water for my family to continue
its way of life, farming?

Will the herons, egrets, frogs, minks, coyotes, owls, otters, foxes, clams, crayfish, muskrats, possums, songbirds, hawks,
and countless other species that wander my farm, have potable water, or will they die off, or migrate (to where)?

GW 7 from Table 31-1 from Other CEQA/NEPA Requirements reads, “Provide an alternate source of water” as mitigation
for fouling ground water. As is evident, there isn't an “alternative source of water,” or why would you be putting in
these tunnels? | see that the mitigation plan is vague. It is mysterious. | want to know more.

I want to know all about it.

Also, I want to know what you plan to do about the traffic, the ruined pavement on roads, and the danger added by
tying up emergency response vehicles with construction congestion. | have personal experience with county maintained
roads—the daily, constant gravel truck traffic used to build a large winery has torn up my road. The County hasn't fixed
it, despite my polite requests. | want assurance that the construction vehicles will not impact my day, whether it be with
traffic jams, rough road, or slowed emergency response time. How do you plan to mitigate these problems, specifically?
The counties are broke. Don't expect the counties to clean up your mess.

There is more wrong with this pian than | could address in a year, much less in a letter.



What you can't mitigate, can't pay for, is the negation of generations
of work, risk, and loving care of this productive land, my family's
farm. My family's history, its legacy to generations that follow.

You can't mitigate this loss.

Know that there are witnesses to what you do.

Elizabeth J. Merwin
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From: Keith Ryan <keith-ryan@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 10:39 PM

To: BDCP.Comments@noaa.gov

Subject: BDCP comments Strongly Opposed

} am opposed to this project for numerous reasons. | have lived in a Delta community for close to 30 years and have
traveled most of the Delta waterways. There are too many unanswered questions to proceed with a project that will
have such a huge impact on so many residents of Delta communities and the Delta wildlife. in addition, no new water
sources are identified, which makes it a waste of taxpayer ratepayer money. The impact of these costs to ratepayers is
not in the be the BDCP, and when they find out support for this project will dwindle. Another reason | am opposed is
the negative impact on navigation and safety in the Delta is not been adequately addressed. For example in the plan
there will be a large construction barge that will be placed in channel close to Discovery Bay, which is one of the heaviest
traveled boating waterways in the Delta. This will obstruct half of this channel and will cause boats to pass very close to
each other head-on. It will only be a matter of time until this causes a very serious boating accident. The cross highways
in the Delta ( 12, 4 ) are increasingly seeing an increase in commuter traffic and currently see a very high number of
vehicles commuter times. How is the additional heavy equipment traffic going to mix with these commuters? Who is
going to fix the additional damage to the highway caused by these heavy loads? ( these roads are in very bad shape in
areas)

There are so many unanswered questions and unknown costs; there needs to me more answers and explore smart
alternatives before any of this moves forward.

Thanks for reading my comments.

- Keith Ryan
Discovery Bay
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From: Kelly H <kelly.tahoe@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 10:58 PM
To: BDCP.comments@noaa.gov
Subject: Bedp comment

Please don't take away the beautiful delta.

The Delta is a wonderful place for families to come together boating, fishing, hunting, and water skiiing.
Exploring new restaurants and marinas to escape life for a while.

It was my father's life long dream to own a motor yacht. After he retired and refinanced his house, he was able
to purchase a 37 footer and joined a local yacht club. I have never seen him happier. He is a retired teacher.

Life is so good on the delta without breaking the bank. Please dont let the rich corporations corrupt our beautiful
state snd it's eco system.

Think about the environment, think about the families, think about all the Delta does for Northern CA., think
sbout the RIGHT THING to do.

Thank you for listening.
Please STOP THE TUNNELS!

Sincerely,
Kelly Burns

Bethel Island
925.684.4950
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From: burns <burnsreception@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 11:13 PM

To: BDCP.comments@noaa.gov
Subject: Save the Delta

I don't want the ecosystem to change.

Kyle Burns
Bethel Island

Sent from Samsung tablet
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From: Curtis Damion <bcdamion@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 11:28 PM

To: BDCP.comments@noaa.gov

Subject: comments Drafy EIR/EIS

| am very concerned about the vast quantities of RTM (also known as "muck") that would result from
the tunnel borings, as noted in appendix 17D and also throughout other areas of this document. It
seems to me that there is a distinct possibility that there might be contaminants such as heavy
metals, etc. distributed throughout this RTM. Have you any means of decontaminating this RTM,
particularly if you intend to use it throughout Delta sites as levee additions and such, where it would
be exposed to humans and wildlife? We certainly don't want another Kesterson, do we? Ifitis
shown to be contaminated and should not be used for those purposes, what else will you do with it,
particularly on Staten Island where the cranes nest?

As a Registered Nurse interested in Public Health, | am also concerned about the possible increase
in West Nile virus, which already exists in the Delta, and the possible introduction of malaria (from
international travelers) through increased mosquitoes in the Yolo Bypass, when environmental work
is done there and there is increased standing water. The threat of malaria is not far-fetched. There
were outbreaks in California, including 1986 in San Diego County, 1984-1986 in the Sacramento
Valley, and 1952 in Nevada County. In 1992 there were 251 cases reported in the State of
California. Do you have plans in place to deal with the increase of mosquitoes due to effects of the
Yolo Bypass environmental work, and the possibility of their being disease carriers and being a
serious threat to Public Health? Sincerely, Barbara Damion
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From: Nadia Lucia Peralta <nadialuciaperalta@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 11:54 PM

To: BDCP.Comments@noaa.gov

Subject: Comments on the Bay Delta Conservation Plan

To whom it may concern,

From what I have been able to read of the EIR, I understand that the Bay Delta Conservation Plan is said to be
for

"The scope of the BDCP is within the Delta itself with a specific purpose to restore and protect
its ecosystem health, SWP and CVP water supply, and water quality" (appendix 1A).

It is astounding to me that the wording is so deceiving and misleading. This plan is a desecration to what
remains of the mismanaged and mangled California delta. The EIR claims to be a management plan, but the
EIR reads between the line as a plan to siphon what water is left in the delta and send it to agricultural interests
and water districts in the central valley and southern California. I appreciate that the overview and background
of the plan goes into detail the history of the California water project, because it is an important history for
Californians to understand, but if anything can be learned from the past it is what not to keep doing. This is
wrong. And the EIR leaves out a conversation about the much needed infrastructure repair to other parts of the
California Water Project. New piping, a reinforcement of levees in the Delta itself, and water-saving techniques
in all parts of the state. This project benefits from the public's lack of education. Please consider my comment,
and all the others you've received, as enough reason to not go through with this atrocious plan. All of life will
pay for this. Think of your grandchildren.

Nadia Lucia Peralta
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From: Robert McGarvey <rmcgarvey@cityofranchocordova.org>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 2:31 PM

To: 'BDCP.comments@noaa.gov’

Subject: Public Comment regarding BDCP

As a resident of City of Rancho Cordova, in Sacramento County, | wish to go on record opposing the Bay Delta
Conservation Plan. As a hired public servant, it is my responsibility to do whatever | can to serve my city, my region, and
my state. | believe that removing even more water from the Delta than is already taken would do irreparabie damage to
the Delta and the future of the State of California. We are on our third year of drought, and we should have learned that
there is only so much water in our state. | believe that we (the citizens of California) would be better served by spending
the money from the water bond to create more reservoirs, etc. than continuing to ‘spend’ our water like the person who
believes they still have money in their account because they still have checks. Our water account is overdrawn!

Thank you.

Robert J. McGarvey
Council Member

Rancha Cordova

Exthred

1' "
/mm @

City of Rancho Cordova
2729 Prospect Park Drive
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
Phone/Fax: (916) 851-8815
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From: Bert <Bertb@vilaconstruction.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 7:16 PM

To: BDCP.Comments@noaa.gov

- Subject: water

Stop the tunnels. The fragile San Francisco bay cannot take any more abuse.

Lack of water means more silt. It has not recovered from the gold rush and that was 150
years ago. We do not need more mud flats.

Spend the money on better irrigation practices. California has the worst irrigation system in
the world. Flood the fields and it will grow?

Better water management, not more wasted water is what the state needs.

. N )
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From: pswan@ix.netcom.com

Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 4:12 PM

To: BDCP.Comments@noaa.gov

Subject: COmments on the Draft BDCP EIR / EIS

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

1. Chapter Five assumes that D 1641 remains in effect. It would be instructive to build a table that show the effect on
project yields if X2 was moved further West.

2. The Preferred Alternative places the intakes in a narrow part of the Sacramento River. Even though the intakes are to
be designed similar to that used by the recent EBMUD / Sacramento structure and not positioned out in the River, they
will still intrude into the River and decease the cross section putting added flood risk on those areas up river. Please study
the potential impacts of this.

3. Since the intakes are within the "tidal effect" area of the River, please study the period of time when "sweeping Flows"
will be insufficient along the intakes and what the resulting loss of yield would be.

4. The North Delta agencies have a contract protecting their water supply and ability to operate their intakes. The amount
of water needed and the timing of this need to satisfy this contact are not disclosed. How much water is needed, when will
it be needed and from whose account is this water being taken from. Will the 1/3 State 2/3 Federal allocation in the
Coordinated Operating Agreement be applied here?

5. The intakes are located close to the discharge of the Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant. What is the
impact to water gquality and or the ability to take water during Critical Dry Years and during HIGH TIDE s?

What are the financial impacts caused by increased levels of treatment needed to satisfy Drinking Water Regulations. Is it
likely that added treatment processes will be required to address Emerging Chemicals of Concern (ECC's)and what is an
approximate cost of going to Ozone Treatment to address this?

Is it good public policy to locate the intake of the drinking water supply for the majority of Californians so close to a major
wastewater discharger even though it might meet the minimum standards currently in effect?

6. Work by David Vogel indicates that concentrations of non-native predator fish cluster close to diversion structures
which is heightened in narrower sections of the River and within tidal effect areas. Has the impact of this on migrating fish
been adequately studied? Even though migrating juvenile fish can swim well they are no match for mature predator fish.

7. In spite of much discussion about the imminent risk of island failure in the Central Delta, the EIR/EIS assumes that the
islands remain intact and water is operated under D 1641. Operations of the project should also be evaluated assuming a
single island worst case event.

8. How is it possible to continue to operate the Delta under D 1641 in light of projected ocean level rise with its increased
tidal flows twice a day?

9. Davis, Woodland, North Bay Aqueduct, and the County of Sacramento are pianning on building additional large intakes
above the Project intakes and to be in operation prior to the Project completion. Have these upstream diversions been
taken into account as to cumulative impacts to fish, and water quality and quantity?

10. State and Federal Water Agencies have recently requested the Water Rights Section of the State Water Board to
investigate diversions in the South and Central Delta as to their right to divert during summer months under npar:an or
other right. Has the EIR/EIS considered the impacts of added summer month supplies?

11. When the original Canal system was changed to a tunnel system the intake point was no longer necessary to be
located where it is currently proposed. Has various other intake points been evaluated either on the other side of the River
or below the Delta Cross Channel, or in the West Delta? Diversity of intakes may provide superior operational flexibility.
Overall Comment

This process started with a call for any and all proposals to evaluate systems that would address water, environmental,



transportation, economic impacts, agriculture and other infrastructure problems during rising sea level, earthquakes,
floods and other challenges. However, from early in the process the appearance has been that only one option was really
being considered. Even though that option changed from a canal to a tunnel system and the alignment was altered for
various reasons, little real attention was paid to any of the several other solutions put forth other than to find some flaw
and discard them. If the same flaw elimination was applied to the current preferred alternative, it too would have been
discarded. It appears that the current preferred alternative is the only project that can achieve the objectives of BDCP.
One has to wonder how may better and less controversial options have been discarded. It remains curious to me as the
one that managed to add the Western Alignment option to the EIR/EIS, that | have never been called to defend it or
allowed to modified it to overcome any shortcomings it may have had.

Respectively submitted,
Peer A. Swan

949-497-4488
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From: Jen Roche-Krausse <spydogbé@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 4:31 PM

To: BDCP.comments@noaa.gov

Subject: Delta Elementary Charter School

To Whom It May Concern,

We are residents of Clarksburg. Qur children attend Delta Elementary Charter School (DECS). | am very concerned of
the impact of construction to the students of DECS. Pollution both physical and noise will undoubtably be detrimental
to the students. The school is located just off of River Road and the sound alone of construction will make it very
difficult for the students to concentrate.

Before proceeding the impact

to the school should be assessed. A sound survey should conducted to determine noise level it will produce at the
school.

That information should be shared with the residents of Clarksburg, parents of students attending DECS and staff. If
necessary proposed mitigation should be shared allowing stake holders to weigh in.

Thank you

Jennifer Roche
49669 Hamilton Road
Clarksburg Ca 95612

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Nellie Fore Hamilton <americanvine@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 4:43 PM

To: BDCP.comments@noaa.gov

Subject: CITIZEN COMMENTS ON EIR/EIS_BDCP

BDCP.comments(@noaa.gov

( Email ) BDCP.comments@noaa.gov

TO:

Ryan Wulff, National Marine Fisheries Service,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
United States Department of Commerce

650 Capitol Mall, Suite 5-100

Sacramento, CA 95814

TRANSMITTAL:
CITIZEN COMMENTS ON EIR/EIS

UNDER STATE AND FEDERAL CODE- FOR INCLUSION IN
PUBLIC PROCESS

RE: EIS/EIR OF BAY DELTA CONSERVATION PLAN



Dear Sir,

Please add my comments to the Public Input for said project.

I oppose the EIS/EIR Review on the grounds that it is
inconclusive and incomplete.

I live a mere ten miles from said project.
I dwell on a ranch that has been in our Family since 1859.

For over one hundred fifty years, our ranch has been
productive .

Seasonal flooding in our local area was addressed over one
hundred years ago, when my great-grandfather, John Marion
Posey, and others envisioned and built our small local dam,
Woodbridge Dam. We are not plagued with floods, not severe
water shortages. We dwell within the Molkelumne River
Watershed, a functioning watershed that supplies urban and
rural areas well.



I had the honor to serve for three years as Consultant to the
State of California, at the Engineering Firm CH2MHill.
Following that, I served Caltrans for many years. All of the
State Projects that I professionally participated in utilize the
modern model of ‘Land Use Planning at the level of
Watershed & Ecosystems.”

As a graduate of University of California at Davis, our
Ecology Ins