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In short, CCCSD maintains that the Refinery Project and all potential recycled water projects
create new water supply that translates into increased water supply reliability and flexibility
to meet demands and increased environmental benefits resulting from a reduction in fresh
water diversion from the Delta.

s Improve the quality of water deliveries to municipal and industrial customers in the
San Francisco Bay Area.

The Refinery Project would result in improved water quality for industrial customers because
its supply of water is steady and reliable and the quality of the water is prediciable. As
stated in the background of the need for the project, Delta water currently supplied to
municipal and industrial users is subject to seasonal variations (and often degraded water
supply) with elevated salinity, total dissolved solids, bromides and other constituents. This
variation requires industries to alter their operations or provide additional water treatment to
ensure the quality is acceptable for use in their cooling tower operations. The Refinery
Project could help address these problems for these industrial users. The CCWD UWMP
acknowledges that recycled water projects could supply highly-treated recycled wastewater
to selected industrial customers for process and cooling purposes.

As a general comment, the stated objective is to improve water quality for industrial
customers; however, the background of the need for the project focuses solely on the need
for improved drinking water quality for San Francisco Bay Area municipal customers. The
need for improved water quality for industrial uses is not clearly stated or addressed.

Recycled Water Inadequately Considered in Alternatives Analysis

According to CEQ NEPA Regulations (40 C.F.R. 1502.14), the alternatives section of a Draft
EIS is required to rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives.
CCCSD's readily available supply of high-quality recycled water and the Refinery Project in
particular were not adequately considered as an alternative to increased storage or as a
component that would require less storage and result in fewer environmental effects or result in
an increase in yield for the same amount of storage.

The EIS/R summarily dismisses the consideration of recycled water programs in its alternatives
analysis stating in Table B-1 that “recycled water programs are being actively pursued by other
CALFED agencies and by individual agencies in the Bay Area.” Table B-1 also states that the
potential to address LVRE project objectives is limited by acceptable uses of recycled water,
yet no specific examples are given.

It is true that Bay Area agencies are pursuing recycled water programs, but there are few that
have the potential to deliver the yield of 22,000 AFY as the CCCSD Refinery Project. In
addition, the spirit and intent of the CALFED Water Supply Reliability Program are to look at
actions synergistically to achieve the overall goal. In point of fact, Reclamation is one of the
implementing agencies for the CALFED Water Use Efficiency (WUE) Program — one of five
elements of the CALFED Water Supply Reliability Program. WUE Program actions, including
recycled water actions, were considered in the CALFED Water Supply Reliability Program. The
actions of all five program elements were to be implemented in concert to achieve CALFED's

overall goal of water supply reliability.
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As a CALFED WUE implementing agency, the role of Reclamation is to “support local agencies
implementing WUE actions at the local level through assistance programs and in overcoming
implementation constraints.” Given its CALFED role as a WUE implementing agency, and its
role as federal lead on the LVRE, Reclamation has a responsibility to more rigorously consider
recycling actions as part of the LVRE project.

In addition, through the LVRE project or other avenues, Reclamation could play a key role in
overcoming CCCSD's Recycled Water Program implementation constraints and assist in
coordinating efforts between CCWD and CCCSD to find acceptable, creative and mutually-
beneficial solutions to address CCWD's potential loss of revenue.

The Alternatives Development further explains that

... initial concepts related to water use efficiency, such as additional water conservation and
recycled water use, were not carried forward beyond Step 1. |n general, substantial programs are
already in place at each Bay Area water agency to improve water use efficiency. Additional efforts
in these concepts would not contribute to the two primary objectives defined for the project:
environmental water management and water supply reliability. Further reducing Bay Area water
agency demand for Delta water would result in a very small decrease in Delta diversions and the
associated environmental water benefit. Additional water conservation without storage to hold
water for dry years would provide little benefit in dry years and reduce the effectiveness of drought
management (rationing) programs that most Bay Area water agencies would rely on to maintain
deliveries through extended drought periods.

Again, we believe that the Refinery Project, and recycled water in general, meet the LVRE
project objectives. Moreover, the statement regarding further reduction of demand resulting in
a very small decrease in Delta diversions is not correct when you consider the 22,000 AFY
yield the Refinery Project would produce. In our discussion of the Benefits of the Refinery
Project, below, you will see the significant percentage of increase in yield it would create for
any of the project alternatives. Furthermore, this statement would appear to conflict with the
CALFED Record of Decision, which viewed “investment in recycling as a cost-effective way to
better balance supply and demand in the near-term, especially compared to surface storage
and major conveyance improvements that were estimated to take at least 5-10 years to
complete.” The recycling actions in the CALFED ROD are intended to “address the growing
mismatch between water supply demand caused by rapidly growing urban populations and
static supplies.”

Table B-6, Summary Comparison of Initial Plans, compares the ability of an initial plan to meet
the federal Principles and Guidelines criteria of completeness, effectiveness, efficiency and
acceptability without providing any detail on estimated costs of each initial plan.

Determinations of low, moderate or high are made to provide comparison of an initial plan's
ability to meet efficiency criteria. These determinations often indicate that the cost per unit of
output is high or low compared to other plans. However, there is no information in the table
outlining these estimated costs. To enable the public and responsible state and local agencies
to fully understand how the LVRE project alternatives were developed and to compare these
alternatives with other potential alternatives projects with similar benefits, such as recycling, the
Alternatives Development should include the cost estimates upon which these determinations

were made.
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table and creates opportunities for more efficient and environmentally responsible use of our
scarce water resources. For these reasons, we believe the project creates benefits for our
common ratepayers, the region and the State as a whole.

However, CCCSD believes that making the Refinery Project and recycled water integral
components of the LVRE project would greatly enhance its benefits to water supply reliability
and to the Delta ecosystem. Reclamation and CCWD should more rigorously analyze the
Martinez Refinery Project and recycled water as a potential component of the LVRE project.
The benefits of recycled water include significant additional yield with no significant increase in
environmental impacts and the best collective use of public dollars.

CCCSD recognizes that with any water supply project in California there are hurdles to
implementation. However, our state is facing economic, environmental and water supply issues
on an almost unprecedented scale. We feel that we are mandated as public agencies to work
cooperatively in an environmentally and economically sensible manner to the benefit of the
people and environment of California.

Sincerely,

Ann E. Farrell
Director of Engineering

AEF/mvp

Attachments
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unfair in multiple respects. if the objectives are defined in a manner that attempts to avoid the
consideration of alternatives that inciude reduced, or, even, the elimination of, exports from the
Delta.

Lastly, the following so-called objective takes the cake and is entirely too narrow. entirely
too vague, entirely unfair and entirely uniawful:

“Restore and protect the ability of the SWP and CVP to deliver up to full
contract amounts, when hydrologic conditions result in the availability of
sufficient water, consistent with the requirements of State and federal law and the

terms and conditions of water delivery contracts and other existing applicable
agreements.” (NOP, p. 3.)

For starters, this process cannot call the project a “Bay Delta Conservation Plan™ if the
foregoing is any part of the plan’s objectives. Restoring and protecting exports from the Delta
has nothing to do with “conservation” of the Bay Delta. For example, what parts of the Bay
Delta are being “conserved™ by such restoration and protection?

Secondly, the objective assumes there have been times when the Projects have been able
to deliver their full contract amounts, i.¢., “restore” such ability. Where is the evidence to
support that? It further assumes that there will indeed be times when the hydrology and laws,
etc., will allow for such delivery? Again, where is the evidence to support that?

Thirdly, this objective was obviously created to limit the range of potential alternatives in
the EIS/EIR. In light of this objective, the project proponents would undoubtedly argue that any
alternative that does not restore the ability to deliver up to the full contract amounts would be
dead on arrival. Presumably, so would any alternative that attempts to conserve the Delta
environment by reducing exports and developing non-export water to replace such reduced
exports, and any alternative that seeks to satisty the Project’s contractor’s needs with water
developed by non-Project facilities.

It is, again, startling that such an objective can, with a straight face, be included as part of
a plan entitled “Bay Delta Conservation Plan.” This objective should be deleted in its entirety. It
cannot be legally or fairly included as part of any so-called “Natural Community Conservation
Plan™ or “Habitat Conservation Plan” which the Bay Delta Conscrvation Plan is intended to serve
as. Such an objective simply has nothing to do with conserving the “natural community” or
“habitat” (or the Bay Delta).

3. Emergency Proclamations.
The EIS/EIR should fully discuss and explain how the proposed project and all of the

alternatives will ensure that the various state, federal and local laws protecting matters such as
Delta water quality, {ish and wildlife, etc. will be upheld and enforeed during all state, federal or
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local emergency, disaster or other proclamations. The IIS/EIR should in particular explain what
protection beneticial uscrs. including fish and wildlife, downstream of the intakes of any isolated
facilities will have all such laws fully upheld and enforced during such proclamations.

4. State of the Art Fish Screens on Current Export Facilities.

The EIS/EIR should fully discuss and explain why such screens are not currently in place,
and were not installed and operational by 2006, as required by the 2000 CALI'ED Record of
Decision, and how having such screens in place would have impacted the Wanger decisions and
other export pumping restrictions on account of fishery concerns. Such screens should be a part
of all projects and alternatives discussed in the EIS/EIR that intend on using such export pumps
to pump any amount of water “through the Delta.”

5. The First Seven Years Following the 2000 CALFED Recerd of Decision.

Similar to the above, the EIS/EIR should fully explain what was supposed to happen as
far a measurcs to make the “through Delta” conveyance successful, such as the installation of the
above-described fish screens and extensive levee improvements, etc., and what actually
happened. Any differences should be fully explained. The history of failing to carry out matters
that were intended to be carried out 1s relevant to the validity of claims that matters, including
mitigation measures, etc., intended to be carried out pursuant to the instant project will actually
be carried out.

6. Alternatives.

In addition to the others discussed in the attached documents, the following should be
included in the EIS/EIR range of reasonable alternatives: '

- The Delta Corridor’s proposal being devcloped by Russ Brown.

-- A comprehensive regional self-sufficiency alternative as set forth in “A Water
Plan For the 21* Century: Regional Self-Sufficiency Scenario,” dated 7/23/07 (a
copy of which is enclosed herewith)

- A no export alternative (1.e., no exports from the Delta watershed through the
Tracy pumping plants). This alternative should be combined with everything
possible that could be done to supply water to areas currently receiving exports
from such pumping plants, including an unprecedented devotion of resources to
developing self-sufficiency measures in importing areas such as 1) water
conservation; 2) water reclamation, including desalting brackish and if necessary
sea water; 3) storm: water capture and reclamation; 4) higher levels of treatment of
sewage effluent to allow for safe use of effluent for irrigation of golf courses and
landscaping, industrial use, and in suitable cases human consumption; 5)
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installation of dual water syvstems particularly in new developments; 6) installation
of brine lines; and 7) improvements to water treatment facilities so that water
from less desirable sources can be beneficially used. The devotion of resources
should be at least as much as the tot¢/ economic and environmental costs incurred
in the planning, construction. mitigation, operation, ete. of any isolated facility.

-- There should also be a reduced export alternative which gradually reduces exports
over time by a unprecedented devotion of resources to developing self-sufficiency
measures as discussed above.

- An alternative that gradually ends all deliveries of Delta watershed water to areas
south of the Tehachapi Mountains and includes the above-described
unprecedented devotion of resources to developing self-sufficiency in such areas
should also be included.

Also, there should be alternatives to the project “as a whole,” rather than alternatives
focused solely on one or more components of the project, such as the convevance component.
The NOP at page 6. seems to indicate that the process 1s already heading down the wrong and
unlawful path of only considering alternatives to the conveyance component.

In the end, the EIS/EIR’s range of alternatives should inciude numerous alternative
courscs of action that meet “most™ of the project’s basic objectives and reduce one or more of the
proposed project’s potentially significant impacts. In hight of the breadth of the objectives, it
should be simple to craft and include within that range mary potentially feasible alternative
courses of action. And in light of the magnitude of what is at stake, informed decision making
requires nothing less.

7. Additional Impacts Which Should be Analyzed.

[n addition to other noted impacts, the following impacts should be fully analyzed and
discussed:

- The flood control impacts from any facilities, such as isolated facilities, including,
¢.g., water elevation impacts resulting from any non-underground crossings
through rivers and streams.

- Salt water intrusion into groundwater basins as a result of the various alternatives.

- All economic and socio-economic impacts associated with the proposed project
and all alternatives.

- Evaporation loses from increased surface areas associated with isolated facilities,
as well as increased surface areas from any intended abandonment, and, hence,
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permanent flooding, of Delta islands.
8. The Delta Pool as a Fresh Water Reservoir.

The EIS/EIR should fully analyze and discuss the extent to which the Delta pool serves as
a fresh water reservoir by, in essence, storing and holding upstream fresh water flows. The
extent to which 1solated facilities or other actions which increase the salinity of the Delta will
adversely impact such a reservoir should be fully analyzed and discussed.

9. Unlawful Segmentation and/or Piecemealing of the Project.

DWR has unlawfully inverted the CEQA process by starting out with very site-specific,
physically intrusive activities contained in the ongoing Delta-wide “Field Study,” rather, than
starting out with a broad or "programmatic” level of anaiysis of the Bay Delta Conservation
Plan, and, then, "tier off” that programmatic analysis and focus in on more detailed, site-specific
analysis/activities. Starting out with the broader {evel of analysis is essential, among other
reasons, since, CEQA prohibits agencies from “scgmenting” or "piccemealing” a project into
smaller individual sub-projects or into separate phases in order to avoid the responsibility of
considering the environmental impact of the project as a whole. CEQA provides numerous types
of Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) that can be used to avoid such segmenting and
piecemealing such as "Staged EIRs."” "Program EIRs,” and "Master EIRs." (See Guidelines, §§
15167, 15168 & 15175, respectively.) By initiating and carrying out the site-specific Field Study
activities in advance of, rather than subsequent to, the required broader environmental analysis of
the Bay Delta Conservation Plan project as whole, the current CEQA process is contrary to law.

10. Conclusion.
Thank you for your time and consideration of these comments and concerns.

Very trulyyours,

7174

Dante John Nomellini, Jr.
Attorney for the CDWA

DIR/djr
Enclosures
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sections 11460 et seq.), by the doctrines of reasonable use and the public trust as well as by the
enabling legislation for the Central Valley Project and Shasta Dam (See Water Code section 11207)

II. NOP COMMENTS
A. Project Description

The proposed BDCP project (“project”) is still not adequately described in the NOP., Under
the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources Code section 21000 et esq.,
{(and 40 CFR section 1508.22 for the EIS component of the EIR), the NOP must adequately describe
the proposed project in order to enable meaningful comments and to adequately inform the public of
the potential impacts to the environment.

'The BDCP NOP is vague as to the project description. It is generally understood that the
BDCEP is likely to include a project component involving some form of an out-of-Delta conveyance
facility. However, the NOP omits any details about such a facility including the preferred location
and size of such a facility. Additionally, the NOP fails to state whether the proposed conveyance
clement of the BDCP will be a through-Delta only conveyance, or an out-of-Delta only conveyance,
or a dual conveyance alternative including both through-Delta and out-of-Delta facilities. >

During the scoping meetings, several alternatives regarding the location of the out-of-delta
conveyance facility were shown on certain maps. However, no alternative was indicated as a
preferred alternative and the locations of the intakes and alternatives (e.g. western, eastern, and in-
Delta alighments) were indicated to be tentative and for discussion purposes only. There was some
discussion at the scoping meetings that the eastern alignment for the out-of-Delta conveyance facility
was being considered as a potentially preferred location for the purposes of the habitat conservation
plan but not for the CEQA process. Further, other in-Delta projects have been discussed as part of
the BDCP such as the Frank’s Tract Project; however, the exact configuration of these projects and
how they would operate within the framework of the BDCP is not set forth in the NOP.

Without an adequate project description, it is not possible to know the potential impacts of
the BDCP.

B. Document Type
It remains unclear whether the EIR will be a “project” level document or whether further

environmental review will be conducted in future phases. An adequate project description must
include a clear description of the environmental document to be prepared. 1t is also unclear how the

2 Recently, however, the BDCP has publically recommended a dual facility and has selected the eastern alignment as the preferred
alignment for the out-of-Delta conveyance facility. As these decisions were made during the NOP comment period, and were not part
of the project description in the NOP, the public has been deprived of an opportunity to comment on these decisions.
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Environmental Impact Report and the Environmental Impact Statement will be jointly addressed and
developed.

C. Discretionary Decisions

The EIR continues to fail to list clearly all the discretionary decisions expected to rely on this
document. Many local, state and federal approvals will be necessary to implement the proposed
project. _

D. Impacts on In-Delta Resources, Water Quality and Beneficial Uses

The BDCP has the potential o impact in-Delta resources and beneficial uses by diverting
water north of the Delta and reducing Sacramento River flow to the southern, central and western
Delta. To date, there has been little discussion or analysis regarding these impacts other than some
preliminary modeling. There was almost no discussion of such potential impacts during the scoping
meetings conducted this spring.

Potential impacts from the BDCP include changes in the operation of upstream projects
including Shasta, Oroville, and Folsom dams. Changes in inflow to, and outflow from, the Delta are
also being proposed. These potential operational changes to existing facilities as part of the BDCP
are not adequately described in the NOP (See for example page 8 of the NOP). As aresult it is not
possible to comment meaningfully on potential impacts to in-Delta water supplies and resources
{including potential impacts from increased salinity in the western Delta) or on potential conflicts
between the BDCP and in-Delta protections such as the Delta Protection Act. There may also be a
conflict between operational changes (and the construction of new facilities) and stated potential
covered activities such as the Cache Slough Restoration area resulting in improvement of “Delta
salinity conditions.”

In addition, the BDCP has the potential to impact in-Delta resources and water quality due to
potential changes in the location of diversion points resulting in less water diverted from the southern
Delta and more water diverted from the Sacramento River near Hood. Diverting large amounts of
Sacramento River flows upstream of the Delta is likely to have critical impacts on the in-Delta
resources and other beneficial uses. Without a specific project description of the location and
configuration of the proposed new intakes, 1{ 1s not possible to adequately comment on the potential
impacts from the change in these points of diversion. It is unclear whether in-Delta water supplies
could be impacted by these new diversion points and corresponding facilities.

Although preliminary model results have been provided to us at our request, we are unable to
assess the impacts of the proposed project upon water quality at the City of Antioch’s intake
location. First, we understand that certain project components (e.g., size of habitat in the Cache
Slough area) may change in subsequent project evaluations. Second, it is unclear that the tool being
used to assess impacts (DSM2) is adequate. We understand that a “recalibration” process is
currently underway that may alter the way in which flows into and out of the habitat restoration area
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are simulated, with subsequent impacts to tidal flow dynamics and downstream water quality. We
are also concerned about the ability of the DSM2 model to adequately describe future conditions,
including both project-induced conditions and those that will result whether the project proceeds or
not. In the former category, the DSM2 model being used to simulate salinity is frequently unable to
reproduce salinity under conditions of low Net Delta Outflow (NDO), and it appears that the
frequency of low NDO may increase under the proposed project. In the latter category, the salinity
return component of the model at the Bay boundary has not, to our knowledge, been adjusted to
accurately simulate the expected effects of sea level rise. We understand that a recalibration process
may be underway to address this concern as well. Finally, and as noted above, changes in the
operations criteria of upstream projects (e.g., Shasta, Oroville, and Folsom Dams) have not been
included in the current model evaluations and may significantly affect the quality and timing of fresh
water flows to the Delta.

The EIR must examine these potential impacts from the BDCP. The EIR must review how
the BDCP will be implemented within the framework of the California water rights system (e.g.
protecting water rights holders with superior priorities) and how the BDCP will meet the
requirements of the Delta Protection Act (e.g. protecting against salinity intrusion and maintaining
in-delta water quality). The EIR must also review how new export facilities and operational changes
to existing facilities will impact in-Delta species. While one of the stated goals of the BDCP is to
protect and restore aquatic and natural communities, the facilities constructed as part of the BDCP
could in fact cause new significant impacts on aquatic and natural communities.

E. Mitigation/Alternatives

Potential mitigation measures and alternatives such as increased water consetvation or
reduced Delta exports are not described in the NOP and should be incorporated into the EIR. Water
conservation has been a primary objective of other in-Delta processes such as the Delta Vision.
Water conservation measures are likely to have less impact on in-Delta resources and water supply
than eut-of-Delta conveyances and are also likely to be far less costly than such facilities.

In addition, a reduced export/increased storage alternative should be considered and
incorporated into the ETR. With increased storage facilities (both upstream and downstream of the
Delta), it is possible that present pumping operations - even as currently constricted by the Biological
Opinion for Delta Smelt - could meet the needs of the exporters. A recent siudy by Contra Costa
Water District showed that the proposed conveyance scenarios for the BDCP may not result in
significant increased supply of water for exports particularly during dry climatic periods.

F. Baseline Data
Historical conditions prior to the construction and operation of the State Water Project (and

in the context of the requirements of the Delta Protection Act) should be used to establish the
baseline for the BDCP. Historically, water in the Delta, especially the western Delta, was much
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My name is Andy Wallace and I live here in Clarksburg with my wife and 2 sons. Both
of my sons attend school in Clarksburg as did I. My parents live here in Clarksburg and
we’ve been part of this community for 45 years, which, by Clarksburg standards, makes
S Newcomers.

PROCEDURAL COMMENTS-

1

(]

It is important to the people of the Clarksburg area, and the people who are
interested in the project from around the state, to keep all of our comments in the
record in their entirety, and not reduce our individual comments into general or
combined comments.

The documented and undocumented impacts of this plan will directly and
indirectly affect the people of Clarksburg, yet the people of Clarksburg who will
carry the burdens of this project, will see none of the benefits.

The admirable goal of "fixing the delta" is meaningless if| at the end of the day, it
ends up creating just enough smelt to keep transferring more water to Southern
Califorma. There is nothing "co-equal” in California water politics, the delta and
ITS people are always going to come last.

Water transfer should be de-linked from this process and the health of the
watershed should be the primary focus of these efforts. Let's prove that the
species that use the delta can be managed sustainably, over droughts, before we
begin discussing water transfer.

The nature and character of the delta today is recognized as valuable in this
document, yet our re-development interests are specifically rejected by this
document, replaced with the unbridled growth of Southern California. This is an
arbitrary and capricious attempt 1o shifl the burden of development on the very
people who are themselves not able to develop.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS & QUESTIONS-

2

With regards to the comments made by the Independent Science Advisors, in the
BDCP Independent Science Advisors Report ,where are their comments
addressed? *(See last Page)

What are the impacts on rare terrestrial plants (such as San Joaquin shadscale) and
how will this project not lead to fragmentation and possible extirpation of these
species?

How many acres of rare venal wetland habitat are jeopardized by the proposed
canal construction? And, how many acres of this land have been surveyed?



We are concerned, on several levels that this project could lead to significantly
worsening water quality, negating any positive ecological values.

Anyone who has worked in the Delta realizes that invasive species are one of the
greatest ecological problems, yet the likely impacts of invasive species on this
plan are just identified and dismissed in a cursory fashion, Invasive species are
likely to require tens of millions of dollars in management and direct control and
require these efforts in perpetuity. Where is the endowment for these activities?

If West Nile Virus increases in the Delta, it is expected to have significant
impacts on native birds, such as the yellow-billed magpie. How are these impacts
analyzed and mitigated for?

Converting freshwater habitat to brackish water habitat will have negative
influences on the ecosystems of the upper delta, leaving this area as one of the last
reservoirs of species, such as listed turtles and birds. Now the state wants to
reduce their habitat for a fish that is largely limited by Southern California's water
intakes? The sole purpose of this document is an attempt to commingle the issues
of habitat restoration and water supply.

Water Use-

How much of the total San Joaquin flow will be taken under dry years and how much
will be taken under wet years?

Engineering Issues-

L.

What is the technical basis for proposing a flood bypass downstream/below the
City of Sacramento and how is this not accomplished more efficiently by using
the existing deep water ship channel? What is the difference in cost between
using the ship channel and creating a new bypass?

Creating new bypasses and flooding areas within the existing Reclamation
Districts will constrain or eliminate existing water management through water
elevation changes and under-seepage. This will require redesign and operational
changes throughout the region, causing tens of millions of dollars of infrastructure
modifications and loss of agricultural use.

The project minimizes the engineering requirements to achieve and maintain
water quality in the delta, and ignores the considerable engineering required to
establish new flood routing and manage tidally-influenced wetlands. To
realistically achieve what is being described would require an engineering feat
equivalent to the entire country of the Netherlands efforts at reclamation and a
management system beyond the capabilities of the Bureau Of Reclamation and
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4 Farmers should continue to use water more efficiently. This includes much more use of subsurface
drip irrigation.

5 California needs to determine how much water should be directed to certain thirsty crops.

Should the Central Valley be home to CAFOs? How much water from the Delta is used to grow feed for
dairy and beef cattle? Would it save water if California imported, or at least did not export, milk?

Would the energy and Green House Gas (GHG) generated by importing milk offset the water saving?
Would pumping less water from the delta reduce energy use, criteria pollutants and GHG? 1 assume
solar water pumps would not be used.

Can America’s cotton and rice be grown in the southeast? We should not use federally subsidized water
to flood rice and cotton fields.

6 Consider using gray water for non food crops and for domestic use.

7 Californians need to realize that all the water belongs to all of us. Kern County should not conserve
less than others because it has the Kern River. The Sacramento River basin is as important in finding
water for southern California as is Los Angeles and should conserve as vigorously.

Placing notices in water bills would be a good way to inform water users of concerns numbered one and
three above.

It might be worthwhile to remember that southern California once got water from the Colorado River.
The Colorado River’s water shed is stressed by an exploding population just as California’s rivers are. |
do not know if it is realistic to hope that Colorado River water will ever again be available to California.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,
Arthur Unger
2815 La Cresta Drive

Bakersfield, CA 93305-1719
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bdcpcomments

From:  Bill Bonner [billbonner95831(@sbeglobal net] Sent: Thu 5/14/2009 453 PM
To: bdcpcomments

Ce:

Subject: Comments submission regarding the BDCP / Regarding Pocket Area locations.

Attachments:

The river bank across from the highly populated residential Pocket Area would be a highly inappropriate location
for the proposed industrial-like water-intake structures, The visual impact alone, plus the potential for noise would
be an unacceptable assaull by self-serving outside-interests on the quality-of-life for residents of the Pocket Area,
and with no return benefit to the local residents.

The Pocket Area is a quiet, well-planned residential area that has long attracted investment in homeownership with
high standards tied to maintaining the quality-of-life features of this unique community. This includes the
enjoyment outdoor recreation such as the established public path along the top of the river levee with views of the
river. opposite levee and lands beyond, and an established public boat launch used for river recreation of all kinds.
Both of these features are heavily used and immensely enjoyed by thousands of residents in this and surrounding
communities throughout the year,

In addition, the homes and neighborhoods along the river in the Pocket Area are typically higher-end custom
homes, some of which are 3-story homes with views that overlook the levees on both sides of the river.

To industrialize the river bank and nearby lands across from the Pocket Area would be in full view and earshot of
this community, and would be a constant reminder of and a sickening monument to those self-serving outside
interests that would destroy the natural beauty of the river and quality-of-life that belongs to the local residents.

If the diversion of water from this river is a foregone conclusion, the location of these facilities is not. There are
surely more ideal locations along the river that are not already adjacent to established highly-populated residential
neighborhoods, that would be far less imposing and disruptive,

Further, to “sell” the Bay Delta Conservation Plan to the public by wrapping it in a “politically correct™
environmental appeal for restoring fish habitat is unconvincing. It appears, by virtue of its sponsorship. to first and
foremost be a slickly packaged effort to gain contrel of routing water to Southern California and the East Bay areas
at the expense and sacrifice of Northern California property owners. It seems to be an unfair and one-sided
proposition in the extreme,

Bill Bonner

7522 Island Way
Sacramento, CA 95831
Phone: (916) 320-1888


http:billbonncr95831@slx:globnl.net

Hello, and thank you for coming to Clarksburg, I would like to
thank you in advance for taking the time to hear my comments,
questions, and suggestions. My name is Brett Baker, [ am a
graduate of Delta High School and UC Davis, where I received my
degree in Wildlife Fish and Conservation Biology under the
guidance of Doctors Peter Moyle And Jeffery Mount- two
Gentlemen who helped craft the Delta Vision Report. In addition 1
am a lifelong delta resident, the Sixth generation of my family to
live and thrive on Sutter Island.

I would like to open my comments with an excerpt from Cadillac
Desert.

This is the opening paragraph from Chapter 10 : Chinatown
“Everyone knows there is a desert somewhere in California, but
many people believe it 1s off in some remote corner of the state-
The Mojave Desert, Palm springs, the eastern side of the Sierra
Nevada, but inhabited California, most of it, is. by strict definition,
a semi-desert. Los Angeles is drier than Beirut; Sacramento is as
dry as the Sahel; San Francisco is just slightly rainier than
Chihuahua. About 65 percent of the state receives under twenty
inches of precipitation a year. California, which fools visitors into
believing it is “lush”, is a beautiful fraud” much like this
conservation planning effort we are here this evening to discuss. -
That last bit was me.

Speaking with Karla She hoped I could provide you folks a bit of
insight as to why us deltans are so upset and disturbed with this
BDCP process.

My life experiences thus far have given me the opportunity to gain
a bit of insight and understanding of your mindset, and the way
you work, having been an employee of the resources agency, with
the Department of Fish and Game, and having spent the last year
as the Water and Agricultural policy analyst for the Lieutenant
Governor. 1 have listened to and observed a considerable amount
of discussions with agency staff, the likes of Lester Snow and



Undersecretary of the Resources Agency Karen Scarborough. I (1
typically refrain from using first person examples- but this one is
too good, so I will make an exception }shall never forget the first
time I met with Mrs. Scarborough re: the BDCP. As I entered her
office I was greeted with, and I quote “You must be here about us
flooding Clarksburg.” To which I responded “I don’t find that
amusing, I went to Delta High in Clarksburg” She then apologized
as her comment may have come off a bit “Caddy” to which 1
responded “amongst other things™ The rest of the conversation
went...well, it went. I was greatly troubled by a staffers response
to my inquisition regarding the incorporation of a SDWA funded
independently engineered alternative, noting it was mentioned, but
not in great detail, to which she responded, and again I quote * We
have to at least make them think we’re listening”™ followed by a
thud which I'm pretty sure was Karen kicking her under the table.

As to OUR mindset, We’ve seen this before. You say you are
striving for a transparent public process and I commend you on
accomplishing this goal, if only one, IT s transparent alright, WE
see right through it. We didn’t fall off the sugar beet truck
yesterday. We see this for what it is, a blatant water grab, an
attempt to trump centuries old Senior Water Rights with Junior
Water rights, because of a temporary appointment to a position of
power of a man who married into the Kennedy’s. Take this
message back to him, I don’t care how much lipstick you put on
this pig , or how you dress this mutton up as lamb, were not buying
1L.

All these pretty colored handouts, maps and dog and pony shows,
for what?? To Grow Lawns in Southern California, David Nahai,
Executive Director Of LADWP the man in charge of asking Los
Anglinos to ration their water usage last summer was found to be
one of the biggest violators of his proposed policy with a daily
household water use of up to 2.900 gallons. here he was asking
regular citizens to reduce their consumption and he hadn’t even
bothered to check the timer on the sprinklers in his back yard, or




drain his pool. - I google earthed it. he’s got a pool along with
everyone else on his block most of whom have tennis courts too-
must be a pretty meager existence. Arnold asked for a 20%
reduction, what'd he get 3%? As for the State water Resources
Control Board- I've been told they will be the regulatory agency in
charge of canal operations, don’t worry Jerry I'm not bringing up
the February scenario- | think the Mr. Nomellini Jr. embarrassed
you enough the other night in Stockton. well I'm just gonna give
this one example/for instance of SWRCB incompetence, thought
there are many. Assembly Bill 885 Was Passed in 2000 requiring
the SWRCB to develop and implement a state-wide standard for
On-site Wastewater Management Systems (Septic Tanks), This
year they finally got their draft EIR recommendations out, which
were met with great public disapproval, they have taken Public
Comment and have now opted to go for a new re-write. The
project manager @ SWRCB says “We’re looking at taking a new
direction, basically were starting from the ground up again™- not
much progress for nine years work, and you’re telling us we’re
supposed to trust our future to a regulatory agency That can’t even
get it’s shit together, literally. Appologies to the children in the
crowd, and my mother.

I would hope that you folks stop and take the time to ask
yourselves one crucial question, Is this project beneficial in the
long term for California’s Economy and Ecosystems?, or is this
just The cheapest quick-fix to continue the Status Quo, poorly
planned development of the State south of Tracy, being pushed by
Water Peddlers whose primary concern is to provide their users
with water at the cheapest rates possible- no wonder they have ‘so
graciously’ offered to pay for this project. Need I remind you of
your duties, to do what is best for the overall long term health of
the State. Whether you realize it or not You are shaping the
implementation and development of The Federal and State
Endangered Species Acts and CEQA and NEPA, I implore you to
uphold the spirit of these laws to accomplish the intentions of their



Authors, Not to simply go through a long, expensive drawn-out
process simply to check the boxes on a Laundry list of
requirements. It pains me to see the way you have twisted the work
of honest scientists to fit your plans. In regards to all of your phony
science I only have theses two quotes for you “Essentially, all
models are wrong, but some are useful” George Box, One of the
20" Centuries most influential statisticians- Father of modern day
modeling.

“If I knew what I was doing people wouldn’t call it research’
Albert Einstein

Historically speaking massive water diversions have been the
downfall of many empires and this project stands to destroy the
World’s 6" or 7" (depending who you ask) largest economy.
Mesopotamia spent a great deal too many resources attempting to
irrigate Salty Ag Land, and The Roman Empire was plagued with
disease for failing to deal with their wastewater issues. There has
never been an upstream water diversion in The State That did not
result in a major ecological and Economical disaster for the People
and Fish that Rely on those systems for their livelihoods.

There are real solutions to fixing California’s ailing water system,
Storage-haven’t buit any substantial storage in the state sine the
last time you tried to pass this vote, You folks are going to have to
bite the bullet and build storage somewhere, the truth is this project
adds no “new’” water to the system, a system, now over allocated
nearly four fold, which was originally designed to have 5.5 MAF
in addition to what we have today. And you squabble over three
damns, Sites, Los Vaqueros and an addition to the Millerton
reservoir complex. What about building Shasta and Folsom to their
originally designed capacity? And Rest-in- peace Auburn Dam.
Why not finish the project you started over 50 years ago?

It was Arnold’s Uncle-in-law --John F. Kennedy, who said in 1962



"If we could ever competitively, at a cheap rate, get fresh water
from salt water, that it would be in the long-range interests of
humanity which would really dwarf any other scientific
accomplishments.” I try not to think of the progress that could have
been made in the past 30 years Were the attention focused on this
ditch put to work developing sensible desalination practices, or
How much Purple pipe could have been laid during the last
population/ development explosion, and how much Water Could
have been recycled with the Dollars spent on this shame of a
process. The Public Will Soon have to get over their problem with
recycled water, honestly how many kidneys do you think their
water has gone through from the time it leaves Redding till it
arrives in Tracy. Our focus should be on constructing facilities like
the Wastewater treatment plant in Orange County that received the
Stockholm Industry Water Award this past year, the equivalent of
the Noble Peace prize in the World of Water. The reverse osmosis
used at this plant is the same process that can be utilized to
desalinate brackish ground water, which causes no conflict with
marine mammals, and has been shown to be less energy intensive
than conveying water through the SWP over the Grapevine. -
Don’t take my word for it ask Dr. Robert Wilkinson Of UC Santa
Barbra. These are imbedded costs that will be a continual burden
for the taxpayers and water users of our great state, these are things
that should be taken into consideration throughout this decision
making process.

In closing I would like to support the concept of regional self-
sufficiency and would like to request an extension of the 90 day
public comment period upon the completion of the EIR/EIS.

My final suggestion, And I would like to preface this by saying

that I respect this man in the upmost, however I will not give him
the advantage of “misunderestimating” his abilities, craftiness or
his political clout. I have realized you folks have a propensity for
getting ahead of yourselves in this planning process, I am curious



if you already have names picked out for your facilities. May I
make this suggestion? As I’m sure this propaganda in Our Local
paper crossed his desk more than once if it did not get its
beginnings there, Arnold’s partner in crime, who held Jeffery
Kightlinger’s job prior to him and holds Donn Zea’s leash. As he is
the Harvey Banks of his day I suggest you name it the Timothy
Quinn, pumping plant, , for your Swarzenneger Canal. --I'1l be
back.






Thank you for the opportunity, here this day, to provide Comment on this matter of the Bay Delta
Conservation Plan (BDCP). Now, it has recently come to my attention that an elaborate plan intended,
ultimately, to plunder Northern California of her water to such an extent as has not been seen since the
plunder of Lake Owens at the hands of the Los Angeles Dept. of Water & Power (LADWP), under the
leadership of William Mullholland, working hand in hand with Frederick Eaton, was being cleverly
cloaked in the inclusion of it in a conservation initiative, the stated purpose of which was to preserve the
Sacramento - San Joaquin Delta against eventual calamity. And when this information came to my
attention, | set about the task of enquiry into the matter. Researching claims made & collecting some
documents for purposes of more thorough review, | went about the business of ascertaining whether the
information earlier received be truth or fiction. What | eventually found did give rise to quite some
concern.

Indeed there is a plan intended, ultimately, to plunder Northern California of her water to indeed quite
an alarming extent, as | will show in the remainder of this Comment. But before | go on here, | must
herenow pose the following question, “Cannot any threatened species listed for protection under the
Federal ESA & / or under the California ESA by properly protected without bringing about the likely
wholesale decimation of agriculture & ecosystems north & upstream of the Delta AND without
imposing great hardship on agricultural & non-agricultural end-users north & upstream of the Delta?”
Of course! But that is manifestly not the purpose of the BDCP, as this Comment clearly shows.
Another question, “Cannot the Delta & Estuary ecosystems be properly protected without bringing
about the decimation of ecosystems north & upstream of the Delta AND without imposing great
hardship on agricultural & non-agricultural end-users north & upstream of the Delta?” Of course!
But that is manifestly not the purpose of the BDCP, as this Comment clearly shows.

Now, looking at the Delta Vision website, et al, | found the phrase "Peripheral Canal" to have
mysteriously disappeared somehow from any official discussion. Instead, what is found is a cavalcade of
glowing rhetoric extolling the alleged virtues of the so-called Delta Vision, rhetoric that is almost quasi-
messianic in tone. Much effort at review of the documents collected was required before the first mention
of any kind of peripheral canal was found, at all. Of course, the exact phrase "Peripheral Canal" appears
nowhere in the official discussion. Rather, terms such as "conveyance," "dual conveyance," & "Delta Fix"
are used. Only such descriptions as are light on detail are to be found anywhere inside the avalanche of
propaganda favorable to the promoters of the idea of a Peripheral Canal, there at the Delta Vision
website. And that was not the only such propaganda-laden webpage.

Eventually, | came across the U.S.F.W.S. announcement of a certain comment submission deadline in
re the BDCP. It came in the form of pg.s 7257 - 7260 of the Federal Register / Vol. 74, No. 29 / Friday
February 13, 2009 / Notices.

The language thereof, though significantly more sober, in tone, than any portion of the Delta Vision
webpage, nevertheless is more favorable to the Peripheral Canal than not. It is manifestly designed to
lead the reader of it to deduce that in order to preserve the environment in one part of the State, one must
agree to the likely ecological decimation of parts north & upstream of the area in question. Remember
Lake Owens!

Thereafter | came upon the BDCP webpage. It was at this point that | hoped to finally get to the
proverbial heart of the matter. | was rather disappointed upon the finding of there only being a small
percentage of the chapters of the actual BDCP Draft Scoping Plan posted to the website. Most of the rest
of what was there consisted largely of what can only, ultimately, be described as so much propaganda.
So | examined what | could, to the end that | might have a more accurate picture of the situation. Some
of what | found in portions of Ch. 3 of the Draft Scoping Plan certainly gave rise to quite some concern.

For instance, there is that which is identified as the "Major Plan Element." It calls for, inter alia, "[...]
new water diversion facilities [to] be designed, constructed, & operated[.]" Further on therein 'tis said,
"An isolated canal facility [...] to convey water from the new diversion facilities to the South Delta[.]"
At twenty-seven lines of text thence, "Various isolated canal facility routes are under consideration
including routes on the east & west sides of the Delta." And at three lines thence, "The isolated canal



facility would include above & below ground portions and would connect to the existing South Delta SWP
& CVP facilities[.]"

On pg. 3-10, In.s 13-15, "Completion of North Delta diversion facilities, the isolated canal facility, and
associated project components would mark the beginning of the long-term implementation period of the
BDCP." Behold the Peripheral Canal. Yikes! And according to the above citation, without the Peripheral
Canal, there is essentially no BDCP. God forbid! Indeed, 'tis quite telling. Isn'tit? Essentially what is
being admitted to is that the BDCP is really nothing more than an elaborate smoke screen designed to
obscure the real purpose & intent of the whole bloody enterprise.

And it's now being done in the name of protecting those species listed as endangered & / or
threatened under both the Federal ESA & the California ESA. But is there substance to all the
messianic promises being made in this attempt to set parts of Northern California well on their way to
each potentially becoming another Lake Owens, for all practical intents & purposes? Well, there are
certainly a great deal of promises & propaganda, but that certainly doesn't prove much. Couple that
with the following admission of anticipated inefficacy of the proposed Peripheral Canal from pg. 3-8,
"[T]he population level response of covered species to this parameter is uncertain[.]* Now, non-flow
factors are there cited as reasons, but, be that as it may, 'tis apparent that the authors of the Draft
Scoping Plan simply can't bring themselves to admit that the stated purpose of the Peripheral Canal
may never be thereby fulfilled. Let's list a few factors: food limitation, invasive species, discharges of
contaminants, temperature trends, etc. Again from pg. 3-8, "Even if construction & operation of North
Delta facilities completely eliminates negative effects to covered species [...], other stressors may
ultimately result in failure of these species to recover." Even if? What's this "even if* business? Is it
not an admission, at least of sorts, that the Peripheral Canal likely cannot deliver on its promises?
Also, from pg. 3-11, "There are also uncertainties related to how covered species will respond to various
operational aspects of a North Delta facility[.]"

Going back to pg. 3-8, "Because significant infrastructure would be constructed, this ‘conservation’
measure is not easily reversible." Essentially, any Peripheral Canal that is constructed is permanent (&
that by design).

Now, as to rationale behind the Peripheral Canal, here is something from pg. 3-4, "[W]ater has been
diverted directly from the South Delta through SWP & CVP facilities to meet agricultural & urban water
demands south of the Delta." What's this? Drying up Lake Owens & turning it into an alkali salt flat does
not suffice for So-Cal? "Rob from Nor-Cal to give to So-Cal" seems to be the order of the day, as regards
this issue. Indeed, waters conveyed via the Peripheral Canal to parts farther south would certainly
reduce demand on Southern California water sources by Southern California end users. And that is the
true purpose of the Peripheral Canal! Not any of this other business which is now being cited as reasons
& rationale. No. The real reason is that Southern California covets Northern California water. The
So-Cal mentality can be best summed up in the words of the late William Mullholland where he said, at a
ceremony marking the completion of the L.A. Aqueduct in Nov. 1913 (speaking of Lake Owens water)
"There itis! Take it!" And, indeed, that is the purpose of the Peripheral Canal, in re Northern California
water.

And from pg. 3-10, "The operation of new facilities may require modifications of the operations of
upstream reservoirs. This would require modification of the various agreements & licenses governing the
operation of these reservoirs. This may require changes in minimum instream flow requirements,
minimum drawdown levels, flood control operations, temperature standards, & riparian & geomorphic
flow requirements. Such modifications may require modification of Clean Water Act § 404 permits for
these projects, as well. Additionally, hydroelectric facilities may need modification to their FERC
licenses." Translation, greater demands will inevitably be imposed on upstream water supplies north of
the Delta, thus jeopardizing end users north of the Delta as well as hydroelectric generation capacities
severely, not to mention jeopardizing upstream ecosystems, all in the event of the construction &
operation of the Peripheral Canal. Thus the purpose & intent of the Peripheral Canal is further revealed.

Now, in the course of this Comment several references have herein been made to Lake Owens. And in



the following three paragraphs is a brief history of Lake Owens & of Mono Lake, using information taken
from http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Owens Lake and from

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/California_Water Wars. Similar information can be found at many other
places & websites, and the following is a partial listing thereof:
http://www.gbuapcd.org/owenslake/index.htm,

http://www.kevinroderick.com/dust.html, http://www.desertusa.com/mag98/april/owens/owenslake.html,
http://www.pbs.org/weta/thewest/people/d h/eaton.htm,
http://www.pbs.org/weta/thewest/people/i_r/mulholland.htm, etc.

What was it like before the L.A. Aqueduct dried up Lake Owens (a progress of 11 years from
completion of the aqueduct in 1913 until 1924 when the lake had finally dried up)? It was an area
supporting numerous & diverse waterfowl. According to a 1917 report by Joseph Grinell of the Museum
of Vertebrate Zoology in Berkeley, "Great numbers of birds are in sight along the lake shore -- avocets,
phalaropes, ducks. Large flocks of shorebirds in flight over the water in the distance, wheeling about
show in mass, now silvery now dark, against the grey-blue of the water. There must be literally
thousands of birds within sight of this one spot." The area was one that included several farms & ranches
& even the occasional example of heavy industry. Before that, the Paiute (a tribe of North American
indians) inhabited the area, making use of the natural resources, including that done vis a vis their
techniques of irrigation. However, by 1901 the irrigation systems then in use were reportedly so poorly
designed that several areas of land in the north of Owens Valley became over-saturated to the point of
nearly becoming unsuitable for many agricultural purposes. The south of Owens Valley, by contrast, was
more arid & less irrigated than the north, a situation that lent itself to the kind of ranching that indeed was
characteristic of south valley agriculture, then. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation reportedly started
formulating plans for an irrigation system designed for better water efficiency than the then extant
systems. But then came Frederick Eaton of Los Angeles, along with William Mullholland of LADWP. Mr.
Eaton lobbied then President Theodore Roosevelt urging him to stop all such plans, so that the planned
diversion of Lake Owens water toward the greater L.A. area via the then yet to be constructed L.A.
Aqueduct could take place. Mr. Eaton got what he wanted. And the rest, they say, was history.

But that was not enough to satisfy L.A.'s aquagreed. In 1970, LADWP completed a second aqueduct.
Two years thence, they were diverting yet more surface water & were pumping groundwater at the rate of
several hundred thousand acre-ft. / yr. Owens Valley springs & seeps dried up. Groundwater —
dependent vegetation started dying off. And that isn't all. Not too many years after Lake Owens first
dried up back in 1924, LADWP went about looking for additional water sources.

So they acquired water rights in Mono Valley. They did this during the Depression, when they knew
many parties to be in dire monetary need. By 1941, the aqueduct extensions were complete. Water
bodies that once fed Mono Lake were then feeding L.A.'s ever insatiable aquagreed. Mono Lake once
served as an important ecosystem link, where gulls & migratory birds would nest. But the lake level
began to fall beyond the extent that tufa formations were being exposed. Lake water salinity & alkalinity
increased, threatening native brine shrimp. And the birds nesting on Negit & Paoha Islands came under
increasing threat. For not only were alkalinity & salinity levels rising as lake levels declined, but a land
bridge was beginning to form between the lake shore & Negit Island, much to the relish of local predators.
1979 saw the beginning of litigation against LADWP in re the situation at Mono Lake. And the rest, they
say, is history.

In the preceding three paragraphs was presented a brief history of Lake Owens & of Mono Lake.
Now, that is not the sum - total of So-Cal aquagreed, for entire volumes of work would need to be written
to give a more full account.

In 1982, an initiative was put on the ballot, which initiative provided for the construction & operation of
the Peripheral Canal. Fortunately, it was rejected by the voters.

And today, we have before us yet another Peripheral Canal proposal. So how, exactly, will the
Peripheral Canal do its work? It will draw water away from the Sacramento River at points north of the
Delta. The water thus diverted will then be conveyed to points south of the Delta, freeing up San Joaquin
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River water sources for use in supplementing So-Cal water supplies for So-Cal's exclusive benefit.

By the way, how is it that "Public Trust" gets trampled under foot by So-Cal aquagreed, all whilst being
oppositely described by its proponents, in the name of conservation? Take a good, hard look at Ch. 3 of
the BDCP Draft Scoping Plan, as well as at the Delta Vision!

Getting back to how the Peripheral Canal does its work, not one drop of benefit accrues to the North.
Because major flows & flow rates are diverted away from the Delta thus, increased demands are imposed
on upstream reservoirs to increase discharge rates, lest river levels be suffered to wane. Some upstream
reservoirs were recently fitted with river temperature control devices designed to automatically increase
discharge rates whenever river water temperatures start to exceed a preset number of degrees
Centigrade. This was done to promote salmon spawning. But because of the mandated use of these
devices, whenever major flows are diverted away from the Delta (thus reducing river levels by the rate of
diversion, less any increase in upstream reservoir discharge rates), reservoir levels drop even faster than
would otherwise be the case. Thus less water is available for end-users upstream of the diversion points.
Drought or not, the Peripheral Canal is an abominably bad idea. But in the midst of such a drought as we
now suffer, the Peripheral Canal is not only an abominably bad idea, it is also categorically insane! And
as water is diverted upstream of the North Delta, Delta salinity naturally increases, thus placing Delta &
Estuary ecosystems at increased risk. To counter this, bypass flows must needs be suffered to
increase. And indeed the BDCP calls for exactly that. However, bypass flow rates cannot, ultimately, be
made to increase, except that upstream reservoir discharge rates likewise be made to increase. And this
is because even if diversion rates are ever reduced below the upper limit of diversion capacity, under no
diversion plan now being contemplated will rates ever be brought down to zero.

After all, who builds a canal who does not also intend for it to be used at all?

And the South Delta (along with reservoirs upstream of it) will continue to be exempted from any
additional burdens. For this is wholly consistent with the whole idea of a Peripheral Canal. Needless to
say, with the construction & operation of the Peripheral Canal, discharge rates for reservoirs upstream of
the North Delta will inevitably increase, which during a drought is at the height of folly. And with higher
reservoir discharge rates comes reservoir levels lower than otherwise would be the case.

On the heels of that comes reduced hydroelectric generation capacity. It's only natural for that to be.
For the rotational speed of hydroelectric turbines is entirely dependent on the force exerted on each
turbine blade by the water. Force, incidentally, is the product of pressure multiplied by volume, and
pressure is a function of depth. Where depth is reduced, pressure is reduced. Where pressure is
reduced, force (relative to volume) is reduced. Where force is reduced, the rotational speed of each
hydroelectric turbine is reduced, and where that is reduced, the electrical output of a given hydroelectric
generator is thus reduced. Lo, another facet of the manifest purpose of the Peripheral Canal!

And of all the several means by which electricity is generated for a given population of rate payers,
which means are contemplated to be suffered to proliferate, solar, water, and wind result in lower levels of
emissions of so-called greenhouse gases (GHGs) than any other such means by which such electricity
is to be generated. And of these, water is in the greatest jeopardy, in the event of the construction &
operation of the Peripheral Canal, & that by design. Where hydroelectric generation capacity is reduced,
an electricity deficit is thus created. That deficit must be made up somehow, or else the risk of area —
wide utility service failure, of one form or another, escalates considerably. Additional sources of
electricity are time consuming to bring on-line, needless to say. It is so for additional sources of low
carbon electricity sources as it is for additional higher carbon electricity sources. When hydroelectrical
capacity is reduced, the only two ways to make up the resulting deficit, at least in the shorter term
anyhow, are to: (a) allow reservoirs levels to sufficiently increase (a thing that will likely never be allowed
to happen, in the event of the construction & operation of the Peripheral Canal); (b) generate more
electricity from higher carbon sources; and / or (c) institute rolling blackouts. And given the policy goals
of the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (commonly identified as AB32), the Western
Climate Initiative (WCI), etc., and given the emerging such policy goals of Congress & of the White
House, the idea of the Peripheral Canal is especially repugnant. The Peripheral Canal is manifestly



designed to increase statewide GHG emission rates, and may therefore (at least in theory, anyway) be
classifiable as an indirect gross polluter. To paraphrase a popularly known anti-drug slogan "Just say no
to the Peripheral Canal!"

In conclusion, after having reviewed the documents | have, pursuant to my composition of this
Comment, and after having considered both the manner & its implications, | must categorically reject the
very notion that protecting the Delta's ecosystem, per se, necessitates any satiation whatsoever of
Southern California’s rank aquagreed! Indeed, threatened species are better off without the Peripheral
Canal.

Now, since the Delta Vision manifestly cannot long endure absent the Peripheral Canal, the Delta
Vision must wholly be defunded, decommissioned, disbanded, discarded, abandoned, etc. once &
forever!

And if the BDCP cannot long endure absent the Peripheral Canal, then the BDCP must needs be
treated likewise, & must remain so unless & until it is reconstituted, minus any notion whatsoever of the
Peripheral Canal! And it can be so reconstituted, & without much bona fide difficulty! Endangered
species are counting on it. Please, remember Lake Owens, and strike the Peripheral Canal from the
BDCP (once & forever)! Thank you.
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“BDCP

BAY DELTA CONSERVATION PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Please Print

Name: DANMIEL WHITELEY Organization:

Telephone: (69%) 577-2/%% e-mail:

Address: //S” Sawra HiienA Aus, £ 2

City: SAM Brvwo State: CA Zip: Gyoll

[Ives, | would like to be added to your e-mail list.

Your input on the BDCP EIR/EIS is greatly appreciated. Please write your comments below, including comments on the
extent of the action, range of alternatives, methodologies for impact analysis, types of impacts to evaluate, and possible
mitigation concepts. Comments will be accepted until close of business on May 14, 2009.

SEE ATTACHED

Please submit your comments at station 6 at this scoping meeting, or fold this form in half, seal with tape and mail to:
Ms. Delores Brown, Chief, Office of Environmental Compliance, Department of Water Resources, P.O. Box 942836, Sacramento, CA 94236.
You may also e-mail your comments to BDCPcomments@water.ca.gov. Comments must be received by May 14, 2009.
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BDCP - Comment Card

1) I am concerned about the language used in the water delivery such as “Full Contracted
Amounts” T thought we all had certain issued rights io the water.  The sighis exceed well past
100% of the water available. To such an extent that even on our best rain fall years we still fall
way short for evervone (o receive their alotied 100% of water deliversd. Tt was in the 70°s or
80’s that California was hit with a drought. At that time a rift was created between No.
California and Se. California. While Ne. California was on mandatory conservation of waler,
So. California was wasting water because of their contracted amount. Has anything changed?
Have we covered ail the aguaducts to prevent water evaporation? Were any swinuning pool
permits denied in So. California due to water conservation? I thought we were one state! Am I
wrong? Shouldn’t we be conserving water as one state?

2) At Grizzly Island we are concerned about the effect of having our irrigation and well
water (nerease in salt content bevond what the plant and wild life can tolerate.

A) Will the Tuly Elk be hurt by the increased salinity in the water?

Bj What effect will higher salinity have on the plant life needed io support the
abundance of wild life?

) I have found out since the meeting that baby ducklings will die if they do noi
have fresh water.

3) Do we know for sure removing levee’s and creating larger intertidal marsh will help the
endangered spieces(smelt. split tail. etc.)? Has the biologist worked with the focal land owners
to come up with a cooperative method to help save the endangered spieces?

Remember we (Grizzly Island) did not cause the down [all of the smelt or split tail. It was the
taking of the water down south. The wild life and local owners should not bare the full bruat of
So. California’s Greed for the water and the problems it caused.

We have spent hundreds of thousands of dollars in proctecting the wild life on Grizzly Island.
Do not hurt our environment for So. California’s greed lor water just because it is cheaper than
setting up pumps in So. California to take water from the ocean. Maybe part of the cost of
taking water from an environmentaly sensitive area will be to have desilination pumps available

on Gnizzly Island to support the fresh water needs of the Elk, ducks, and plant life on the Island.

Daniel Whiteley

Grizely Tsland
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As stated by Jerry Johns, Deputy Director of the Department of Water Resources, at the March 2009
Stockton Scoping meeting when directly questioned, " The chance of an aliernative system to the dual
conveyance is less than 5%" Proposals such as the BDCP must consider viable alternatives or else it is
not a proposal, simply a pre-conceived plan looking for a rubber stamp.

We acknowledge that our Delta, one of the world's greatest resources, is in a critical state. To do nothing
is not an option, but the "dual conveyance" plan offered as a solution to our water problems, is not a
viable solution. The Department of Water Resources is highly encouraged to develop and present viable
alternatives that answer the three questions previously listed:

How much water does the estuary require to maintain ecosystem integrity?
How much surplus water is available for export?
What are the economic and environmental consequences of various reduced export scenarios?

Without answers to these questions, there is no plan.

Respectfully submitted,

David Hurley
6119 Oak Lane
Stockton, CA 95212



Name: DAVID S. NELSON Organization: Caltrans - Retired

Telephone : e-mail: dave.s.nelson@frontiernet.net

Address: P.O. Box 547, Clarksburg, CA 95612
Yes, 1 would like to be added to your e-mail list.

Every Federal Action Environmental Impact Statement must cleary identify a proposed action’s
Purpose and Need. The Purpose identified in the Federal Register’s February 132009 Notice is
clear. However, the Need 1dentified does not consider other alternatives that could meet the need.

What is the estimated cost of completing the BDCP’s proposed action ? How does that compare
to the cost of Ocean water de-salinization plants for providing Southern California and coastal
communities with drinking water ? Can de-salinized Ocean water be conveyed to the southern
valley farmers to meet their irrigation needs ? What about wind or solar power alternatives to
meeting the needs of the Mirant LLC delta power plants ? These other alternatives will need to be
addressed in the DEIS/EIR.

Also, protection of aquatic and terrestrial species is a need identified in the Notice. The existing
pumping facilties for the conveyance of water to the South appears to be the culprit in adversely
impacting the species living in the Delta. If water and power can be met with the above-
mentioned alternatives, it would appear to alleviate the adverse impacts to the existing Delta
species.

In addition to addressing the potential impacts to biological species in the Delta from the
proposed action, there must also be an adequate analysis of the potential socio-economic impacts
to the residents of the Delta. Our Yolo County Supervisor, Mike McGowen expressed concern in
a letter to the Sacramento Bee that the BDCP lacked an early analysis of the impact to the
residents of the Delta communities. As a resident of Clarksburg, | echo that concern. That would
include potential loss of existing farmland. potential lowering of resident property values, and the
potential to adversely impact travel within the Delta. Will the conveyances have adequate
crossings to allow access to areas within the Delta ?

I look forward to reviewing the DEIR/EIS for the proposed BDCP action and its analysis of
adverse impacts that may result from such action.
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nothing is not an option, but the “dual conveyance” plan offered as a solution to our water
problems, is not a viable solution. The Department of Water Resources is highly encouraged to
develop and present viable alternatives that answer the three questions previously listed:

How much water does the estuary require to maintain ecosystem integrity?

How much surplus water is available for export?

What are the economic and environmental consequences of various reduced export scenarios?

Without answers to these questions, there is no plan.

Respectfully submitted,
Dustin King
Colusa, CA

Windows Live™: Keep your life in sync. Check it out.
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Southern California constituents, who obviously want our water. A less biased, broad
“based setection would go a long way to allay those fears. To truly ensure that the interest
of Delia residents, 1he ecosystem and conveyance are all held on an equal platform, there
Should be geographic, occupational, and representational criteria for each of the

"members. They must include science and agricultural experts and people from the Delta.
In addition, I feel it is necessary that with the authority to create a “legally enforceable
California Delta Ecosystem and Water Plan™ (Action 7.2.1) these members should be
voted in, through a non-partisan election as how the Board of Supervisors are elected.
The Vision states that the CDEW members are to be chosen the same as those chosen to
be on the Blue Ribbon Task Force. But there seems (o be a disconnect between the
expertise of the Task Force members and the expertise needed to truly solve the issues in
the Delta. Besides, this is self-serving since those appointed would naturally have an
allegiance to the one who appointed them.

Another area of concern is Goal 7. The CDEW plan is discussed at length but
there is no mention of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) that runs a parallel path
to the Delta Vision. The BDCP researches the water conveyance options and potential

restorations sites but nothing is mentioned in the Vision as to how it will emented.

If the Vision wants to improve governance, the BDCP must be included in discussions as

“part of the Vision, otherwise we will be stuck with too many groups trying to do the same
‘thing and everything ending in confusion. )

I hope that you will take these comments into consideration.

Sincerely,

}
&M %

Emily Pappalardo

Delta Resident

Architecture Undergraduate
Cal Poly State University
San Luis Obispo






mailto:BDCPcomments@water.ca.gov



mailto:BDCPcomments@water.ca.gov



mailto:fm@solagracia.com

Sincerely.

Frank Middleton

Frank Middleton

5871 Starboard Dr
Discovery Bay, CA 94505
Tel: (925) 634-2986

Fax: (925) 634-5150

fmbeta@solagracia.com
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Comments on the Bay-Delta Conservation Plan

March 18, 2009

Fraser Shilling, Ph.D.
2313 Shire Ln.
Davis, CA 95616

BDCP Steering Committee:

| am writing comments in reference to the Conservation Strategies proposed by the team developing
the Bay-Delta Conservation Plan, hereafter referred to as the BDCP. | am a scientist at the University of
California at Davis in the Department of Environmental Science & Policy. | received my Ph.D. in 1991
from the University of Southern California, Division of Biological Sciences. | have published over 2 dozen
articles in the peer-reviewed scientific literature and many technical reports for local, state, and federal
agencies which have supported my research. | am currently the Co-Director of the UC Davis Road
Ecology Center, which conducts research into the ecological and social effects of transportation systems.
| am also the lead author of the California Watershed Assessment Manual.

The comments below reflect my initial comments and concerns regarding the conservation strategies
and overall program. | have two main aver-arching comments: 1) It is not possible to determine how
effective the conservation measures and adaptive management plan will be because the incidental take
permit is not presented in tandem. 2) There are no links between adaptive management and
management actions. There are links implied between AM and conservation measures, however, in
order to be granted the take permit must include measures of success/effectiveness and clear
indications for how take will be modified in response to new information. There are extensive
collections of scientific opinion pieces and peer-reviewed articles that address the components and
integration of components of the Bay-Delta ecosystems, conservation effectiveness in similar
ecosystems, how to practice successful adaptive management, linking adaptive management to
management actions, effects and effectiveness of conservation plans under Section 10 of the
Endangered Species Act, ecological links between hydrology and aquatic ecosystem condition, and other
relevant fields. My comments are based in that literature, though no citations are given in this early
version of my comments. My comments and questions are included in red below (or light grey in a b&w
version). Where comments are posed as questions, the corollary statement should also be inferred. For
example, the question: “How will increase in production be assured?” can also be read as “An increase
in production should be assured”.

/

Fraser Shilling, Ph.D.

Sincerely,
Y















be established, adaptive management provides the mechanism to concentrate efforts on
the implementation of conservation measures that have been demonstrated to be more
effective and to deemphasize or discontinue implementation of conservation measures
that prove to be ineffective at achieving desired ecosystem, natural community, and
species outcomes as articulated in the BDCP biological goals and objectives.



May 14, 2009

Ms. Delores Brown

Chief, Office of Environmental Compliance
Department of Water Resources

P.O. Box 942836

Sacramento, CA 94236

Dar Ms. Brown:

Although | was not able to attend the meeting on the Bay Delta Conservation plan, I
would like to offer my input on the proposed intake facilities to be located across the
river from the Pocket area.

Many of us moved to the Pocket to be closer to the peaceful rural setting provided by the
Sacramento River and the farming community on the Yolo County side of the river,
while still remaining within the Sacramento City limits. For the past nine years my
family and | have enjoyed this lifestyle, but are very concerned that it will be altered
dramatically if these intake facilities are allowed to be constructed as proposed. Aside
from the inaccuracies of the intake structure as depicted on the artist’s renderings, which

I address below, there will be an ongoing impact on lifestyle in the Pocket due to the
potential noise generated by the facility. Additionally, there will be a negative impact on
property values in the Pocket, for potential buyers will elect to purchase homes elsewhere
when they discover that such a facility is located directly across the river.

After reviewing the artist’s renderings, | find there are many things that are not depicted
accurately. A few of these are:

1. The river is shown to be at lease twice as wide as it actually is, which
supports the illusion that the facility is farther from the Pocket than it will
actually be.

2. The location of the facility is shown to be in a completely rural area,

showing no indication of the residential neighborhoods on the Sacramento
County side of the river, and therefore lends to the illusion that it should
not bother anyone visually.

3. If the facility is to supply significantly more water than the facility
currently under construction north of Freeport, it appears to be shown as
being much too small.

4. Although a substation to provide the electrical power for the facility is
shown on the drawing, there is no indication of either power lines or
power poles, both of which will be unsightly to the residents in the Pocket.



Aside from the fact that the need for his project is questionable, facilities like these
should be located in truly rural areas where the negative impact to the quality residential
life is minimal.

Sincerely,

Gary L. Schmidt

23 Chicory Bend Court
Sacramento, CA 95831
Home: (916) 428-0708
Cell:  (916) 417-1100

cc. Office of Councilman Robby Waters



The California Department of Water Resources
Att. Michelle Beachle

P.O. .Box 942836

Sacramento, Calif., 94236

Dear Ms. Beachle,

I n consideration of all the problems concerning the delta area. being it salt water intrusion, lack of fresh
water 1n the delta. lack of fresh water to be delivered south to southern California. fish problems, it seams
to me that some are insurmountable 1o try to solve them all at one time. Putting aside any solution
involving shipping locks because of their possible detriment to Pori costs, may | suggest the following
soluticn as one step forward.

It is understood that salt water moves in on the tides, but it rides underneath the fresh water flowing out
on top. Because of this action, I would suggest that a rock berm be placed at the Carquinez Straights,
except at the shipping lanes having a depth of -35 fi at low tide, the side berms would be raised up to -8
fi. at low tide. At the shipping lanes a pneumatic dam would be installed to be raised or lowered to
accommodate shipping and keep out high tide influences. The would in effect keep salt water out of the
delta for the most part. There are also many areas in the estuary that have depths from -40 fi to -100 fi
that should be filled in with rock up to -35 fi in order 1o get rid of the stagnant salt water.

Now to gel some of the Sacramento River water into the delta. Starting at Walnut Grove. 1o open up the
side channel to the north Mokelumni River, dredging i to at least -9 fi to the South Mokelumni River,
then letting the natural flow go towards the Empire Cut Island and the middle of the delta. A short rock
berm would be installed at the Sacramento River to divert the water. At the entrance (o the 3 mile slough
off the Sacramento River. from the west bank install a rock berm diagonally up stream to divert water into
the slough Then at the break at the river between the Sherman Islands. extend a rock berm across the
Sacramento River toward the shipping lane, diverting river water into the slough . These three actions
would feed fresh water into the delta.

Regardless of what happens (o this proposal or any other solution it boils down to whether the ocean rises
because of polar ice melting thus inundating the delta with tidal effects that will be overwhelming to the
whole system plus it's surrounding communities and the bay area. The tidal effect should be stopped at
it’s source, at the Golden Gate Bridge or just outside of it at the Potato Patch.

Sincerely Yours

’,__;,’7 4
v P Toddn
Glen H. Moriensen
Ret . Architect.

2236 Broadridge Way
Stockton. Calif. 95209

209-477-2733



BDCP
Bay Delta Conservation Plan
EIR/EIS

Comments
Greg Merwin, Farmer
916 775 1553
39104, Z-Line Road.
Clarksburg, CA 95612

In the first place, to call this the Bay Delta Conservation Plan has been very misleading
from the beginning, and has rightly gamered you unbridled negative reaction. I would
suggest that Delta Water Conveyance Plan would have been a far more accurate
description of your activity.

Be advised that any construction on a conservation easement will cost far more to
condemn (and condemnation will be almost assuredly required) than agricultural value.
Lands adjacent to the Glide Memorial Easement (which is crossed by most of the
northernmost feeder alternative), have sold for $75.000 per acre, which may well set the
price for this land.

That you will come up with the most cost effective alternative for the water contractors
almost goes without saying, and leaves only the question of mitigation to be considered.

I believe very strongly that all mitigation should be concentrated on shoring up existing
lower delta levees, as the massive seawater flooding of this area would be an
environmental disaster to all, and there is simply no way to restore the sunken land to its
original state of 160 years ago. It is almost laughable that flooding an island or 2 is being
considered for study, since there are already several available flooded islands. Icertainly
wouldn’t consider asking the water contractors to take on all of the flooding problems of
the lower delta, but I do think all available mitigation funds should be used for this
purpose, and it seems to me that the biggest and deepest islands should take 1* priority,
since this is where you could get the most “bang for the buck™.

Creating marshes on sea-level land is something that could be undertaken at a later time,
but protecting the lower delta from flooding should be tackled now!

7
Sincerely, %’/f /I}M@"‘L\
Greg Merwin



THE EULA GLIDE ELLIOTT
MEMORIAL EASEMENTS

Yolo Land Trust
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We acknowledge that our Delta, one of the world's greatest resources, is in
a critical state. To do nothing is not an option. but the "dual conveyance”
plan offered as a solution to our water problems. is not a viable solution.
The Department of Water Resources is highly encouraged to develop and
present vieble alternatives that answer the three questions previously listed:

How much water does the estuary require to maintain ecosystem integrity?
How much surplus water is available for export?

What are the economic and environmental consequences of various reduced
export scenarios?

Guy Brown

206 Breckenwood Way
Sacramento, CA 95864
ghrownsac@sbeglobal.net
916-849-3490 (cell)
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improved methods of farming.

These simple obvious solutions have been applied in the desert for decades

Now is the time to begin permanent conservation and stop the ongoing degradation of our natural waters.
We must not divert more water from the Delta, or further alter it's circulation.

H. Jack Hanna
Bethel Island

The Average US Credit Score is 692. See Yours in Just 2 Easy Steps!
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Third, construction of a series of low-head dams above the delta should be evaluated as a mitigation for their use
in providing emergency water for future flushing flows during low in-stream flow months of summer/fall.

Fourth, with respect to increased supplies, | believe that increased conservation and water efficiency should be
carefully evaluated first. In southern California a huge and most effective step would be to provide advanced
wastewater freatment to reclaim some of the millions of acre feet now being dumped into the ocean. This is
already being accomplished in Orange County on a large scale. The OLAC (Orange/Los Angeles County) Project
in the late 1970s identified at least 500,000 thousand acre feet that could be easily reclaimed, but it has taken
over threc decades to achieve this modest savings. Evaluating these possibilities also should detail the savings of
a great deal of the energy being used to pump deita water over the Tehachapi Mountains.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment of the scoping process for the BCDC EIS/EIR. | welcome any guestions
or further explanations regarding these requests. | believe that it is vital to truly consider the coequal concerns of
water supply and ecosystem, as well as honor the Delta as Place at this time. | stand ready to help in any way that
| can to get this process right for all of California’s citizens.

Irwin Haydock, PhD
Haydocki@aol.com

Reference URLs to previous submittals to Delta Blue Ribbon Committee:

hitp:/Awww deltavision.ca.gov/SirategicPlanningProcess/ExternalSubmissions/2008-ES-3.pdf Michael
Rozengurt/lrwin Haydock April 10

1. PROJECT TITLE: Development of a Physical Model of a Salinity Restraining Channel

to Control Salinity into Estuaries. Case of Study: San Francisco Bay

2. Delta under Current and Planned Freshwater Diversions, SWRCB Findings of Fact: Submitted Romberg
Tiburon Center, 1988

3. The Restraining Channel that Can Avert Salinization of Sacramento - San Joaquin, Stockholm Symposium
1997

4. References and figure of channel and inventor

hitp://deltavision ca.gov/docs/8 Comment from_Irwin_Haydock 11-30-07 pdf
1.Transmittal letter Blue Ribbon Task Force Delta Vision

Subject: Our Vision for California's Delta

Comments on Third draft prepared by Staff (Revised Nov. 19, 2007)

2 Perpheral Canal letter to Gov Brown, November 28, 2007 (added below)

Some Critical References:

1994. With M.A. Rozengurt. The Role of Inland Water Development in the Systemic Alteration of the Coastal Zone
Environment. In: Proc. Watershed '93 National Conference on Watershed Management. Alexandria, VA. pp. 755—
759.

1993. With M.A. Rozengurt. Freshwater Flow Diversion and its Implications for Coastal Zone Ecosystems. In:
Transactions of the 58th North American Wildlife and Natural Resources Conference. Washington, D.C. pp. 287—
295.

1991. With M.A. Rozengurt. Effects of Fresh Water Development and Water Pollution Policies on the World's
River—Delta-Estuary—Coastal Zone Ecosystems.” In: Ocean-91 Long Beach Proceedings; Coastal Wetlands
(H.S. Bolton and O.T. Magoon, (Eds). ASCE, New York, 85-99.

1991. With M.A. Rozengurt. Effects of Fresh Water Development and Water Pollution Policies on the World's
River-Delta-Estuary-Coastal Zone Ecosystemns. Seventh Symposium on Coastal Zone Management (CZ '91),
Long Beach, Ca. July 8-12, 1991. Pp. 85-99. In: H.S. Bolton (ed.). Coastal Wetlands. American Society of Civil
Engineers, New York.

1981. With M.A. Rozenguri. Methods of Computation and Ecological Regulation of the Salinity Regime in
Estuaries and Shallow Seas in Connection with Water Regulation for Human Requirements. In: Proceedings of
the National Symposium on Freshwater Inflow to Estuaries, Vol. Il, USFWS, Biological Services Program,
FWS/OBS—81/04, Oct., p. 474-5086.

1980. With M. Rozengurt. Salinity Regulation in Conjunction with Increased Water Usage of the San Francisco
Bay - Delta Regime, Pacific Division, AAAS, Abstracts 61st Ann. Meeting, Davis, CA, June 1980.

Letter Discussing Critical Facts Regarding Proposed Peripheral Canal, 1980.
June 20, 1980
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Honorable Governor Jerry Brown
Sacramento California

This letter is being written to appraise you of certain facts which must
be considered in your deliberations on the Peripheral canal issue
currently before the California legislature and being discussed almost

daily in the news. This issue has not only statewide, but national significance, as an

example of large scale water development for which important ecological,
economical, and social effects have already been demonstrated in similar
programs of other nations.

The following facts are apparent to us, as professionals examining the
demise of the San Francisco Bay Delta; some of these derive directly from
observing the corpses of other similar ecosystems abroad:

1. There are should be no further water projects’ constriction,

including the Peripheral canal, until such time as new cost-benefit
analyses have been done and predictions are made as to the relation
between Delta outflow and (a) salt intrusion in San Francisco Bay,

(b) pollution and waste freaiment needs and (c) productivity of the
entire system.

2. There should be no further water withdrawals from the existing Delta
pool as history both here and abroad has shown severe economic and
environmental damage results from greater than 30 % reductions in the
natural flow.

The lack of data to understand this system and to make adequate
Predictions is appalling and must be corrected immediately by a major research
effort.

This must lead to a proper monitoring program to prevent future

problems. The cost of these programs is estimated as at least $2 million

per year, but this is minuscule compared to the $11 billion expenditure
contemplated for replumbing the system to meet only man's perceived

needs.

3. The primary question which must be answered prior to any further

water development (or replumbing) is the following "What is the natural limit water
withdrawls from the Sacramento River and its Delta?"

The experience of foreign countries is frightening: diversion of no

more than 30 to 50 % of the normal ,natural runoff ( computed as averaged for 55
years) has led to serious immediale conseguences and subsequent |

successive degradation of resources, including finally the destruction of

the diverted water supply itself due to salt intrusion from an adjacent

estuary and sea . Note that these results did not occur all at once, but

developed slowly at first and more rapidly toward the end,

This result could be predicted at the outset, for its is quite evident
now in well documented case histories. The total time span involved in
the above events was measured in years, not
decades or centuries, from the point of withdrawals beyond 30% of the
natural, spring outflow. This leads us to predict that "25-30 % is
nature's limit!" We note with alarm that withdrawals from the
River-Delta currently exceed 50%, with eventual projections scheduled for
75% or more of the normal, natural flows.

We predict that the system will collapse long before this point is
reached, although we would not be pleased to see this prediction come
true. More to the point, we feel that there is an immediate need to
protect the Delta from the already observed salinity intrusions resulting
from excessive water development. Dams and the Peripheral Canal
cannot correct maintaining of a positive balance of brackish and fresh
water exchange necessary to sustain natural estuarine conditions, created
by Nature. Other solutions exist and should be examined for their
applicability to this imporiant problem.
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The Peripheral canal, by itself, cannot flush this system and cannot
prevent the salt intrusion water already occurring with alarming
frequency. Such a canal will destroy even more of the natural
circulation and exacerbate chemical and biological deltaic environment
This is direcily opposite to nature's way of enriching the system with a
meandering flow and its natural reversals (due to tides and winds, not
pumping activities).

A similar, to proposed one, the Peripheral Canal was built on the
eastern part of Volga Delta in 1974 to restore the low river- delta
tributaries. Here anadromous (beluga, sevruga, sturgeon) and semi-
anadromous fish (herring, shad , others) migrate to spawn, and feed. But
the Canal nearly stop these activities . And due to excessive upstream
and downstream water development , the fishery had declined
precipitously.

We would point out that the Delta is not plumbing water distribution
system. Historically, any delta is the heart of a rich productive river
ecosystem. It receives nutrients from upstream; produces, processes and
circulates its own additional nutrients within its fresh and brackish

waler body; and subsequently affects the rich productivity of the estuary

( bay ) and even the coastal sea. Any change in the course of this vital
bloodstream or in the quality of its fluids will lead to change, much of
which has already been shown to be detrimental lo societal and economic
as well as ecological systems.

My colleague and | represent almost 50 years of working experience in
marine and esluarine biology, hydrology, and oceanography. This
experience is directly pertinent to the problems faced today by the Delta

- San Francisco Bay system. Our collective experience leads us to state
that, without doubt a final result of further water developments will

lead to economic, societal, and ecological ruin for the Delta - Bay for

the predominant residual runoff to the San Francisco Bay corresponds to
years of subnormal weiness or drought.

Published results regarding similar water development abroad (the Rivers

Don and Kuban, the Volga and Terek, the Dnieper and Dniester, and the Mile and
Po, which enter the Azov, Caspian, Black, and Mediterranean Seas, respectively) all
Point to the inescapable conclusion that no more than 25-30 % of the natural
Flow can be diverted without disastrous consequences. The historical, average
Annual Delta outflow tributary to northern San Francisco Bay was 28.5 MAF
(1871-1929) and is presently about 14 MAF, a 50% reduction.

A similar runoff decline had occurred in 1923-24 and led to very

serious effects even prior to major water developments.

This natural lesson should be kept in mind when discussing eventual

Projections of 75% water withdrawals from the Sacramento River in 1980,

The early warning signs of this excessive withdrawal are apparent in the
reduced productivity of fish and wildlife resources, increased salinity
intrusion affecting municipal and agricultural water supplies, increased
effects of pallution loads in progressively more stagnant waters, and
both subtle and gross changes in .the delta sysiem's configuration and
flow pattern.

These impacts are all the same in kind (not yet in degree) as have been
thoroughly documented elsewhere. As such, equal or greater disruption to
the ecolegy and basic economy of this system can be expected in the
future. Taken together, these findings adequately demonstrate that the
costs of eventual losses, where they are fully known orbe projected, far
exceed any shori-term benefits gained.

More importantly, it has also been demonstrated that many engineering
works designed specifically to mitigate prior enviranmental disruption
only exacerbated the problem and accelerated the eventual ouicome.
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Detailed reports have been published over the past decade
which .have addressed the problems of water resources development leading
to the subsequent destruction of the resource itself.

We are scientists and cannot advise you on the difficult political

realities of this general problem. Nor can we understand the approach of some
engineers:

“first must build and answer questions later.™ "Final answers to many

of our most perplexing questions must be derived from the construction and
operation.” This guote was atiributed to former Director Harvey Banks in

the fifiies (New West Magazine, June 16, 1980). We do know that if one
follows nature's example, and answers the questions the same manner that
nature has, then the result will be safe for both the environment and

man.

Yours very truly,

Irwin Haydock, Ph.D. (Marine Ecology)
Michael Rozengurt, Ph.D., P.E. (Oceanography, Hydrology)

Remember Mom this Mother's Day! Find a florist near vou now.
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Without answers to these questions, there is no plan,

Respectfully submitted,
James J. Hannan
Allcoast Media
membership of 100,000

www stripers247 com represents over 10,000 members
We would like to see gamefish status - as well as protection of oui fish from the poachers and waler grabbers.
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Dear Reader,
The following is an overview of my contribution to the meeting of 1/26/0%

Being 1n a wheelchair takes me a bit longer to get te a microphene | am one nf the “visible’
survivors of West Nite Virus in late August of 2005. | brushed & masquito off my shoulder after
swimming my daiy 100 laps in the pool. I didn't give that very Il mosquito another thought ",‘,.'»
Approximately two weeks fater | started to experience lack of stamina, and aches in the joints, | ',I

particulfarly my hips and shoulders. | was unable to keep my appointment witl my primary care-’r~

)
&

ohysician because when | tnied to stand lon the marning of my appontment) te my horror |
found my legs would no longer support me Qvernight | had hecome paralyzed

instead of an appointment with my doctor, | was rushed to the hospital by ambulance. Five
days and a series of MRIs, CAT scans, and, finally, 2 spinal tap later, a diagnosis of Pelic from
WINV was determined. Five weeks [ater, | left the hospital in 3 wheelchair. Beiieve me, it is
mndeed Bfe-altering 1o learn that you have lost yeur independence and will never wailk unaided
This, because of one mosquito bite.

When | hear ideas like flooding valuable agncultural land, returning certain aress of ow
orecious farms to its original state, 12 marsh land. it begs the question of just who s 11 danger.
It's we the people, not the smelt or wildiife When 1 asked, at a previous meeting, what health
concerns were being addressed | was toid “we haven't done that yet ', At least it was
mentioned 10 passing on 3/26. Why are we being atked ior told or threatenad) to accept aiife
style change that cannot be justified morally, economically, or healthily? We will continue in
our efforis to preserve cur Delta and our wayv of tife Thank you

layne Alchorn, River Rd._ Courtland CA
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Birgitta Corsello, Resource Management Director g7
County of Solano ) Q\

675 Texas Street, « < @ _

Fairfield CA 94533 3 é}*}}

(733 .

Dw./w;v o 0 %
~James-Bunting, Counsel OO/\,@O >

County of Solano 7y 8

675 Texas Street %

Fairficld CA 94533 41‘5*52

November 59, 2007

Dear Ms. Corsello and Mr. Bunting,

I submit these comments to Solano County officials on behalf of the Guidotti Family, and

the need of the people now that the Board of Supervisors has authorized an additional
$42.000 contract with EWAW to revise the decertified EIR for the proposed 35-year

Potrero Hills Landfill (“PHLP”) project.

The Guidotti Family believes that you as responsible public officials should ensure that
the revised EIR considers the most practicable alternative site available for the general
purpose of this project. In our opinion Potrero Hill Landfill Phase I and Phase II has an
adverse ecological and aesthetic impact on the Suisun Marsh. Guidotti Family does not
believe it is in the public interest to have a project approved that would significantly
impact one of the most important brackish marshes in the entire United States. Nor is it in
the Public interest to approve a project that will potentially impact an endangered species,
the Delta smelt, on the brink of extinction. Finally, an alternative site for this project
should be selected because this project entails impacts to aquatic resources that are either

not mitigable or inadequate.

The Guidotti Family did not give any one the right to use are parcel of land for
mitigation, for any project Republic Services Inc owns, or Solano Land Trust, or Sclano

County, or anyone to make use without written permission of the owner.

Alternative sites: 66646 Construction of a new or expanded Thermal Electric Generating
plants within Suisun Marsh for long term Agricultural use:

Guidotti Family believe that the altemnative site for the general purpose of the project is in

the 1993 Solano Garbage Company Environmental Impact Report dated January 1993

Page 6-27 (5) Bonnici Project: A portion of the reserved project will also mnvolve the

production of energy from waste by products. This project is similar to what UC Davisis | o~

presently using. RECEIVED i
Solano County .
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Enclosed is William S. Reustle July 6, 2007 letter to County of Solano Resource
Management RE: General Plan Update: Stating Certification of Qualifying Status of a
Small Power Production Facility’ (18 C.F.R.381.505 (a), and, “Certification of Qualify
Status as a Cogeneration Facility’ (18 C.F.R.381.505 (a) Ms.Guidotti is seeking may not

be necessary because of research.
/ ’ ,f-r.‘ - 2 -
o a T anids I Pl
: /lbmu C;@wzwﬁ:'« = “’%4 771 ¢

Y g

June Guidotti & Family& for the Public.
3703 Scally Road

Suisun California 94585

Cell 707-6319365





http:Recommendations.on
mailto:vvww.geocities.com/wreustle@sbcglobal.net
mailto:wreustle@sbcglobal.net















mailto:www.geocities.com/wreustle@sbcglobal.net
mailto:wreustle@sbcglobal.net

o »
e e ;

E’“Ji&:UYS

Lo i

.Jl ki b
@x@mfd ¢t Sup
client’s property. She has already lost an easement of 16 Y2 feet because the landfill did
not use the Amos & Andrews quarry road to the west of Emmington Road, but
established a 32 foot wide commercial industrial road to the landfill. T am not going to
allow anyone to take any more land or property rights from her without litigation.

It is incumbent upon the County to make the “fixes” and then prepare and submit
to the public a new revised EIR that fully complies with CEQA.

Enclosed for the record are letters from 7/6/07, 8/20/07, 8/25/07, 11/30/07, and a
map, which you probably should look at carefully. On the map, item #13 is shown as the
Solano Garbage Company, but really part of #13 is my land. Solano Garbage Company
and Ms. Guidotti’s property is in the Potrero Hills, but the Potrero Hills Landfill is in the
nearby canyon. Burning is not allowed in the canyon thus a power plant is not
appropriate. Ms. Guidotti’s land was previously identified as a site for a solid waste to
energy plant which satisfied the original land use permit requirements. Solano Garbage
Company actually had an option to lease a portion of the Guidotti Ranch for a few years
after which the option was not renewed. Solano County did not challenge the failure of

Solano Garbage Company to maintain the requisite site.

These items should be addressed in the Joint Technical Document and the
Landfill Closure plan. These documents must be certified and made available to the

public.

Finally, included as part of the record reference is made to all environmental laws

(Federal, State, Local and County) and especially to Solano Superior Court Case Nos.
FCS026779 and FCS026839 (Protect The Marsh). Also see enclosed a Complaint for
Mandate from California Water Impact Network (C-WIN) and California Sportfishing

Alliance (CSPA), Felix Smith (an individual).
Sincerely,
- 'Mmlatﬁ:S Rﬁ
Attorney for June Guidotti
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The first and foremost factor is the massive quantity of water exported

south by the most powerful pumping network in the world: pumps that can reverse
the tide and cause the San Joaquin River to flow upstream; pumps that can

suck a volume of water including fish and their food supply equal to the

capacity of the south Delta every four days. In some years, these pumps export
almost three-fourths of the water that would have flowed 1o the sea.

Despite the obvious affect on the ecosystem of the Delta, pumping water
south has increased exponentially since the 1950's with particular increases
since the year 2000.

It is our belief that the Bay Delta Conservation Plan's stated co-equal

goals of water delivery and improved habitat for the Delta is unattainable.
This plan is essentially a water delivery plan sold to the general public as a
conservation plan.

This plan does not pass the environmental test or the economic test. A
recent study by of the University of the Pacific estimates that the economic
consequences to California from ending exports are far less than from
continuing upon the same path with exports.

As stated by Jerry Johns, Deputy Director of the Department of Water

Resources. at the March 2009 Stockton Scoping meeting when directly questioned. "
The chance of an alternative syste m to the dual conveyance is less than 5%"
Proposals such as the BDCP must consider viable alternatives or else it is

not a proposal, simply a pre-conceived plan looking for a rubber stamp.

We acknowledge that our Delta, one of the world's greatest resources, is in
a critical state. To do nothing is not an option, but the "dual conveyance"
plan offered as a solution to our water problems, is not a viable solution.
The Department of Water Resources is highly encouraged to develop and
present viable alternatives that answer the three questions previously listed:

How much water does the estuary require to maintain ecosystem integrity?
How much surplus water is available for export?

Respectfully,
Kent Wisecarver
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1 realize the focus of the BDCP is to save fis h in the delta. I feel, however, the BDCP is missing an
opportunity to do good, by not considering other alternative routes to those already proposed. Preserve
the prime farm land in the delta for future generations of hungry people. Increase flood protection for
the city of Sacramento, and save lives and property. Change the route of this canal. Put this canal
outside of the delta.

PLEASE ADDRESS THIS DIRECTLY IN YOUR FINAL EIR/EIS.

I am was born in Sacramento. I grew up in the delta, near Clarksburg, and I come back often to visit
my parents on their delta farm.

Sincerely,
LLaura Schneider

E-file vour IRS taxes FREE with TaxACT & have your refund in as few as 8 days.
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From:  JLucas)099@aol com [TLucas| 099@aul com| Sent:Wed 750/200% 12.02PM
To: SPNETPARUSACE army mil

Ce: M.ucaz] 099(@aol com

Suhjert: 118 COE Public Notice on NOP ETR/ETS Sac River Shapping Channel dred

Altachments:

Bill Brostoif CESPN-ET-PA
USACE, San Francisco Districl
1455 Market Streel, 151k Floor
San Francisco, 34103

Dear Bill Brostoff,

In regards the Public Notics for NOP of an EIR/EIS on lhe proposal lo dredge the Sacramento River Shipping Channel, [ would like to suggest addressing the fallowing
considerations:

~ The 1992 San Francisco District COE Final Report on Ssdiment Budgst Study for San Francisco Bay has essential basa dala for modeling the Sacramentc Rwer flows
needed 1o camy vanable annual sediment loads through the Estuary. (Please note subconsultant report by Professor Ray B Krone of U.C. Davis ) The mods! for an
EIR/EIS should assess the magniluda of base flows needed to carry sediments not only through the mainstem Sacramento River and shipping channel but eventuatly
through the Bay and out the Golden Gate [f a greater percentage of the Delta sediment load is allowed to remain m San Francisco Bay it will ravel throughout bay by wind
and wave aclion and increasa sedimentation of the Dakland Estuary and Scuth Bay, resulting in increased dredging costs for the Porls of Oakland and Redwood City. (A
cost benefit analysis should address this.)

~ IF shipping channel is lowered to 35 foot level, is it likely to be sufficiently below histonc Sacramento River so as to resull m this bypass dewatenng the mainstem
Sacramento River and degrading ils riparnian corridor and instream beneficial uses? Will migrating anadromouws steelhead and salmon ba diverted into shipping
channal? Could this be lethal due to raised water temperatures or lack of continuily of riparian canopy? If diverted inte shipping channel can fish eventually reach main
Sacramanio River channel upstream?

~ Saltwater mirusion has been an ongoing concern with increased diversions from the Delta How much further upstraam of Rio Vista will this despened shipping channet
bring saltwater? Wil this new mixing 2one degrade quality of drinking water supplies pumped out at Clifton Court Forebay? How axdensively will Suisun Marsh and
Sacramento River npanan vegetation be sitered by these more brackish water conditions? Will such changes in marsh and ripanan vegetation impact focd sources for
resident or migralory watarfowl? Will an endangered species or spewes of special concarn be img 17 Wll any aiteration in habitat occur? Will increassd brackish
condilions likely rasult in increased incidence of invasives?

- In USCOE Sediment Budgel Study for San Francisco Bay it states thal flows of S000 ofs are maintained 3l Sac iie River Navigaticn Control Point from April
through October, and 4000 cfs from November through March of all normal CVP delivery years What wnH be anticipated navigation chaninel and mainstem Sacramenlo
River channel flows implemented with & despenad channel in present water supply regimen?

As | am presently out of fown and working on a iaplop-that has moments of disconnect, think it would be safesl to gel this off 1o you in extension limeframe that you so
kindly gave Trank you very much for any review of thase points of concem.

Libby Lucas
174 Yerba Santa Ave,
Los Allos, CA 94022

PS5 [f ol USCOE documents are not raadily availzble to you | can make copies. References nol mentioned here on sediment ransfer oads would be from U.C Professor
Krone and USGS. It is imporant that the full specirum of figh anc fow flow conditions are considersd, 'Average flow’ modeling is flawed in the extreme

Get fantasy football with free live scoring, Siza up for Fantlouse
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Statements of Linda Morse-Robertson

At the Clarksburg meeting:

I introduced myself as NOT being from Clarksburg, but rather Bethel Island, and that we,
on our island, are pissed. We are being forced out of our homes; out of our businesses
and that we would fight TO THE DEATH against this debacle. I explained that 1
recognized that all the farmers in the north that depend on the water are going to lose
their livelihoods and our island would lose theirs as well as we depend on the water 1o
make our living, just in a different way.

| asked the Board how much each county was going to be paid for the easements that
would have to be provided for the pipeline through all the south Delta islands. .. asked
three times with no response. The only answer they had was™ we are not sure [F that is
going to happen”..... I explained that we have seen many salt water species around our
island, including jellyfish, flounders in Walnut Grove, and that seals are living there on a
full time basis around our island the last two years. Why? The salinity is such that they
CAN. That happened because of the additional pump that, thankfully, the Feds shut
down....

['asked what gave them the right to overturn our vote of 1982. I asked what they
expected me to tell clients when their fresh water boats started getting ruined by the
constant state of salt water. I asked what was going to replace the income of all of us on
the island from the professional fisherman who came from all over the world to fish for
black bass because our Delta is that good as it stands now. While the farmers in
Clarksburg depend on the water for their land for income, | depend on the water for my
small commercial harbor. And all that fresh water entails... The end result will be the
same; we are all out of business if they push the canal through. Even though it is
compromised now, it has a chance of recovery as long as the pumps are kept turned off
and no canal is built.

Despite the board rolling their eyes at the statement, I said that if T had to tell my clients,
no swimming, sharks sighted, that the chance was indeed there if we were turned into a
salt water marsh. [ closed with the fight to the death statement again. .. ..

I was honored to be at that meeting with the great residents of Clarksburg, and I wear
their shirt with pride. They are an impressive group!
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Frem:  Marian Fricano [MFricano@scu.edu] Sent:Mon 4/20/2009 4:31 PM__
To: bdepcomments
Ce:
Subject: Restoring the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
Attachments:
Dear People,

This is the time to put our resources into restoring the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and its
ecosystem. California must deal with fixing our broken Delta, which in its current condition, cannot
support our environment or our economy.

Whether it's the drought, reduced pumping through the Delta or our half~emply reservoirs, everyone can
see that we haven't done enough to protect California's water for the future.

The Sacramento San-Joaquin Delta is home to more than 750 plant and animal species - 5 of which are
endangered - and provides 25 million Californians with drinking water. We cannot wait for disaster to
strike and jeopardize the well-being of our state's environmental and economic foundations - we must
take action now.

Thanks,
Marian

Marian Fricano

Head, Access Services

University Library

Santa Clara University

Phone: (408) 554-5439

email: miricano@scu.edu

www.scu.edu/library/

"Customer Services: Where service excellence 1s an everyday occurrence.”

“A book, or a piece of art, should be the
axe for the frozen ocean within us.”

---Kafka


http:mfricano(q,:scu.edu
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However, your printed materials contribute to a misapprehension about this proposed project
that is widely held among members of the general public, and very likely most of our
lawmakers as well, namely, that it leaves the Delta intact because it carries the water around
it to the pumps. Those of us who call the Delta home know that it will have huge impacts on
the physical integrity, economic viability, and ecological health of the Delta, entirely aside
from considerations of the effects of water diversion from the north. It shreds the landscape
from north to south, introduces huge urban-scale facilities into a rural setting, and slices and
dices fragile waterways, levees, farmland, and habitat areas alike. None of this will be
apparent to anyone who hears that this canal will go "around the Delta". 1 call on the BDCP
Steering Committee and everyone associated with this Plan to stop using this description of
the "isolated conveyance" and to instead begin to give a true verbal picture to all of where
this canal will actually be located. As an alternative, move as much as possible of the route
of the conveyance to a location outside of the Primary Delta so as to minimize

the massive detrimental impacts a through-Delta route cannot help but have.

Thank you for your consideration.

Mary McTaggart
34840 South River Road

Clarksburg, CA 95612
cavelanding@dyahoo.com
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2007) and Strategic Plan (December 2008), both of the recent Public Policy Institute of
California Delta reports (which list 74 Delta islands, but not these),DWR's Delta Overview
and Delta Atlas , and the Delta map accompanying the Revised BDCP NOP, to name only a
few. In addition, State Highway 84. the northernmost portion of which is known locally as
Jefferson Boulevard, is also routinely left off of Delta maps and lists of Delta infrastructure
that accompany publications by various entities engaged in Delta planning. The North
Delta is more than a blank space. As a matter of justice, courtesy, accuracy. and for the
public and historical record, please put us "on the map".

Thank you for your consideration.

Mary McTaggart

34840 South River Road
Clarksburg, CA 95612
(916) 744-1945

cavelanding@@vahoo.com
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cavelanding@yahoo.com


mailto:cavelanding@yahoo.com



mailto:cavelanding@yahoo.com




Page 2 of 2

NOI and NOP are still filled with words and phrases such as "may", "hkely", "could be",

2

"such as", "include, but may not be limited to", "list may change","potential”, "it is

]
nn

premature”, "possibly"”. I request that a new public scoping period, accompanied by new
other facilities/measures have been planned in enough detail to justify specific comments as
to possible impact, mitigation, etc.

Thank you for your consideration.

Mary McTaggart

34840 S. River Rd.
Clarksburg, CA 95612
916-744-1945
cavelanding/@yahoo.com





www.deltavision.ca.gov/StrategicPla.nningProcess/IllustrariveComment/2008-AR

Page 2 of 2

Mary McTaggart

34840 S. River Rd.
Clarksburg, CA 95612
916-744-1945
cavelanding@yahoo.com
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- available at www.yolofarmbureav.ore/PDIV/newsletter/2008 09, pdf regarding the impacts to our state
and nation of the conversion of agricultural lands to habitat, with local examples. Delta farmland is
valuable partly because of its richness, the suitability of its climate to the growing of many different

crops, and because this is where the water is. Its value goes far beyond that of commodity prices; please
attempt to carefully examine these factors in your analyses.

Thank you for your consideration.

Mary McTaggart
34840 S. River Rd.
Clarksburg, CA 95612

916-744-1945cavelanding/aiyahoo.com



mailto:945cavefanding@vahoo.com
www.volofarmbureau.org/PDf/newsletrer/2008






mailto:thevalco@aol.com
mailto:thevalco@aol.com

Page 2 of 3

The first and foremost factor is the massive quantity of water exported south

by the most powerful pumping network in the world: pumps that can reverse the
tide and cause the San Joaquin River to flow upstream; pumps that can suck a
volume of water including fish and their food supply equal to the capacity of

the south Delta every four days. In some years, these pumps export almost
three-fourths of the water that would have flowed to the sea.

Despite the obvious affect on the ecosystem of the Delta, pumping water south
has increased exponentially since the 1950's with particular increases since
the year 2000.

It is our belief that the Bay Delta Conservation Plan's stated co-equal goals
of water delivery and improved habitat for the Delta is unattainable. This
plan is essentially a water delivery plan sold to the general public as a
conservation plan.

This plan does not pass the environmental test or the economic test. A

recent study by of the University of the Pacific estimates that the economic
consequences to California from ending exports are far less than from continuing
upon t he same path with exports.

As stated by Jerry Johns, Deputy Director of the Department of Water

Resources, at the March 2009 Stockton Scoping meeting when directly questioned, " The
chance of an alternative syste m to the dual conveyance is less than 5%"

Proposals such as the BDCP must consider viable alternatives or else it is not a
proposal, simply a pre-conceived plan looking for a rubber stamp.

We acknowledge that our Delta, one of the world's greatest resources, is in a
critical state. To do nothing is not an option, but the ""dual conveyance"

plan offered as a solution to our water problems, is not a viable solution. The
Department of Water Resources is highly encouraged to develop and present
viable alternatives that answer the three questions previously listed:

How much water does the estuary require to maintain ecosystem integrity?

How much surplus water is available for export?

What are the economic and environmental consequences of various reduced
export scenarios?

Thank You.

Peter Valconesi
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Point Reyes Station Ca.

We found the real 'Hotel California' and the 'Seinfeld' diner. What will you find? Explore
WherelisAt.com.








http:0-~"'>_TJ\i.nc









http:renderleint'U'hotmail.com

Statements of Richard Robertson

[ opened with numbers, the numbers of gallons that the canal, not including the
proposed pipe line would be NOT entering the Delta.

We had an engineer help do the math, but our calculator would not go any higher
than one trillion gallons PER YEAR....that translates to 178,000,000 MILLION
swimming pools PER DAY going to the south. That amount of water just [S NOT
AVAILABLE....that amount of water would not reach our system, south Delta, and
would not flush out contaminants, silt, or any other invasive species.

Our entire system would crash just as had been predicted when the fourth pump
was turned on. It only took less than three years at the PRESENT rate of pumping to
impact every species in the water. Add the horrible amount that they will take, IN
ADDITION, and it boggles the mind. There just is not enough water in the system to
take that volume and have ANYTHING SURVIVE. There is no water entering the
Delta now, due to mismanagement of the past three years.

The salmon and striper runs were such that you could catch them all day and in
some parts of the river they were thick enough that you could almost walk across
their backs. No more...now it was lucky to catch one a day.

All of our native birds, animals, plants would be gone and never recover. Our
sloughs would silt up and close up. The gates proposed would push salt water even
farther into our system.

The people of Clarksburg were telling the same stories as the people of Stockton had
at that meeting. Farms and homes of families that had been there for generations
cut up destroyed so those families had no income, just the same as Clarksburg. I told
of the 60 lawsuits that were already filed from the farmers of Stockton.
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Salamander, when, in fact, the scientific evidence reaffirms that the CTS are found throughout the San
Francisco Bay Delta, including Solano County.

If you have any questions/concerns about my comments, please contact me at my home telephone: (707)
448-4905 or email: robertovaldez55 @ hotmail.com.

Thank you very much.
Yours Truly,

Roberto Valdez Jr., 248 Plantation Way, Vacaville, CA 95687.

Insert movie times and more without leaving Hotmail®. See how.
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%, I would like to be added to your e-mail list.

Your input on the BDCP EIR/EIS is greatly appreciated. Please write your comments below, including comments on the

1*' — The name of the plan should be changed to what the plan really is, a peripheral canal
designed to bypass the Delta and deliver water to the L. A Basin with minimal amounts to
others. Renaming the plan is a ploy to hide the true nature of the plan from the people of
California. I've been involved with these types of plans and EIRs for 30 years; most of
the plan is fluff covering its true intentions.

2™ _ You provide no controls for water usage at the delivery points such as a moratorium
on construction until local sources of water are obtained or there is continuing surplus
water available. Continued expansion at delivery points will surely bring on continuous
emergency regulations thereby bypassing all of the controls for the distribution of the
Deltas water. History has shown that Southern California’s ravenous water appetite will
eventually suck California dry, i.e. the Owens valley, the Colorado River, etc...

3" _ We were informed that fish screens are currently available that protect all fish from
entering pump intakes but that due to the volumes of water pumped the fish congregate at
the pump intakes. The fish then are caught and trucked to locations distant from the pump
intakes. One solution is to place the screens at locations away from the pump intakes.
You already have 3 typical drawings showing various types of pump intake stations
w/fish screens.

4™ _ Salt water intrusion in the various channels can be controlled with gates, this isn’t
rocket science, it’s done all over the world.

5™ _ Finally, I see no vision or originality in this plan. Your slide presentation was all
about protecting fish species; I guess the human species isn’t important. You mentioned
people once; the figure was 25 million who needed water, then on to fish again. It took
the people, in the audience, at the Stockton meeting to bring out other relevant points.

Please submit your comments at station 6 at this scoping meeting, or fold this form in half. seal with tape and mail to:
Ms. Delores Brown, Chief, Office of Environmental Compliance, Department of Water Resources, P.O. Box 942836, Sacramento, CA 94236.
You may also e-mail your comments to BDCPcom ments@water.ca.gov. Comments must be received by May 14, 2009.
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Thank You for the opportunity to address questions on the BDCP plan this
evening: We request herewith that you make all of our comments and questions
tonight part of the record and address all of them in the final EIR-EIS.

I’'m Stephen F. Heringer, 5™ of 6 generations of the Heringer family to farm
Clarksburg soils. At your Clarksburg meeting one year ago I requested
economic analysis, intended environmental mitigation, cost projections and
intended economic mitigation on the following issues of immediate concern to
residents of the North Delta: To Summarize:

17,000 Acres of premium Wine grapes in the Clarksburg Appalachian
Vineyard Establishment Costs in the $16 - $20,000 Range

Vineyard Infrastructure Costs alone exceeding $340,000 Mil

11,000 Local and 13,500 Nationwide Jobs created by these wine grapes
$357 Mil Statewide and $900 Mil annual wages paid by these acres
Taxes generated Statewide $107 Mil, $64 Mil additional Nationwide
17,000 Agrotourism Visitors- $70 Mil Expenditures from Tourism

Please complete the requested analysis for the EIR-EIS.

As North Delta Water Agency constituents, we have paid contractual fees for
almost three decades to the State of California for specific water quantity and
quality parameters. Outline in the EIR-EIS how these quality and quantity
parameters will continue to be met under your various BDCP plan options as
our North Delta contract has no sunset date and we will fight for proper
performance of its provisions.

Since the native soil material along the western route has been deemed
unsuitable for levee construction purposes, where will the estimated 10 million
yards of levee material come from and how will it be economically moved and
placed on the proposed Western conveyance project?



We have implored all of you involved in the BDCP deliberations to consider
the Delta as a Place in your planning processes. Outline in your EIR-EIS report
the measures you have taken to consider the communities and peoples of the
Delta, what considerations of the social and economic fabric of the area you
have considered in your options, what considerations of the businesses that
support our family farms and ranches, and finally, the considerations of the
schools that educate our children. Ring levees may save our towns but will not
save the Delta communities.

Our Yolo County Supervisors have partnered with us to keep our unique upper
Delta area agricultural. We adapted sustainability generations ago to assure the
farming and enjoyment of our Delta region for the benefit of all of the people
of our Great State. Most, if not all, of your environmental suppositions are
based on opinions and not on proven science. Farmers have used adaptive
management for years, only difference was our definition, “Oh Hell — That
didn’t work!! Let’s try something else. Following the authorization of the State
Water Project 50 plus years ago, the State of California reneged on its promise
to bring 10 million additional acre feet of water to the table through additional
storage capacity and importation of north coast water. We will not now
willingly sacrifice our heritage, homes, communities, and farms to satisfy the
States thirst at our sole expense. Outline in the EIR-EIS how local voices will
be made a significant part of the governance body that will control the future of
our Delta. Thank you for your attention to these questions.

Stephen F. Heringer
916-744-1094
stheringer(@aol.com
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My name is Stephen Hiromoto , 4" generation farmer and resident of
the Clarksburg Community. My family had witnessed the building of these
levees and were instrumental in the reclamation of many Holland Land
acres. Great grandfather’s diligence and hard work paved the way for the
following generations to reap a livelihood from these soils. Each generation
took pride in providing food for our country’s tables and as prosperity
ensued, we generously gave back to our community. Only during the years
following the outbreak of World War 2 and the forced evacuation of
Japanese American Citizens was our family away from Clarksburg.

As you work your jobs or careers, you chose to put your money into a
bank. You assume that you will retain the right to do what you want with
that money when you want it. My family chose to reinvest into Clarksburg
Farmland. We assumed that taking caring of this land now would allow it to
take care of us later.

My folks are aging and the time is now when that land needs to be liquid.
Simply put it up for sale and cash out? Well...when this fiasco about
flooding our homes and farmland began, all hopes of simply selling came to
a “dead halt!” Realtors were suddenly saying “ who wants to buy land that’s
going to be underwater?” For whatever reasons you give for this to take
place...its just not the right thing to do. You’re just telling me that my
family just wasted one hundred years for nothing!

Arnold...before you swipe that card in your wallet issued by L.A. Metro
Water, think about the families like mine and what you’ll be doing to them!
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