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Desember 28, 2004

Mr, Kenneth Rary

U.8. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Raclamation

70S North Plaza Street, Room 320
Casson Clity, NV 89701-4015

Re: Commonts on August 2004 Rovised Braft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report for Truckee River Operating Agreement (TROA) -

Doar M, Parr: :

"Thess comments aro mada on bohalf of the Truokee-Carson lerigation District (TCID), the City of .
Fallon, and Churchill County and are in addition to any separate comments submitted directly by
thesc parties or their representatives. These comments pertain to the August 2004 Revised Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/BIR) and supplemental
information provided by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) through oral communication and
documents provided in response to my September 27, 2004 Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)
request. It is noted that TCID requested a 6-month extension for the comment period but the
extension was granted for only two months. Thus the following comments should be regarded as
preliminary and are based on limited time for review and analysis of the Truckee River Operations
Model (TROM) and supporting .information provided in response (o the FOIA request. The
comments include specific comments referenced to particular sections of the DEIS/EIR fotlowed by
general comments, :

Page ES-6—The third complote paragraph contains a misleading statement that the Newlands Project
Carson Division water demands would be served in wet, median, and dry hydrologic conditions.
Analysis of model output data shows that the TROA Altemative results in incrcased shortages to the
Carson Division in scven years of the study period including an increase of approximately
8,000 acre-feet in Water Year 1934,

Page 1-7—The third complete peragraph desoribes possible changes 10 OCAP lo accommodate
Newlands Project Credit Water (NPCW) including the statement that the potential environmental
cffects of such credit water are addressed in the DEIS/EIR. As discussed in more detail in other
comments, the potential environmental effects are not adequately evaluated in the document becausc
constraints included in the modeling analysis of the NPCW operations are so restrictive that the range
of potential impacts on Newlands Project Carson Division shortages and Lahontan Reservoir water
levels has not been disclosed.

Page 2-36—vi. Newlands Froject Credit Water. The desoription of the NPCW program is not
consistent with the provisions of TROA nor the modeling analysis used to evaluate NPCW
operations. The description indicates that NPCW can be accumulated any time between October

I Soptember 27, 2004 lotter fram Ghaslos W. Bindes to Kenncth Rawr cegarding Truckee River Oporaling Agreoment
DEIS/BIR—Freedom of Information Act Request for Information Retated to the Truckee River Operations Model.
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and July. No such time period is specified in TROA and furthermore the modeling analysis restricted
the period of accumulation to January through June. The description also states that the credit water
would be released (as much as possiblc before August 1) in time to be used for its authorized
purposes. However, the modeling analysis used to evaluate the TROA Alternative restricis the
deliveries of NPCW 1o the Newlands Project to the month of July.

Page 2-41—iii. Enhanced Minimum Releases. The TROA opcrations call for Credit Water and
Project Water to be used to meet increased minimum releases for Donner Lake. Included in the
definition for Project Waler contained in TROA is Privately Owncd Stored Water (POSW) in Donner
Lake, apparently including the water in Donner Lake owned by TCID. Under what authority can
POSW owned by TCID be used to meet the increased minimum releases specificd in Table 2.87

Page 2-43, Table 2.9—Why is NPCW the second in order for water to spill from reservoir storage?
Page 2-49—V. Altematives Considered and Rejected.

The alternatives analysis is flawed due to overly restricting the range of possible alternatives
and rejecting alternatives wilhout sufficient analysis. The January 1996 Report to the
Negotiators cvaluated only altematives that can be described as variations of the Basic
TROA Allemative to address four limited aspecls of Truckee River operations emphasizing
(1) streamflows, (2) recreational pools, (3) threatened and endangered spccies, and
(4) assured storage lo serve uses in California. Even the narrow variations within the TROA
framework were resiricted and did not include a range of alternative operations, Examples
include, but are not limited Lo, storage to assure all existing water rights under the Orr Ditch
Decree are not injured and storage to assure Newlands Project shortages are not increased
due to TROA operations.

The altornatives analysis should include a broud formulation and detaited evaluation of a
range of possible alternatives to TROA including, but not limiled to: (1) construcling a ncw
reservoir(s), (2) transbasin importation of surface water and groundwater supplies, and (3)
increased utilization of conjunctive use and groundwater banking. Constructing o new
reservoir is briefly mentioned in the first full paragraph on Page 2-49 but it is summanly
rejected as an allernative because “.... it would have exacerbated degradation of riverine fish
and ripadan habitat as well as created additional cumulative environmenlal impacts
throughout the Truckee River basin. However, there is no analysis contained in the
DEIS/RIR to support this claim and the rejection of constructing a new TCSCrvoir as an
alternative to or a component of TROA.

Page 3-11—B. Past Cumulative Effects on Affected Resources. The third and GAh complete
paragraphs improperly atiribute the decline in water levels for Pyramid Lake and Winnemucca Lake
entirely to the operation of the Newlands Project. There is no basis provided in the DEIS/EIR for
this attribution. There are several other potential causes for declining water levels for these lakes
including drought conditions and diversions for irrigation purposes in the Truckee Mcadows. The
DEIS/EIR should include a graph showing the historical water levels for these lakes including the
recent recovery of water levels in Pyramid Lake 1o levels greater than target levels identified in the
Cuj-uj Recovery Plan.?

Page 3-59—(i) Nonconsumptive Demands. The second paragraph in this scction describes current
and future estimated acquisitions of water right§ under the Water Quality Setilement Agrecment
(WQSA). The calculations for the estimated acquisitions are referenced as presented in the Water

2118, Fish and Wildlilo Service, Cui-ui (Chasnristes cujus) Recuvery Plan, Second Edition, Region 1, Purtland,
Oregon.
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Resouroes Appendix, However, review of the dosument revealed that such calculations are not
included in the appendix. Detailed calculations including location of target water rights, prices,
inflation rate, and sources of funding should be provided in the DEIS/EIR.

Page 3-64—2. Maodel Results.

‘The TROM results for reservoir storage and releases are presented for wet, median, and dry
hydrologic conditions defined as 10-, 50-, and 90-percemt exceedences. This type of
comparison provides an interesting overview but is insufficient in evaluating specific impacts
on the Newlands Project. Monthly and annual analyses are needed to fully understand the
impacts on the Newlands Project. For example, model resulls show TROA operations
increase the Carson Division shortages in seven years including Waler Year 1934 when the
shortage was increased by approximately 8,000 acre-feet compared to the No Action
Alternative.

In addition to lack of monthly and annual model results described above, it is noted that the
DEIS/EIR provides no detailed results for changes in storage and water surface elevations for
Pyramid Lake even though it would seem that one of the objcctives of TROA would be to
increase the water surface elevation of Pyramid Lake to improve fish passage conditions.
The DEIS/EIR should include a detailed analysis of changes in slorage and water surface
elevations for Pyramid Lake including monthly and annual data and graphs similar to those
presented for other reservoirs throughout the Truckee River system.

- Page 3-78—c. TROA. This section provides a description of the operations model results for the
various reservoirs and differences in storage amounts and releases are often attributed to credit water
operations under TROA. However, there is insufficienl information presented in the DEIS/EIR to
establish specific cause and effect relationships between the various credit water operations and the
reported changes in storage amounts and releases derived from the operations model results.

Page 3-83—viii. Lahontan Reservoir. This paragraph contains misieading statements and onc
incomplete sentence containing typographical errors and missing words. The statement 15 made that
“Carson Division demands are met in wet, median, and dry hydrologic conditions” but insufficient
information is provided in the DEIS/EIR to reach this conclusion. The cited figures 3.15 and 3.16
are inadequate to evaluate impacts on the Carson Division. Revicew of backup modeling information
provided by the USBR under the FOIA request shows thal in fact TROA operations increase the
Carson Division shortages in seven years including Water Ycar 1934 when the shorlage was
increased by approximately 8,000 acre-feet compared to the No Action Alternative.

Page 3-88—d. TROA. This seclion provides a description of the operations model results for
streamflows at various river locations and differences in tlows are often attributed lo credit water
operations undcr TROA. However, there is insufficient information presented in the DEIS/EIR to
cstablish specific cause and effect relationships between the various credit water operations and the
reported changes in river flows derived from the operations model results.

Page 3-92-—3. Evaluation of Effects. See general comments regarding formulation of the Current
Conditions and the No Action and TROA alternatives.

Page 3-93, second line, (irst complete paragraph. Change the word “percent” [0 “percentage points.”

Page 3-95—(b) Carson Division. This paragraph conirasts percentage of demand met in lhe
minimum year but this comparison is misteading and does not preseat the true impacts on the
Newlands Project. For example, model results show TROA operations increase the Carson Division
shortages in seven years including Water Year 1934 when the shortage was increased by
approximately 8,000 acre-feel compared to the No Action Altcrnalive.
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Page 3-06—F. Optional Scenarios. The statemont is made that TROA was modeled using
conditions “most likely" 1o occur in the future based on the draft agreement. What is the basis for
excluding Fernley M&I Credit Water from the base TROA nn? :

Page 3-97—b. Donner-TMWA Scenario.

Insufficient information and poor graphical rcpresentstions are presented in this section
resulting in an inability lo properly evaluate the impacis on TCID operations and Newlands
Project water supplies under the scenario of TMWA having 100 percent ownership of
Donner Lake, The graphs confained in figures 3.23, 3.24, and 3.25 arc presented al an
insufficient scale to discern changes in operations. Furthermore, the selected items in the
graphs do not include specific points of interest to the Newlands Project such as Truckee
Canal inflows to Lahontan Reservoir or Carson Division shortages.

The third complete pargraph on Page 3-104 summarizes modeling results stating the
Truckee Canal diverts 120 acre-feel per year less water to Lahonlan Reservoir and that the
average annua) Carson Divisions shortages would increase by 80 acre-feet per year under the
Donner-TMWA Scenario. These statistics are misleading in terms of potential impacts on
TCID and Newlands Project water supplies because a long-term average determination
masks the impacts in individual months and years, particularly in dry years when Donner
Lake water is a critical element of the water supply for TCID. These numbers are also
antificially low due to the assumption that 100 percent of the Truckee Division waler rights
will be acquired for either WQSA or City of 'emley purposes.

To adequotely address: the potential impacts on TCID and the Newlands Project, the
DEIS/EIR should contain monthly amounts for the entire period of record reported for
Current Conditions and the No Action, LWSA, and TROA altermatives. The monthly
amounts should be reported for both scenarios: (1) Donner Lake undivided joint ownership
by TCID and TMWA as currently in place and (2) 100 percent ownership by TMWA. The
TROA falsely assumes that Donner Lake water can be partitioned. Even assuming this is
true, the TMWA and TCID points of operation for Donner lake watcr are not presented. The
results should be presented for the following points of operations:

» Donner Lake Storage reported by separate accounts for TCID and TMWA
o Donner Luke Releases of TCID and TMWA scparate accounts

o Donner Lake water diverted at Derby Dam

« Donner Lake water delivered to Lahontan Reservoir

¢ Donner Lake water as an undivided asset

Insufficient information is currently provided in the DEIS/EIR to understand the future
operation of Donner Lake and in particular the Future operation of the “'CID Donner Lake
water rights for Current Conditions and the No Action, LWSA, and TROA alicmatives.

Page 3-111—E. Recharge of the Shallow Aquifer ncar the Truckee Canal. The analysis of potential
impacts on groundwaler resources in the vicinity of the Newtands Project, including areas adjacent to
the Truckee Canal and Lahontan Valley, is madequate because the analysis presented is qualitative
and potential impacts are simply assumed lo be insignificant when comparing thc TROA and No
Action alternatives. One of the problems ariscs due to the assumplions included in the formulation.of
the No Action Alternative as described in the gencral comments. More realistic assumptions
including a range of possible actions should be included in the No Action Allernative. Once a more
realistic No Action Allemative i5 formulated, a quantitative analysis should be conducted to
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determine potenlial impacts on groundwater resourccs adjacent to the Truckec Canal and within (he
Lahontan Valley. The DEIS/EIR should also include an expanded description of the number of wells
and population dependent upon groundwater resources that are recharged from return flows from the
Newlands Projecl.

Page 3-157—last paragraph. The DEJS/EIR describes new flow recommendations referred (o as the
six-flow regime for management of Fish Water and Fish Credit Water releases in order o meet
ecosysicm requircments along the Truckee River. The new flow recommendations are attributed the
Truckee River Basin Recovery Implementation Team under a report’ to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. The discussion should include a description of the NEPA and ESA compliance procedures
and requirements for adopting the six-flow regime as well as analyses showing (he stand-alone
impacts of the recommended flows on diversions from the Truckee River to the Newlands Project.

Page 3-235—2. Threshold of Significance. The DEIS/EIR establishes the threshold of significance
for Truckee River inflow to Pyramid Lake as “Any change in inflow was considered significant.”
What is the scientific basis for considering any change in Pyramid Lake inflows as significant
whereas increases in Carson Division shortages for the Newlands Project are not considered
significant?

Page 3-235—c. TROA. This paragraph reporls that mode] resulls show the average annual increasc
in inflow to Pyramid Lake is 9,730 acre-feet under TROA compared to the No Action Alternative
and concludes this increase is significant. However, (his increase in inflow corresponds to only a two
percent increase in inflow to Pyramid Lake. What is the scientific basis for considering this change
in inflow as significant?

Page 3-330 thru Page 3-334—D. Employment and Income Affected by Changes in Water Use. This
section cvaluatcs the effects of transferving water rights but the analysis was apgregated to such a
large scale that the effects on the Newlands Project and in particular the Truckee Division are nol
discernable. The analysis should be disaggregated to show the specific impacts of purchase of
irrigation water rights for the city of Fernley and for Truckee River water quality under the WQSA.
The analysis should include impacts on employment and income as well as the economic impacls on
TCID operations.

Page 3-334 thru Page 3-336—E. Hydropower Generation and Revenues. This section is incomplete
because the analysis does not include the impacts on hydropower gencration and revenucs for the
Newlands Project and particularly the impacts on TCID operations. The analysis should be expanded
to include impacts related to the reduction in hydropower generation for the Lahontan Reservoir Old
and New Power Plants and the V-Canal (26-foot Drop) Power Plant.

Page 3-388 thru 3-391—Newlands Project Operations.

All of the following comments related to this scction on the Newlands Project Operations
assume for purposes of the comments only that the formulation and assumptions for the No
Action Altermalive arc appropriate; however, as discussed in the general comments there are
serious conteras aboul the formulalion and assumptions for the No Action Alternative and
the resulting cffect of masking the potential impacts of TROA on the Newlands Project and
TCID.

The analysis should be cxpanded as described below 1o include Carson Division shortapes.
Also the analysis should evaluate potential impacts on the following resources related 10

) Truckee River Basin Recovery Implementation Team, Shorl-Teem Action Plan for Lahontan Cutthsoat Trout
{Oncorhynchus clarki henshawi) in the Truckee River Basin, report prepared for U.S, Fish and Wildlile Scrvice,
August 2003.
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Newlands Project operations: (1) groundwater resources dependent upon return flows from
the Newlands Project, (2) stock watering and domestic uses under the Newlands Project, and
(3) water supplies for wetlands including Femley Wildlife Management Area, Stillwater
Wildlife Management Area, Stillwater National Wildlife Refuge, and Carson Lake Pasture.

Page 3-388, last paragraph. The lisl of specific operalions for evaluating potential impacts on
the Newlands Project should be expanded to include Carson Division shortages. In addition,
all of the specific operating parameters of interest to the Newlands Project should be
evaluated on monthly and annual bases as well as period of record deseriptive statistics Lo
include various frequency points, maximum, minimum, average, and median values. Also
the analysis should be expanded to include a scenarios analysis for drought conditions
assuming worst-case, multi-year drought conditions.

Page 3-389, Table 3.96. The summary table of potential impacis on the Newlands Project is
interesting but the resulls should be supported by detailed tables showing monthly and annual
values for the entire study period and all appropriate operating parsmeters for the project. In
addition, the summary lable and detailed supporting tables should be expanded lo show
results for the operating parameters for Current Conditions along with all three alternalives.

Page 3-389, Table 3.96 and following discussion of potential impacts resulting from TROA.
The operations mode] results summarized in the table are inadequate to provide a basis for
reaching conclusions on the potential impacts on the Newlands Project.  In parlicular,
monthly and annual results for Carson Division shortages are nol provided in the DEIS/EIR
and such results should be provided in the document. Review of backup modeling
information provided by the USBR under the FOIA request shows thal in fact TROA
operations increase the Carson Division shortages in seven ycars including Water Year 1934
when the shortage was increased by approximately 8,000 acre-feet compared to the No
Action Alternative. The annua) increases in Carson Division shorlage for seven ycars are
shown below:

Annual Carson Division Shortages Determined
From Operations Model Results

Carson Division Shortage
Increase | Percentage
Water | No Action TROA In Shortage | Increase
Year | (acre-feet) | (acre-feet) | (acre-feet) | In Shortage
1932 14,740 14,750 10 0.1%
1934 71,760 79,720 7,960 11.1%
1961 49,580 53,980 4,400 8.9%
1988 60,630 61,470 840 1.4%
1990 38,830 40,130 1,300 3.3%
1992 156,000 156,440 440 0.3%
1994 54,940 56,490 1,550 2.8%
TOTAL 16,500

The increases in Carson Division shortages exacerbalc the shortages that are incurred by the
individual water right holders served by the Newlands Project. -For example, in §934 the
water users under the Carson Division would experience a 27 percent shortage in available
supplics under the No Action Alternative. The 11.1 percent increase in shortages caused by
TROA would increase the Carson Division shortage to 30 percent. It is also noted that these
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shortages would be greater if deliverios are mads to the Lahontan Vallay wetlands at the full
duty of 3.5 or 4.5 acre-feet per acre compared to the current delivery rate of 2,99 acre-fdet per
acre. :

Page 3-390, first full paragraph. The statoment is made thal based on the analysis of releases
to serve Newlands Project waler rights, there should be litile 1o no economic impact from
TROA compared to No Action. There is no basis for this conclusion particularly in light of
the increases in shorlages shown above as a result of TROA. An analysis should be
performed to quantify the economic impacts resulting from increases in_Carson Division
shortages and decreases in Lahontan Reservoir relcases. The economic impacts include, but
are not limited to, reduction in hydropower generation and revenues, reduction in water
delivery fees received by TCID, reduction in crop yields and pgross revenues as a result of
reduced water supplies, and reduction in net revenue as 2 result of reduced gross revenues
while fixed costs and some variable costs remain the same.

Page 3-390, fifth paragraph. This poragraph provides a description of the NPCW operations
included in the modeling analysis for the TROA alternative. The following comments and
questions arise concerning the NPCW analysis:

»  What is the scientific basis for the proposed California Guidelines objectives for
flows in July for the verious stream reaches (hat are used o limit establishmenl of
NPCW?

v What is (he legal authority for imposing (he proposed Califomia Guidelines
objectives for lows in July?

» The description indicalos that NPCW was not relcesed before July 1 but reviow of
supplemental matcriels provided by USBR shows that relcases to the Newlands
Project were restricted to the month of July. The analysis should be expanded to
allow releases to the Newlands Project throughout the irrigation season as well as
scenarios to include carryover storage for rcleases to the Newlands Project in
subsequent years.

o Thc description includes a summary of the modeling resuls showing releases in 21 of
the 100 years, with a maximum storage of 1,300 acre-feet. First, this sentence is
unclear whether the “releases” are diversions at Derby Dam, Truckee Canal inflows
to Lahontan Reservoir, or some other operations variable, Sccond, it appears a
typographical error is included in third sentence and the word “recreation™ should be
either “creation” or “established." Third, backup data should be presented in the
DEIS/EIR showing the monthly and annual amounts for: 1) NPCW cstablished by
cither exchanges in accordance with TROA Section 7.H.1(a) or retention in storage in
accordance with TROA Section 7.H.I(b), 2) NPCW released [rom individual
reservoirs, 3) NPCW diverted ot Derby Dam, 4) NPCW delivered to Lalontan
Reservoir, 5) reclassification of NPCW by category in accordance with TROA
Section 7.H.6, and 6) utilizalion of any reclassified NPCW including but not limited
to flows past Derby Dam classified as Fish Water or Fish Credit Water.

Page 3-390, sixth paragraph. This paragraph describes Lwo other scenarios for managemenl
of NPCW that are characterized as “possible and reasonable™ but only a qualitative analysis
is provided. [ncluded in the qualilative analysis is an acknowledgement that such operations
under the first scenario would increase Carson Division shortages. If such other scenarios are
“possible and rcasonable,” a full range of possible scenarios should be analyzed to quantify
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the potential impacts on the Newlands Project and to idontify mitigation measures lo offsst
any increases in Carson Division shortages.

References—The references section should be revised lo provide consistent format and style.
Redundant entries should be eliminated such as Item No. 10 on Page 3 and Item No. 12 on Page 17.
Also, Item No. 4 on Page 9 appears 1o be the same document as Item No. 1 on Page 20. It also
appears thal the entire body of information available from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) was
not utilized and cited in the DEIS/EIR. Included in the missing USGS publications are reports
related to USGS river and reservoir modeling cfforts for the Truckee and Carson River Basins;
waveltime characteristics of the Truckee River; groundwaler quality and groundwater resources of
Lahontan Valley; data on groundwater quality and aquifer conditions for Reno-Sparks arca; and
irrigation drainage, water supplics, and water quality for Stillwater and Femley Wildife
Management Areas.

Water Resouroes Appendix—Exhibit 2 provides historical monthly streamflow data at key stream
gaging stations including stations of particular interest to TCID and the Newlands Project including:
(1) Donner Creek at Donner Lake near Truckee , California (USGS 10338500), (2) Truckee River al
Farad, California (USGS 10346000), (3) Truckee River at Vista, Nevada (USGS 10350000), (4)
Truckee River below Tracy, Nevada (USGS 10350400), (S) Truckee River below Derby Dam near
Wadsworth, Nevada (USGS 10351600), (6) Truckec River near Nixon, Nevada (USGS 10351700),
and (7) Carson River below Lahontan Reservoir near Fallon, Nevada (USGS 10312150). However,
the TROM model output for river flows summarized in subscquent exhibits in the appendix shows
river flows for the Current Conditions and the No Action, LWSA, and TROA alternatives for points
on the river that arc different than the USGS gaging stations for historical streamflows. The model
output was apparently post-processed using a separate program to estimate strcamflows at these other
locations. Displaying thc model results at points on the river different than USGS gaging station
locations as well as points that are not included in the direct TROM output makes it difficult 1o
analyze mode] results in comparison to historical conditions. For example, the modc] output for the
closest location 1o the Farad gage appears to be “Truckes River above Coldron Ditch and Verdi
Powerhouse.” No description is provided as to the location of this alternate location nor is any
explanation provided on how the streamflows are determined using the model output. Another
example in the appendix includes monthly data for the “Truckee River at S-Bar-S Ranch” which
appears 1o be located somewhere between Derby Dam and Pyramid Lake. Again the location is not
described nor is an cxplanation provided on how the TROM outpul is used to derive flows at this
alternate localion considering intervening diversions and accretions. Lastly, as described in more
detail below, monthly TROM output for Carson River below Lahontan Rescrvoir is not provided in
the DEIS/EIR. for the Current Conditions and No Action, LWSA, and TROA alternatives.

Water Resources Appendix—Exhibit 4 provides input files for the TROM for the various SCenarios
and included in the input files are demands for the various users. Although some additional
information is presented in Exhibit Nos, 14, 15, and 16, insufficient information is provided in the
DEIS/EIR to understand the assumptions and calculations used in denving these demands. For
example, the input files require input demands for the Truckee and Carson Divisions undcr the
Newlands Project for the Current Conditions and No Action, LWSA, and TROA alicmativcs.
Information provided by the USBR under the FOIA request included calculations for the demands
for the Truckee and Carson Divisions; however, this supporting information should be provided in
the DEIS/EIR. Included in the input files are numerous variables and switches for operational
parameters that are not defined. The definitions for the variables and switches as well as the
selection of the proper switches for the Current Conditions and No Action, LWSA, and TROA
allernatives should be provided in the DEIS/EIR.
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Wator Resources Appendix—Exhibit 5 provides output file summarios for the TROM for the Curront
Conditions, and No Action, LWSA, and TROA altematives. Thé output summaries are comprised of
four pages for each scenario listing monthly values for output variables related to streamflow;
diversions; reservoir inflows, outflows, stovage, and elevation; exchanges; credit storagc; shortages;
depletions; and demands for the various users exiending from Lake Tahoe and the other upper basin.
reservoirs to Pyramid Lake on the Truckee River and Lahontan Reservoir on the Carson River. The
summarics present the TROM ourput for the 1901-2000 average valucs. Thesc output summaries
have limited utility because the output is presented for the long-term averages only and thus it is
impossible lo evaluate output variables of interest during individual years particularly during drought
conditions. The full output is necessary and should be included in the DEIS/EIR to fully undersiand
TROA operations and lo evaluate potential impacts on Donner Lake operations and the Newlands
Project. Also, the information provided in the DEIS/EIR does not include definitions of the output
variables. The definitions for the output variables and a description of the interrclationships of the
variables are needed to understand the analysis and should be provided in the DEJS/EIR.

Water Resources Appendix—Exhibil 6 provides TROM 1901-2000 Simulated Monthly Reservoir
Data for the Current Conditions and No Action, LWSA, and TROA alternatives. The monthly data
are provided for reservoir storage, water surface clevation, water surface area, and shore habital area,
However, the data are provided for only six of the major rescrvoirs of interest: Boca Reservoir,
Donner Lake, Independence Reservoir, Lahontan Reservoir, Stampede Reservoir, and Lake Tahoe.
The same information for Prosser Creek Reservoir and Pyramid Lake should also be included in the
DEIS/EIR.

Water Resources Appendix—Exhibit 7 provides TROM Monthly Reservoir Exccedence Frequency
Data for the Current Conditions and No Action, LWSA, and TROA alternatives. The frequency
lables are provided for reservoir storage, water surface clevation, water surface area, and shore
habilat area apparently based on the data provided in Exhibit 6. Frequency tables are provided for
Prosser Creek Resesvoir but the supporting data are not provided in Exhibit 6. Frequency tables for
Pyramid Lake should be included in the DEIS/EIR,

Water Resources Appendix—Exhibit 8 provides TROM End of August Reservoir Exceedence
Frequency Plots for the Current Conditions and No Action, LWSA, and TROA alternalives. The
frequency plots are provided for all of the major reservoirs except Pyramid Lake. Also the plols arc
provided for only reservoir storage and only for the month of August. It is not clear why only
August was selected. Frequency plots should be provided for all months for all locations including
Pyramid Lake.

Water Resources Appendix—Exhibit 9 provides TROM 1901-2000 Simulated Monthly Flow Data
for the Current Conditions and No Action, LWSA, and TROA alternatives for sixieen locations. As
indicated above many of these locations are different than USGS gaging locations and TROM model
output. Also it is unclear why these particular locations were sclecled and more importanily why
other locations were not selected for detailed analyses such as Lahontan Reservoir releases.

Water Resources Appendix—Exhibit 10 provides TROM Monthly and Scasonal Flow Lxceedence
Frequency Data for the Current Condilioris and No Action, LWSA, and TROA allernatives. The
cxhibit also includes a location key providing some additional information relaled to the names and
specific locations of the sixteen points; however, more detailed information along with a map is
necessary to identify the locations of the points.

Water Resources Appendix—Exhibit 11 provides TROM Monthly and Seasonal Flow Excecdence
Frequency Plots for the Current Conditions and No Action, LWSA, and TROA alterpatives.  The
frequency plots arc provided for fourtcen of the sixicen locations included in Exhibits 9 and 10. The
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two missing locations are Truckee River at S-Bar-8 Ranch and Little Truckee River betow Sierra
Valley Diversion. For each of the [ourteen locations, four frequency plots are provided that are
actually multiple months: (1) Oct-Jan, (2) Feb-Mar, (3) Apr-Jul, and (4) Aug-Sep. It is not clear
why these particular monthly combinations were selected. Frequency plots should-be provided for
all locations for all individual months and on an annual basis cortesponding to the tabular
information provided in Exhibit 10.

Water Resources Appendix—Exhibit 15 provides the TROM Operations Criteria and Analysis for
Current Conditions and Alternatives, which is comprised of a general review of assumptions and
procedures in TROM to simulate the Current Conditions and No Action, LWSA, and TROA
altenatives. The exhibit may be useful for some readers of the DEIS/DEIR in gaining a preliminary
understanding of the modeling. of the various components of TROA but the exhibit is not a
satisfactory substitute for full documentation of the model that is necessary to fully evaluate potential
impacts on the Newlands Project and Donner Lake operations. Please recall that included in my
September 27, 2004 FOIA request 1 asked for full documentation of the model as Item No. 7—
“Users manua) or other documentation of TROM providing descriptions of variables, explanations of
model logic, flowcharts, user instructions, and other information for the main program and associaled
subroutines.” However, the USBR denied the request as explained in the October 27, 2004 letter” as
being protected pursuant to the Attomey Work Product Doctrinc. 1t is understood that a users
manual has been prepared for the TROM. This users manual should be available in order for the
public to understand the modeling analysis that is relied upon for conclusions presented in the
DEIS/EIR and the decisions thal will be reached based vpon the DEJS/EIR. Please explain why this
information is being withheld.

Waler Resources Appendix—Exhibit 16 provides the TROM Selected TROA Operations, which is
comprised of more detailed discussions and examples for the assumptions and procedures in TROM
to simulate the Current Conditions and No Action, LWSA, and TROA alternatives. Exhibit 16 is a
useful supplement to Exhibit 15 but again the exhibit is not a satisfactory substitute for [ull
documenlation of the model that is necessary to fully cvaluate potential impacts on the Newlands
Project and Donner Lake operations. The exhibit provides more detailed examples ol some of the
cause and, effect relationships for TROA operations for selected years or hypothetical conditions
resulting in differences in the exceedence plots between the Current Conditions and No Action,
LWSA, and TROA allematives for the various reservoirs and streamflow locations. However, the
exhibit does not provide sufficient information to track all of the various storage credit prioritics and
operations. Again, please explain why full documentation of thc TROM is being withheld.

General Comment No. 1—hnpacts on Current Qperations of Newlands Project.

The DEIS/EIR docs not provide an evaluation of the potential impacts of the TROA
Alternative on the current eperations of the Newlands Projeci.  The DEIS/LIR provides
information for comparing the TROA Aliernative with Current Conditions; however, such a
comparison does not show the potential impacts on current operations because the TROA
Alternative includes all of the embedded assumptions associated with future conditions for
Year 2033. An analysis should be conducted lo imposc the TROA provisions on the Cumnent
Conditions to determine the potential impacts on the current operations of the Newlands
Project. ’

! Qewober 27, 2004 leticr from Craig D, Muchlberg {Acting Regional Business Manager, Mid-Pacific Regianal
Office, Burean of Reclamation) 1o Chorles W. Binder regarding Frecdom of Information Act {FOIA) Request-—
4MPROL 1908.
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Qeneral Comment No. 2—Formulation and Assumptions for No Action Alternative.

The question arises whether the No Action Alternative is realistic or whether potential
impacts from the proposed action (TROA Alternative) have been understated as a result of
the formulation of the No Action Altemnative, The DEIS/EIR should include 2 more
complete description of the assumptions included in the No Action Altemative. In addition
the DEIS/EIR should include sensitivity and scenario analyses to demonstrate that the
assumptions embedded in the No Action Alternative do not unduly mask any impacis from
_ the proposed action. The DEIS/EIR should report the range of potential impacts associated
with reasonable ranges of values for paramelers and events assumed to occur in the No
Action Alternative. The following assumptions should be reviewed and varied appropriately
through sensitivity and scenario analyses to more fully evaluate the No Action Alternative:

1. Assumption that 100 percent of agricultural irrigation in the Truckce Division will be
eliminated. There is no demonstration that all of the water rights for the Truckee
Division will be acquired for purposes other than irrigation,

2. Assumption that demands used in modeling do not include any stock watering or
domestic use (other than City of Fernley) for demands in Truckee Division. This is
contrary to current water uses within the Truckee Division such as deliveries from the
Hazen Pipeline and other pipelines. This is also inconsistent with the assumptions used
in developing demands for the Lower Truckee River wherein stock watening was
included in the demands.

3. Assumption that of the 3,815 acres for Truckee Division 2,304 acres (60 percent) would
be acquired for water quality purposes and 1,511 acres (40 percent) would be acquired
for the City of Fermnley. Recent acquisitions and prices of Truckec Division waler rights
indicate that funding for acquisition of water rights for water quality purposes may be
inadequate and a preater percenlage of the water may be acquired by the City of FFemley
compared to acquisitions for water quality purposes. It is also noted that the DEIS/EIR
does not address the environmental impacts of acquisition of Truckee Division water
rights for water qualily purposes which include dust control and revegetation costs
associated with drying up irrigated lands and transferring the water righis to instream
flow purposes for the Truckee River.

4. Assumption that water quality water acquired from T ruckee Division is acquired al an
amount cqual to 133 percent of the duty (cquivalent Lo duty divided by cficiency of 75
percent) compared to Femley water acquired at duty only.

5. Assumplion that water qualily water acquired from Truckee Division can be stored in
vpper Truckee Reservoirs.

6. Assumption that 13,889 acres in Carson Division would be acquired for wetlonds
purposes resulting in a total acreage for wetlands purposes of 2 1,000 acres.

7. Assumption that wetlands demand is 2.99 acre-feel per acre instcad of the full duty of 3.5
or 4.5 acre-feet per acre. Sensitivity and scenario analyses should be conducted lor
Carson Division demands based on deliveries to Lahontan Valley wetlands at the full
duty. It should net be assumed that future wellands deliveries will be restricted 1o
amounts less than full duty, panicutarly deliveries associated with water rights acquired
by the State of Nevada and others [or use a1 Carson Lake Pasturc.
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8. Assumption that delivery efficiency is 65.4 percent for all years irrespective of water
supply conditions. Also, the value 65.4 percent may be low for future conditions (Year
2033) considering recent increases in efficiencies reported for the Project.

9. Assumption that Carson River inflows to Lahontan Reservoir will not change even
though upsiream water use praclices in year 2033 are likely to be different than (he
practices that occurred over 1901-2000 period of record, A change in future Carson
River inflows to Lahontan Reservoir would impact the Truckee Canal deliveries to
L.ahontan Reservoir through diversion criteria established in OCAP. Thus the proposed
TROA operations and potential impacts on the Newlands Project arc dependent upon
Carson River inflows to Lahontan Reservoir.

10. Assumption that Newlands Project credit storage allowed under the 1997 Adjusted
OCAP is not included in the No Action Alternative. Discussions with USBR
representatives during the November 23, 2004 conference call confirmed that Project
credit storage is not modeled in the No Action run contrary to Table 2.2 in DEIS/EIR
indicating that such an operation is included in the No Action Allemative.

11. Assumption that Lower Truckec River demands will increase from current annual
demand of 12,040 acre-feet per year to future demand of 34,280 acre-feet per year.

12, Assumption that water obtained by Pyramid Tribe in the unappropriated water case can
be stored in upper Truckee reservoirs. The DEIS/EIR should show the amount of
unappropriated water that is stored, released, and delivered past Derby Dam that
otherwise under historical conditions would be available for diversion to the Newlands
Project, particularly during drought conditions.

13. Assumption that in all four model analyses the factors used to calculate monthly
accretions to the Truckee River between Derby Dam and Pyramid Lake are the same.

14. Assumption that TMWA will be able to acquire agricultural water rights at the assumed
levels for conversion to M&I and other uses. As discussed below in General Comment
No. 4, the model results appear to be extremely sensitive to this assumption.

15. Assumption that Floriston Rates are not adjusted in accordance with either current
provisions of the Truckee River Agreement or TROA Section 5.A.3(b).

General Comment No. 3—Formulation and Assumptions for TROA Alternalive.

There are several questions and concems regarding the formulation and assumptions used in
analyzing thc TROA Alternative including the concerns wilh the various assumplions that arc
carried over from the No Action Alternative described above. The DEIS/EIR should include
sensitivity and scenario analyses to demonstralc that the assumptions and modeling analyses
for the TROA Alternative result in a range of potential impacts associated with reasonable
ranges of values for parameters and events assumed to occur in the TROA Altemative.
Specific issues that need to be addressed include, but are not limited to, the following:

]. Stream channel conveyance losses are not considered in any of the TROM analyscs,
which is of particular concem for the TROA Altemative. TROA Scction 5.E specifics
{hat conveyance losses shall be determined and allocated to various categories of water in
proportion lo the total amount of water in each stream reach. When questioned about this
concern, individuals responsible for conducting the modeling analysis for the DEIS/EIR
responded by first acknowledging that conveyance losses arc not considered and then
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indicating that the possible orrors would tend to cancel onc another becavse such Josses
are not considered in all of the model runs. Furthermore it was stated that insufficient
information is available to characterize stream channe! conveyance losses particularly in
the Truckee Meadows. Both of these responses are not satisfactory. First, USGS
historical streamfow records and studies on river travel times could be used (o develop
conveyance loss factors or methods for modeling purposes. Second, and of particular
jmportance, any errors associated with not considering conveyance losses will nol
necessarily cancel one another because of the changes in timing of storage and releases of
water associated with the various credit waters under TROA. For example, the
consumptive use portion of unused and excess agricultural rights converted to M&I
purposes by TMWA will be stored in Truckee River reservoirs as M&! Credit Water for
subscquent release to meet M&I demands or if unused converted 10 Fish Credit Water
and rcleased at limes different than the historical flow patterns. Subsequent releases of
stored credit waters will likely occur during times when Truckee River streamflows arc
significantly less than the streamflows occurring at the time the water is stored and thus
the potential for significant differences in stream conveyance losses, It 1s also- not
sufficient to say that the historical return flows will be lefl in the river al the time such
consumptive use is stored in the reservoirs. An analysis needs 1o be conducled to
detenmine the historical depletions 1o then determine appropriate depletion and
conveyance loss factors for future operations lo ensure that downstream walter rights
holders such as the Newlands Project are not injured.

2. Assumption that TMWA will be able to acquire agricultural water rights at the assumed
levels for conversion 1o M&) and other uses. As discussed below in General Comment
No. 4, the model results appear 1o be extremely sensitive to this assumplion.

3. Assumption that Floriston Raics are not adjusted in accordance with either current
provisions of the ‘Truckee River Agreement or TROA Secction 5.A.3(b).

4. Assumption that credil water can be established through changed diversion rights using a
consumptive use factor of 62.5 percent for rights acquired in the Truckee Meadows. Ilis
understood that il is assumed for purposes of the DEIS/EIR analysis only that such
establishment of credit water would be restricted to the historical consumptive use of the
acquired water rights. FHowever, Mr. Rod Hall indicated in a December 16, 2004
conference call that the auctual amount would be determined in future Nevada State
Engineer proceedings. ls it the intent of the TROA signatory parties to establish credit
water al amounls exceeding the historical consumptive use of the acquircd water rights?
If not, specific limitations should be provided in the TROA document and assurances
provided in the DEIS/EIR. If so, the full amount contemplated for cstablishment of eredit
water should be disclosed and included in the model analysis to evaluate potential
impacts on the Newlands Project.

s. As discussed in more detail in the above comments referring to specific pages of the
DEIS/EIR, the NPCW provision of TROA has been analyzed with overly restrictive
constrainis resulting in unrealistic impacts on the Newlands Project rebated to reduction in
Lahontan Rescrvoir water levels, decrease in carryover storage, and increase in Carson
Division shortages.

6. Several provisions in TROA are not incorporated into the modeling analysis raising
questions whether the analysis provides the ful) range of potential impacts of the TROA
Alternative. The DEIS/EIR should include full disclosure of the omitied provisions
including a quantitative analysis showing the cffects of the exclusions. Included in the
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omitied provisions are several categories of credit water including Fernley Municipal
Credit Water, California Environmental Credit Water, California Additional California
Environmental Credit Water, and Other Credit Water. Review of information® provided
by the USBR under the FOIA request shows all or a portion of the following TROA
provisions are pot included in the TROA model run. An cvaluation needs to be
conducted and reporied in the DEIS/EIR showing which, if any, of the excluded
provisions result in material differences in modeling results. It should be noted that the
April 23, 2004 dralt paper does not include a description of all provisions in TROA. For

- example, TROA Section 6.B.2(b}—Calculation of Orr Ditch Decree Irrigation Demand is
not described in the draft paper and thus it is unknown whether or not that particular
provision is included in the model. The DEIS/EIR should include a full disclosure of all
TROA provisions not incorporated into the modeling analysis. Based on the review of

. information provided by USBR, all or a portion of the following TROA provisions are
not included in the TROA model run:

§ §.A.3—Extension of Floriston Rate Supply
§ 5.B.6—Prosser Creok Reservoir Operations
§ 5.B.6(a)(3)
§ 5.B.6()(4
§ 3.B.6(a)(8)
§ 5.B.6(6)(6)
-§ 5.B.6(c)(7)
§ $.B.G(c)8)
§ 5.B.6(d) [Note: apparently corrected alter July 2003 runs used for DEIS/EIR.]
§ 5.B.6(d)(2) [Note: apparently correcled after July 2003 runs used for DEIS/EIR.]
§ 5.B.6(c)
§ 5.B.7-—Independence Lake Operations
§ 5.B.7(b)
§ 3.B.7(6)
§ $.B.9H
§ 5.B.2(h}
§ §,B.9-—Baca Rescrvoir Operations
§ 5.B.9(c)
§ 5.C.1—Accounting for Spili
§5.C.1{a)
§ 5.C.1(A
§ 5.E—Stroam Ghannel Conveyanse Losses
§ 5.E.1
§5RB.2.
§ 6.B—Sierra Valloy Diversion [other than historical input datal
§ 6.C—Diversion of Truckee River Basin Surface Waler Allocated 1o California Pursuant
to Scclion 204(c) of the Setllement Act
§6.C3
§a6.C4
§6.C.5
§6.C6
§6C1

3 Abril 23, 2&04 draft ppu-r c]:lilieﬂ Incorporntion of TROA Provisions it Fruckee Opesation Modl.
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§ 6.D-—Lake Tahoz Basin Allocation Procedures {other than historical input data)
§ 6.E—Califomnia Truckee River Basin Allocation Procedures
Appendix 6.A
Appendix 6.B
Appendix 6.C
Appendix 6.0 _
§ 7.A.3—Bstablishment of Credit Water Using Changed Diversion Rights
§ 7.A.3(c)
§ 7.A.3(d)
§ 7.A.4—Changes to Water Rights and Othor Changes
§ 7.A.4(a)(4)
§ 7.A.5—Restrictions and Limitations on Establishment of Certain Categories of Credit
Water to Benefit Water Quality Flows
§ 7.A.5(c) '
§ 7.A.5(d)
§ 7.A.3(¢)
§ 7.A.5(H(ib)
§ T.A.5(H(ii)
§ 7.A.6—Power Company Use of Water for Hydroelectric Generation and Compensation
for Reduced Generation
$ 7.A.6(8)
§ 7.A.G(b)
§ 7.A.0(c)
§ 7.A.6(d)
§ 7.A.6(e)
§ 7.A.6(0
§ 7.B—Power Cempany M&I Credit Water
§ 7.B.1
§ 7.B.4(a) [other than historical input data]
§ 7.B.4(b) [other than historica] input data)
§ 7.B.4(c) [other than historical input data]
§ 7.B.4(d) [other than historical input data)
§ 7.C—Fish Credit Water and Joint Program Fish Credit Water
§ 7.C.4(c)
§ 7.0—California M&I Credit Water, California Environmental Credit Waler and
Additional California Environmental Credit Water
§7.03
§7.D.5
§7.D.a
§7.D.8
§7.0.9
§ 7.F—Fernley Municipa} Credit Watcr
§ 7.G—-Orher Credit Water
§ 8.E—Trioritics Among Credil Water Operalions
[Note: April 23, 2004 drafl paper indicalcs most provisions under this seclion are
incorporated into the model; however, certain provisions ar¢ not incorporated and
certain conflicts are identified such as described in item 10 in the drail paper.]
§8.E4
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§ 8.P—Relation of Power Company M&I Credit Water to Fish Water, Pish Credit Water
and Joint Program Fish Credit Water
§ 8.F2
§ 8.F.3(a)
§ 8.F.3(b)
§ 8.F.3(d)
§ 8.F4
§ 8.F.7

§ 8.G—Relation Between Califomia M&I1 Credit Walers and California Environmental
Credit Water

§ 8.1—Relation Among Project Waters in Another Reservoir

§ 8.)—Relation Between Additional California Environmental Credit Water and Other
Credit Water

§ B.K—Limitations on Accumulation of Credit Water
§8.K4
§8.K.5
§8.K.6

§ 8.N—Classification of Project Water Exchanged or Restored

§ 8.0—Classilication of Fish Credit Water, Joint Program Fish Credit Water and Fish
Water Exchanged to or Re-Stored in Boca Reservoir

§ 8.P—Exchange Rules Regarding Trades

§ 8.Q-—Exchange With Donner Lake Storage
§8Q.2

§ 8.R—Exchanges and Voluntary Operalions Proposed By California

§ 8.5-—Exchanges of Certain Waters in Stampede Reservoir For Floriston Rate Water in
Lake Tahac :
§ 8.5.1(b)

§ 8.T—Exchanges for Water Quality Crodil Water

§ 9.C—Minimum Releases, Enhanced Minimum Releases and Prosser Creek Reservair
Releases for Ice Control
§9.C.1(c)
§ 9.C.1(h)
§ 9.C.5(c)
§ 9.C.5(d)
§9.C6
§9.C.7

§ 9.F—California Guidelines Concerning Preforred Reservoir Operations for Instream
Flows and Recreation
[Note: Apdl 23, 2004 drall paper entitled Incorporation of TROA Provisions into
Truckee Operation Model indicates all provisions under this section are incorporated
into the mode! with the exception of ramping operations.]

General Comment No. 4—Supplemental Modeling Analysis Regarding TMWA Water Rights
Acquisition.
The DEIS/EIR should include a scenarios analysis for the TROA Alternative assuming that
TMWA is unable to acquire existing agricultural water rights at the levels assumed for the

current analysis of the TROA Allemative. Such an analysis has been performed by My, Tom
Scott of the USBR and a summary of the resulis was presented crally 1o TCID
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representalives at a meeting on December 15, 2004 indicating that the model results arc
extremely sensitive to this particular assumption. The analysis apparently adopted all of the
assumptions and configuration for the current TROA Alternative analysis except the TMWA
water rights acquisitions were limited to the same levels assumed for the LWSA Allemative.
The analysis showed an increase in the shortages to the Carson Division beyond the shortages
shown for the TROA Alternative. These results should be documented and presented in the
DEIS/EIR. The DEIS/EIR should also include a complete description of the name, location,
amount, existing owner, existing use, priority date, and other pertinent information for all
walter rights assumed Lo be acquired by TMWA.

General Comment No. S;Ncwlands Project Credit Water.

The TROA, the DEIS/EIR, and the modeling analyses all improperly represent the NPCW
for the following reasons:

¢ The provisions for NPCW appear to place the operation and control of NPCW in the
hands of the United States with little input and control by TCID. '

o The Newlands Project receives relatively small benefits compared 10 the potential
jmpacts, which will inclide reduced carryover storage, reduced water levels in Lahontan
Reservoir, and increascd Carson Division shortages.

o The provisions for NPCW appear to be much more restriclive in terms of actual credit
water utilized by the Newlands Project compared to the current credit water provisions of
OCAP,

¢ OCAP would have 1o be modified to accommodate the NPCW langnage in TROA.

s The NPCW results providéd in the DRIS/EIR should be expanded to show how much
NPCW is reclassified and utilized as Fish Credit Water.

e The operations criteria for NPCW provided in TROA are gencral resulting in arbitrary
assumptions used for modeling criteria for NPCW. The modeling criteria appear to be
overly restrictive and biased against project utilization of the credit water, Problems with
the modeling assumptions are illustrated below:

o The accumulation months and storage volumes are not specified in TROA. The
model uses arbitrary NPCW storage volumes 1o establish credit storage for the
months of January through June. This period conflicts with OCAP wherein
accumulation is specified to occur over the months of November through June. The
modeling assumptions appear to also conflict with the description of NPCW provided
on Page 2-36 of the DEIS/EIR wherein it is staied that accumulation can occur
anytime between October and July.

o The specific months in which credit water can be released are not specified in TROA
rather an objective is specified in which credit water would be “Released in
accordance with the Truckee Canal Diversion Criteria to 2 maximum exient possible
prior to August 1. The mode! assumptions restrict any rcleases to the single month
of July. This is contrary to OCAP wherein releascs can be made throughout the
irmgation season.

o The provisions included in TROA in Section 7.H—NEWLANDS PROIJECT
CREDIT WATER do not specify thalt NPCW rcleases would be restricted based on
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CDFG streamflow objectives. However, the model assumptions appcar 1o rely
heavily onthese streamflow objectives in first determining whether any NPCW is
established and then second on actual releases during the month of July.

General Comment No. 6—Cause and Effect Relationships.

The DEIS/EIR and underlying TROM results do not provide sufficient information to
delineate specific cause and effect relationships of the various elements in the proposed
action to determine whether the TROA meets the purpose and need of the project. The
impacts section of the DEIS/EIR contains a discussion of increases and decreases of
streamflows and lake surface waler elevations at various Jocations and invariably concludes
the chariges are caused by the various credit water opcrations. However, there is no
demonstration that the specific credit water operations resulted in the changes.

» The monthly cstablishment of the various categorics of credit water by method such as
reduction in Floriston Rates or changed diversion rights is not provided in the DEIS/EIR
and based on supplemental information® provided by the USBR only limited dala
regarding various categories are available from (he model output.

« The monthly utilization, exchange, reclassification, carryover, and use of the various
categaries of credit water are not provided in the DEIS/EIR and supplemental
information provided by the USBR indicates data regarding various calegories arc
available from the mode! outpul but extraction of such dala would require significant
understanding and cffort. ‘

e Monthly supply of water quality water derived from acquisition of Truckee Division
water rights and other water rights is not delineated nor is it available from the cument
model output. Furthermore, a breakdown is not provided for water quality water
remaining in the river versus storage for subsequent releases.

¢ The stotage and release of Pyramid Tribe unappropriated water is not reported nor is it
available from the current mode) output.

« The storage and release of TCID Donner Lake walcr is not reporied nor is it available
from the current mode! outpul. This includes the issue that Donner Lake diversions at
Derby Dam arc nol delineated.

General Comment No. 7-—Assurances and Mitigation.

The DEIS/EIR does not provide sufficient provisions to assure that operations of the
Newlands Project are nol impacled by the TROA Altemnalive. Provisions should be included
to ensure Lhal available water supplies for the Newlands Project are not decreased as a result
of TROA operations. Also, provisions should be included to modify TROA operations ifitis
determined that modeling techniques or assumplions are crroneous. For cxample, provisions
should be established in the evenl TMWA is unable 10 acquire the level ol agricultural water
- rights assumed for the modeling analysis. A sccond example would be if actual opcrations
show that strcam channel conveyance losscs result in a decline in Truckee River sireamflows
available for diversion at Derby Dam. A third example would be if the TROA parties

® November 16, 2004 memoarandum from Rod Hall (o Tom Scott regarding Comments on Qctober 7, 2004 Request
for Information from TCID,
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ostablish credit water in amounts greater than the historical consumptive use of acquired
water rights to the detriment of downstream water right holders relying upon return flows.

Such provisions could include mitigation measures to protect the water supplies for the
Newlands Project. The DEIS/EIR does not provide any such mitigation measures even
though the analysis shows the TROA Altemnative will result in increased shortages for the
Carson Division. Miligation measures should be developed in consuitation with TCID and
other affected partics. Possible mitigation measures include, but are not limited lo,
-accounling and reporting procedurcs; improved modeling of TROA operations through
adoption of pecr-reviewed and documented models such as RiverWare; and reformulating
NPCW to provide a real benefit to the Newlands Project such as increased slorage priority,
carryover storage, and flexible release provisions,

1 appreciate your efforts in providing information in response lo the FOIA request and subsequent
inquiries. I look forward to continuing to work with you on resolving the questions and issues
provided above. 1f you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contacl me at (91G) 984-1470.

Sineergly,

BINDER & ASSOCIATES CONSULTING, INC.

Charles W. Binder, B.L.
- Pregident and Principal Engineer
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