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the Georgetown Divide Public Utility District
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ABSTRACT

This proposed action/proposed project is intended to implement those parts of Public Law 101-
514 (P.L. 101-514), Section 206, pertaining specifically to the El Dorado County Water Agency
(EDCWA) and the need for new water supply entitlements for El Dorado County. Under this new
contract, up to 15,000 acre-feet per annum (AFA) of Central Valley Project (CVP) Municipal and
Industrial (M&I) water would be made available to EDCWA for diversion from Folsom Reservoir,
or from an exchange on the American River upstream from Folsom Reservoir. The contract
would provide water that would serve existing and future M&l water needs in El Dorado County,
establish and preserve entitlements to divert the water in accordance with State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) and Reclamation requirements, and provide new water supplies that
would justify future construction, operation, and maintenance of new facilities to convey and treat
the diverted water. Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts resulting from the alternatives on the
physical, natural, and socioeconomic environment of the region are addressed in the EIS/EIR.

This Draft EIS/EIR is prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
Reclamation NEPA procedures, and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA
guidelines. Reclamation intends to adopt this EIS/EIR to satisfy the requirements of NEPA under
P.L. 101-514 to execute a CVP Water Service Contract with EDCWA, as described in this
EIS/EIR. The EDCWA intends to adopt this EIS/EIR to satisfy the requirements of CEQA for
implementation of the proposed P.L. 101-514 CVP Water Supply Contract with Reclamation, as
described in this EIS/EIR.

Comments on this document should be submitted by October 16, 2009.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Elizabeth (Beth) Dyer Tracey Eden-Bishop, P.E.
Natural Resource Specialist Water Resources Engineer
US Bureau of Reclamation El Dorado County Water Agency
Central California Area Office 3932 Ponderosa Road, Suite 200
7794 Folsom Dam Road Shingle Springs, CA 95682
Folsom, CA 95630 530-621-7668
916-989-7256 tracey.eden-bishop@edcgov.us

elizabethdyer@usbr.gov
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PAGE 1

Notice of Preparation
Draft Environmental Impact Report

va Proiject Water Service Cont
El Dorado Countv Water Agency

The United States Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) and
the E1 Dorado County Water Agency (Agency) will jointly prepare
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for this project. Reclamation will be the lead
agency under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
Agency will be the lead agency under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). Reclamation will publish a Notice of Intent
in the Federal Register.

Reclamation and tha Agency are soliciting the views of
interested parties as to the scope and content of environmental
information to be included in the EIS/EIR. Interested parties
should comment on the information which is germane to the
statutory responsibilities of Reclamation and Agency in
connection with the proposed project.

Two public scoping meetings for this project will be held:

Date: Wednesday, May 26, 1393
Time: 3:00 p.m.
Place: El Dorado County Board of Supervisors Chambers

330 Fair Lane
Placerville, California 95667

Date: Wednesday, May 26, 1993
Time: 7:00 p.m.
Place: El Dorado County Board of Supervisors Chambers

330 Fair Lane
Placerville, California 95667

Responses to this notice must be received not later than
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Friday, June 11, 1593, at 3 p.m. at Agency offices. The Agency
requests that you identify a contact person in your agency in the
body of your response.

Responses to this Notice of Preparation should be addressed
to:

Robert J. Reeb, General Manager
El Dorado County Water Agency
330 Fair Lane

Placerville, California 95667

Project Description

The proposed project consists of a water service contract
with the Agency for use within the service areas of the El Dorado
Irrigation District (EID) and Georgetown Divide Public Utility
District (GDPUD) in the County of El Dorado. The Agency has
entered into discussions with Reclamation to negotiate a long-
term water service contract from the Central Valley Project. The
contract to be negotiated has been authorized and directed by the
Congress as part of Public Law 101-514. The law directs the
Secretary of the Interior to enter into a 15,000 acre-foot
contract for municipal and industrial purposes to assist in
meeting the immediate needs of El Dorado County. Public Law 101-
5§14 directs that water for the Agency be diverted from Folsom
Reservoir or upstream on the American River or its tributaries.

P ion

The Agency proposes to make this water supply available to
the El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) and Georgetown Divide
Public Utility District (GDPUD) for use within their respective
service areas.

EID provides surface water to about 140,000 acres in its
existing service area. The latter covers about 30 percent of the
County. The District sphere of influence, about 347,000 acres,
lies generally along U.S. Highway 50 between the communities of
El Dorado Hills and Pollock Pines in the west and east,
respectively; and, between the Cosumnes River on the south and
the South Fork American River on the north (See Figure 1).

Elevations in the primary District service area range from
500 feet in the west to 4,000 feet in the east. Total annual
precipitation ranges from about 25 to 50 inches. The character
of the area is predominantly urban, rural residential,
agricultural, and open space. The District provides treated
water to the communities of Pollock Pines, Camino, El1 Dorado,
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Diamond Springs, Shingle Springs, Cameron Park, El Dorado Hills.
The District also provides wholesale and retail service within

the City of Placerville.

GDPUD provides surface water to about 30,000 acres within
its service area, of which 2,500 acres are in irrigated
commercial crops. The service area encompasses about 75,000
acres or about 6 percent of the County. The sphere of influence,
about 173,000 acres, is formed by the drainage boundary between
the Middle and North Forks of the American River on the north,
and the South Fork of the American River on the south. The area
is most accessible by State Highway 193 from the City of
Placerville (El Dorado County), and Highways 49 and 193 from
Auburn (Placer County) (See Figure 2).

Elevations in the District service area range between 800
feet in the southwest to 3,500 feet in the northeast. Average
annual precipitation in the area ranges from about 30 to 60
inches. The character of the service area is predominantly rural
residential, agricultural, and open space. The District provides
domestic treated water and untreated agricultural water to the
communities of Cool/Pilot Hill, Garden Valley, Greenwood,
Georgetown, and Kelsey.

Population and Water Demand Proijections

Figure 3 presents projections for EID; Figure 4 presents
projections for GDPUD.

Preliminary water demand projections prepared by the Agency
estimate the future municipal and industrial water needs for the
combined EID and GDPUD service areas to be 55,930 acre feet
annually in the year 2030. Total system demands including
agricultural use and system losses are estimated to be 82,090
acre feet in 2030. The total existing safe yield of the two
districts equals 48,780 acre feet per year--a difference of
33,310 acre feet in 2030. The proposed contract is for 15,000
acre-feet per year to meet the immediate needs of the two service

areas.

Reclamation, in its preliminary water needs assessment for
the American River Water Resources Investigation, estimates
municipal and industrial water needs for the combined EID and
GDPUD service areas to be 49,000 acre feet annually in 2030.
There are two principal differences between Agency and
Reclamation estimates: (1) Reclamation projects about 39,000
fewer people in the area than the Agency by 2030 with smaller
differences in intervening years; and (2) Agency and Reclamation
per capita water use numbers differ slightly. Reclamation
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FIGURE3

EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT
WATER DEMAND PROJECTIONS

WITH STANDARD WATER FIXTURES AND LANDSCAPING

Year
(3]
Duta 1880 1963 2000 2008 2010 2020 2030
EAST SIDE
Total East Sikide Demand, ac-it 19,870 21,320 21,710 22,000 22 840 27.640 31,120
WEST SIDE
Owedting Units. DUs
Treatad Wader Dls
Urban 12,581 13,008 18,684 23,488 32,782 43,128 47,150
Subagricuttural 1,197 1,197 1,197 1,197 1,187 1,187 1,197
Agricutral 26 2 28 28 2 a2 35
Subtntal Treatad DUs 13,804 18,321 20,811 28,711 34,008 44,353 48,382
Untreatnd YWater Acoourta
Agricultural 8 8 8 7 7 7 ]
Subtntal Untreatad Acooumnts [} 8 8 7 7 7 8
Treeted Water Demands
Urban
Unit Criveria, ac-/DU 0.55 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59
Demand, ao-ft 8,520 8,020 10,730 14,150 18,460 24,560 28,840
Subagricuitural
Unit Criteria, ac-f/DU 125 1.2 1.2 12 122 122 122
Demand. ac-& 1,500 1,480 1,460 1,480 1,480 1,460 3,460
Agricultural
Unit Critaria, ac-t/DU 29.80 27.80 27.80 Z7.80 27.80 27.80 27.80
Demand, so-ft 770 780 780 780 810 290 70
System Losses, ac-t 3,560 3240 3,450 3,600 3,880 4,750 5,180
Subtotal Treated Demand, ac-ft 12,750 13,500 16,420 19,990 24,390 31,660 34,550
Untreated Water Demands
Agrhlnnl
Unit Critaria, ac-&/Account 29,70 2820 28.20 28.20 20.20 28.20 28.20
Oemand, so-f 180 180 180 200 200 200 230
System Lossss, ac-ft 70 60 50 40 40 40 40
Subiotal Untreatad Demand, ac-ft 250 240 20 240 240 240 270
Total West Side Demand, ac-ft 13,000 13,740 16,650 20,230 24.6830 31,900 34,820
A 1 F 2 7 ¢ i Y B I 0 F | -1 -3 -84 ¢ 3B WE ER XY EX =1 i 8 -8 4§ EmxRsE S IIEIINIDWE .
TOTAL EID DEMAND, ac-#t 32970 35,080 38,360 42,230 47,470 58,540 63,940
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FIGURE 4

GEORGETOWN DIVIDE PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT
WATER DEMAND PROJECTIONS
WITH STANDARD WATER FIXTURES AND LANDSCAPING

rauc ¢

Yeor
GDPUD
Data 1990 1895 2000 2008 2010 2020 2030
Dweliing Units, DUs
Treated Water DUs
Urban 3,157 3,525 3,935 4,393 4,906 6,378 7.808
Subagricultural 379 423 472 527 588 765 836
Subtotal Treated DUs 3,538 3.948 4,407 4,920 5,494 7,143 8,744
Urttreeted Water Accournta
Subagricuftural 3135 385 435 485 535 &3s 735
Agricultural 23 23 23 3 23 23 23
Subrtotal Untrested Acocunis as8 408 458 508 558 858 758
Treated Watar Demends
Urban
Unit Criteria, ac-ft/DU 0.52 0.59 0.59 0.58 0.59 0.59 0.59
Demand, ao-# 1,640 1,880 2,100 2,370 2,670 3,540 4,380
Subagricubural
Unet Criteria, ac-R/DU 12 1.2 122 122 1.2 1.2 122
Demand, ec-t 460 520 580 6840 720 830 1,140
Systern Lossea, acf 370 420 470 530 600 790 970
Subtotal Treatad Damand, ac-t 2,470 2,800 3,150 3,540 3,990 5,260 6,490
Unireated Water Cemands
Subegricultural
Unit Criteria, ac-ft/account 10.00 10.00 8.33 68.67 5.00 5.00 5.00
Demand, ac-ft 3,3%0 3,850 4,270 4,800 4,850 5,350 5,850
Agricuitural
Unit Critaria, ac-ft/accours 72.00 72.00 72.00 72.00 72.00 72.00 72.00
Demand, ac-it 1,660 1,660 1,660 1,660 1,880 1,660 1,680
Systern Losses, ao-ft 2,330 2,250 2,150 2,150 2,150 2,150 2,150
Subtotal Urtregted Demand, ac-ft 7,340 7,780 8,080 8,410 8,660 9,160 9,650
TOTAL GDPUD DEMAND, ac-ft 9,810 10,560 11,230 11,850 12,650 14,420 16,180
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estimates are based on projections provided by the California
Department of Water Resources; the latter were prepared for DWR
Bulletin 160-93.

Oongoing studies by Reclamation and the Agency will refine
the estimates for future water requirements within the proposed
places of use.

Conservation and Demand 8ide Management

Water conservation and the reuse of water will be pursued to
the greatest extent feasible to reduce the need to develop a
supplemental water supply. The impact on water demands from
water conservation and demand side management is reflected for
each district in demand projections.

There have been high percentage unaccounted for water losses
in the conveyance and distributions systems of the two districts
due to the following reasons: (1) a greater than average
reliance on open ditch conveyance systems, and (2) a relatively
low density of development in the respective service areas. As
indicated in the following tables, present and future
improvements to the systems are expected to reduce losses to
about 15 percent of total water supply, which is approximately
the national average loss rate. These improvements are included
in the demand projections used as a basis for the proposed
project alternatives.

Loss reduction activities, in and of themselves, cannot
supply the entire future water supply demand for either district.
For example, losses in the EID service area in 1990 amounted to
5,204 acre-feet. If the delivery system were 100 percent
efficient, which is not feasible, the water demand in 2020 would
be 18,816 acre-feet per year greater than projected demand.
Lossaes of 15 percent would result in demand exceeding existing
supply by 25,798 acre-feet per year.

The implementation of Best Management Practices under the
Water Conservation Mamorandum of Understanding (California Urban
Water Conservation Council) will be evaluated for both districts.
The impact of measures for new construction enacted by the State
of california since 1992, including water conservation fixtures
and landscaping requirements, will result in a notable reduction
in water demand for the two districts. In 2030, demand
reductions are estimated to be 2,630 acre-feet for EID and 270
acre-feet for GDPUD. The estimated impact of the use of
graywater systems in 2030, if found to be feasible, could be
3,860 acre-feet for EID and 380 acre-feet for GDPUD.
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Water conservation and water reuse is extremely important
for mountain service areas because of the relatively high cost
and difficulty of acquiring new water supplies, together with the
costs of conveyance, treatment, and water and wastewater
disposal. Presently, water conservation in the two districts is
implemented through urban water management plans as mandated by
the State of California to be updated every 5 years.

ives:

A number of project alternatives have been evaluated for the EID
Service Area pursuant to CEQA in a Program EIR titled "El Dorado
County Water Agency Water Program and El1 Dorado Project for the
EID Service Area" (State Clearinghouse No. 72012008). (See

Figure 3)

Storage Projects

Texas Hill Project-—-The Texas Hill Project would consist of

a dam and reservoir located on Weber Creek, which has a drainage
area of 31.3 square miles and an average annual runoff of 20,900
acre~feet per year. A zone-fill or a roller compacted concrete
dam at elevation 1,832 feet would create a reservoir with a
storage capacity of 22,000 acre feet and provide a safe yield of
about 9,400 acre-feet per year.

Water from the Texas Hill Project could be made available to
the EID western service area by direct conveyance to the proposed
Bray WIP. Two alternative routes are being considered, one
adjacent to Weber Creek and one located higher on the south side
of Weber Creek. The alignment on the south side of Weber Creek
is the preferred alternative. This project would provide
operational flexibility for the EID water system, as well as
additional water supplies. The project also could be used to
store water imported to the basin using the proposed White Rock
Project.

Small Alder Project—-The Small Alder Project would consist

of a dam and reservoir located on Alder Creek, which has a
drainage area of 18.6 square miles and an average annual runoff
of 23,400 acre-feet per year. A zoned-fill or roller-compacted
concrete dam at elevation 5,320 feet would create a reservoir
with a storage capacity of 31,000 acre-feet and provide for a
safe yield of about 11,250 acre-feet per year.

Direct Diversion Projects

Water from the Reclamation contract could be made available
to the EID Service Area (1) at Folsom Reservoir at the site of an
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existing intake facility, and (2) at Sacramento Municipal Utility
District's (SMUD) White Rock Penstock through EID's proposed
White Rock Project.

Folsom Regervolr~--EID currently has a CVP contract which
totals 7,550 acre-feet per year. Capacity and treatment plant
constraints exist within the EID system and will have to be
eliminated before additional water can be delivered to the
service area. An evaluation of the impacts of the expansion of
facilities will be included in this environmental review. The El
Dorado Hills Water Treatment Plant (WTP) would have an ultimate
capacity of 20 million gallons per day (mgd), enough to handle
the existing and proposed contract. A 30-inch raw water line
from the booster pumping station adjacent to Folsom Reservoir is
also proposed. Excessive pumping, energy use, and conveyance
costs would be incurred, however, to serve above the elevation of
Cameron Park if this alternative were to be wholly relied on by
EID.

White Rock Project--As proposed by EID, this project

includes a 4.5 mile pipeline between an existing 36-inch blind,
flange turnout on the White Rock Penstock and the proposed Bray
WTP near Placerville. The treatment plant would provide water to
the western EID service area primarily by gravity flow. The
diversion could be made under 1957 and 1961 agreements between
SMUD and the Agency. CVP water could be withdrawn from the White
Rock Penstock subject to approval by the State Water Resources
Control Board (change in point of diversion).

Three alternative project designs have been evaluated for
raw water storage at the Bray WIP. Under the first alternative,
no raw water storage would be provided and an existing reservoir
at Bray would be maintained in its present state. Under the
second alternative, the levees surrounding Bray Reservoir would
be raised and set back to allow the use of the reservoir for
storage of 50 to 100 acre-feet of raw water and filtered backwash
from the proposed WTP. Under the third alternative, a new
reservoir would be constructed immediately south of the existing
Bray Reservoir behind a new 62-foot high dam in a natural ravine.
The second alternative is considered the preferred alternative by
an EID engineering consultant and was the subject of the Agency
Program EIR.

The proposed White Rock Project is currently being evaluated
under a Project EIR being prepared by EID (pipeline, Bray WTP,
and Placerville Ridge Conduit components).

The WTP would have an initial design capacity of 40 cubic
feet per second (26 mgd) and would be designed for expansion in
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two additional phases to an ultimate capacity of 120 cfs (78
mgd) . The treatment process (combining clarification,
filtration, and disinfection) would be capable of meeting current
and pending water quality standards, and the plant could be
upgraded if federal and state drinking water standards become
more stringent. Treatment of the wastewater sludge would be by
dewatering, use of drying beds, and direct discharge to the

sanitary sewer.

Treated water would be stored at the Bray WTP in aboveground
cylindrical tanks (one 5-mgd tank initially, with another S5-mgd
tank to be added) and in EID's existing Reservoir 11 for
distribution.

The Placerville Ridge Conduit could convey up to 120 cfs of
treated water at the head end of the Bray WTP via gravity flow to
existing distribution facilities in the Shingle Springs and
Cameron Park areas. The capacity of the conduit would decrease
along the length of the pipeline as it is tapped by trunk lines.

ject natives:

The supplemental water supply needed by GDPUD probably will
be used in the western service area, perhaps including areas to
the southwest that are not now within the District service area,
but are within its sphere of influence (See Figure 4).

Btorage Projects

Over the years, GDPUD has investigated a number of storage
projects and sites to supplement its water supply. The Canyon
Creek Project is by far the most feasible and acceptable storage
project alternative identified.

Ccanyon Creek Project--The Canyon Creek Project would consist

of a dam and reservoir on Canyon Creek with a drainage area of
12.5 square miles and an average annual flow of about 12,500
acre-feet (including regulatory releases from the GDPUD ditch
system). The dam site is below the confluence with Dark Canyon
Creek and would have a maximum water surface elevation of about
2,200 feet, with a reservoir capacity of 17,500 acre-feet.
Reclamation, in "Georgetown Divide Unit--A Reconnaissance
Appraisal of Ways to Develop Future Water Supplies" (1966),
estimated a total yield of about 9,600 acre-~feet.

Canyon Creek Dam would create a reservoir that would
inundate 280 acres. It would be an earthfill structure with a

crest length of 980 feet and a height of 216 feet.
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This project could serve by gravity the western portion of
the GDPUD service area below elevations of about 2,000 feet,
including Pilot Hill, Cool, and potential annexation areas to the
south., About 1.4 miles of tunnel and 2.6 miles of pipeline (part
of it in the tunnel) would be required. Additionally, surplus
water from Otter Creek, Stumpy Meadows Reservoir (an existing
project), and en route diversions could be easily handled in the
existing GDPUD conveyance system for offstream storage at Canyon
Creek and later use in the service area.

Water diverted from Otter Creek, an adjacent drainage, would
be conveyed to Canyon Creek near Antwine Gulch. Approximate
drainage area tributary to the Otter Creek Diversion Dam is 12.2
square miles. Otter Creek Diversion Dam would be a concrete
gravity structure 25 feet high, with a crest length of 110 feet.
The conveyance system from Otter Creek to Canyon Creek would
consist of 5,000 feet of 48-inch diameter, reinforced concrete
pressure pipe and a 7-foot diameter concrete-~lined tunnel about
7,900 feet long. Conveyance capacity would be about 70 cubic
feet par second.

Water would be conveyed from Canyon Creek Dam to the
existing GDPUD conveyance and distribution system through 2.6
miles of pipeline and tunnel to a site above the Schroeder siphon
north of Greenwood. This conveyance system would consist of 1.8
miles of 45-inch diameter pipeline and 0.8 miles of 42-inch
diameter pipeline. The pipeline would go through a 6-foot
diameter tunnel about 1.8 miles long.

Tipton Hill Project--The Tipton Hill Project site is at a

remote location as compared to the GDPUD service area, but could
serve the southeastern portion with a conduit system. Conveyance
to the western portion is also possible by pumping into the
existing conveyance system above the reservoir.

The reservoir has a drainage area of only about 6.9 square
miles, but it could be developed to a storage capacity of about
15,000 acre—-feet. Reclamation's analysis envisioned import from
Slab Creek and Whaler Creek to develop a total yield of about
9,500 acre feet. The latter scenario would require a substantial
conveyance system, including 8.9 miles of pipeline from Slab
Creek to Tipton Hill and 9.2 miles of pipeline to the point where
water could re-enter the District's system by gravity.

Tipton Hill reservoir could be used to store surplus water
from the Stumpy Meadows Project and en route diversions, thereby
augmenting natural flows from the tributary area. Although this
alternative represents a good reservoir site, in a preliminary
analysis it appears to be more expensive with fewer operational
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advantages than the Canyon Creek Project.

Greenwood Project--The Greenwood Project would consist of a
dam and reservoir on Greenwood Creek, with a drainage area of 9.9
square miles. The reservoir capacity would total about 42,000
acre-feet. Additional surplus water could be brought in from
other locations. Reclamation estimated the yield of this project
at 10,200 acre-feet. Development of this project would inundate
an inhabited area near the community of Greenwood.

Traverse Creek Project--The Traverse Creek Project would

consist of a dam and reservoir on Traverse Creek with a reservoir
capacity of about 9,700 acre-feet. The drainage area is about
8.1 square miles, and since the site lies somewhat westerly on
the divide, runoff is not as heavy as it is farther east at
higher elevations. Traverse Creek could supply water to the
Garden Valley area by gravity flow. Traverse Creek could also
store surplus water from the Stumpy Meadows Project. The project
normal water elevation would be about 2,300 feet, a lower
elevation than much of the GDPUD service area. It is remote from
most of the conveyance system and service area.

Deer View Project--The Deer View Project would consist of a
dam and reservoir on Soapwood Creek near Deer View. The drainage
area is only 1.0 square mile and the storage capacity it rather
small at 3,800 acre-feet. The site is remote from the portion of
the District service area in which major growth is projected.

Four alternative direct diversion projects have been
identified by the Agency and GDPUD: (1) North Fork Pumping
Project near River Mile 20.1, (2) South Fork Pumping Project near
Lotus, (3) Middle Fork Pumping Project at Maine Bar, and (4)
Middle Fork Pumping Project at Cherokee Bar. All four
alternatives could provide a supplemental water supply to the
western portion of the GDPUD service area by diverting water
upstream of Folsom Reservoir. Substantial flows exist in all
upstream reaches even in the summer months due to releases from
upstream hydroelectric generation facilities. Permission to
divert water at these points would have to be secured from the
State Water Resources Control Board.

Diversion Projects

North Fork Pumping Project--This alternative would pump

water from North Fork American River at a point just downstream
of the proposed Auburn Dam and up Knickerbocker Canyon to a small
reservoir and water treatment plant near Cool. About 1.5 miles
of 24-inch pipeline and a pumping lift of 1,050 feet would be
required to reach the small reservoir with an additional 1.2
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miles of 24~-inch pipeline required to tie into the existing
system near Cool. Pumping 1ift could be reduced if Auburn Dam
and Reservoir are built. The water treatment plant could be
located either at the small reservoir or near Cool, depending on
the amount of untreated water required in the system at that
location. This system would serve District needs in the western
portion of the service area south of Cool, including the area
served by the South Fork Pumping Project near Lotus. Either the
North Fork Pumping Plant or the South Fork Pumping Project could
be built, but probably not both projects.

South Fork Pumping Project--This alternative would involve

direct pumping from South Fork American River below the location
of the United States Geological Survey gaging station near Lotus.
Water would be pumped with a 200-foot 1lift through about 1.0 mile
of 24-inch pipeline to a 50 acre—-foot reservoir and water
treatment plant. Treated water could be served to the peninsula
area between the North Fork and South Fork American River, with
most of the service area lying to the south of the diversion and
reservoir. Additional pumping would be required to serve some
portions of the intended service area, and water could be pumped
back to the Cool-~Pilot Hill area during critically dry seasons.
This project is intended to serve an area within the sphere of
influence, a substantial portion of which is outside of present
District boundaries.

dle mpl Proijec 1 -~This alternative
would involve direct pumping from Middle Fork American River near
Maine Bar Canyon. A pumping lift of about 1,200 feet would be
required to deliver the water to the existing Auburn Lake Trails
WTP. Untreated water could be released directly to the
Georgetown Divide Ditch. About 3 miles of 24-inch steel pipeline
would be required with a peak flow of 23 cfs. The pumping site
on the Middle Fork American River would be flooded if Auburn Dam
is built.

Middle Fork Pumping Project at Cherckee Bar--under this

alternative, water would be pumped from Middle Fork American
River near Cherokee Bar to GDPUD's existing Greenwood Reservoir.
This would require a pumping lift of about 1,700 feet and could
provide untreated water to both the Georgetown Divide Ditch and
Auburn Lake Trails WTP. About 3 miles of 24-inch pipeline
through very steep terrain would be required. The added pumping
lift makes this site less attractive than Maine Bar. The pumping
site on Middle Fork American River would be flooded if the Auburn
Dam is built.
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Focus o vironment mpact Report

The EIR will evaluate potential environmental impacts
resulting from project alternatives including, but not limited
to, hydrology, water quality and fisheries; geology and soils;
biological resources (vegetation and wildlife); land use and
public policy consistency; growth inducement; recreation and
aesthetics; transportation, air quality and noise; and cultural
rasources.

A no-project alternative will be included pursuant to the
requirements of CEQA.

In general, those alternatives involving construction
activities identified herein would result in the generation of
ozone precursor emissions (SO* and PM'%) during construction
activities. This would constitute a direct significant and
unavoidable impact under CEQA.

The alternatives identified herein also would result in
significant and unavoidable growth-inducing and secondary
impacts, including:

* substantial increase in population,

* conversion of land identified for its potential to
support agricultural uses,

* conversion of vacant land and timberland to urban use,

* loss and degradation of existing vegetation and
wildlife habitat, and

w increase in ozone precursor emissions.

The secondary impacts associated with growth induced by the
alternatives identified herein include conversion of vacant land;
increased traffic, air quality degradation, and noise; increased
demand for public services; and habitat loss.

The dam and reservoir projects would narrow the range of
beneficial uses of the environment if constructed as the
beneficial uses of relatively natural stream systems would be
replaced with reservoirs and requlated instream flows. Section
15126 (e) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR
include a discussion of the relationship between local short-term
uses of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of
long term productivity. The cumulative and long-term effects of
the alternatives will be evaluated in the EIR.

Other potential effects resulting from construction-related
alternatives could include slope instability, pipeline severance
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from ground shaking, increased short-term and long-term soil
erosion rates, and structural damage from development on
expansive soils.

Section 15126(f) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an
FEIR to include a discussion of significant irreversible
environmental changes that would be involved in a proposed
action, should it be implemented. Construction of any of the dam
and reservoir project alternatives would constitute the largest
irreversible commitment of nonrenewable resources. Constructing
these projects would commit future generations to reservoir uses.
In addition, nonrenewable resources would be involved in the
construction of conveyance and distribution systems.

Section 15123 (b) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an
EIR to identify known areas of controversy known to the lead
agency, including issues raised by agencies and the public. Such
areas of controversy identified at this time would include, but
not be limited to, effects on public trust resources in the Lower
American River (among other water courses) and the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta and San Francisco Bay Estuary. The effects on
these areas will be evaluated in the EIR. These effects could
include changes in flows and flood flows, decreased flows, water
quality degradation, reduced hydropower generation, and
alteration of water temperature.

Potential effects on fisheries will be evaluated--
particularly in light of species which have been declared
threatened or endangered under federal and state laws. Potential
effects include:

* reduced fish productivity in the Lower American River,
lower Sacramentoc River, and Delta from reduced
streamflow and reduced Delta outflow,

* acute and chronic toxicity of fisheries and reduced
fish productivity as a result of decreased water
quality,

* reduced fish productivity and loss of stream habitat at
reservoir sites,

* reduced fish production, abundance, and distribution
due to reservoir impoundments,

* reduced fish productivity and spawning success from
fluctuating or low reservoir levels, and

* reduced fish productivity and spawning success from

raduced instream flows due to project operations.
Potential effects on vegetation and wildlife include:

* loss of mature oaks and pines, disturbance and loss of
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wildlife habitat,

* disturbance and loss of special-status plant
populations,

* disturbance and loss of vegetation and wetland wildlife
habitat,

* filling of jurisdictional waters of the United States,

* disturbance and loss of Valley Elderberry shrubs,

% loss of Layne's butterweed populations at the Texas
Hill Project,

o changes in riparian vegetation below reservoir
impoundments due to reduced flows,

* loss of northwestern pond turtle and red-legged frog at
Texas Hill Project,

® loss of yellow warbler and yellow-breasted chat pairs
and breeding habitat associated with the Texas Hill
Project,

* loss of wooly violet populations and loss of mountain

yellow~legged frog or foothill yellow-legged frog
habitat at Small Alder Project,

* obstruction to deer migration, effects of reservoir
impoundments on bald eagle, California spotted owl,
northern goshawk, and osprey habitat, and effects of
reservoir impoundments on Sierra Nevada red fox,
Pacific fisher, marten, and California wolverine.

Potential effects on recreation and aesthetics include:

* reduced opportunities for white water rafting,

* degradation of visual quality (including alteration of
views),

* effects on warm water fisheries and flat water boating

at Folsom Reservoir,
* loss of wild trout fishery habitat and loss of
dispersed camping areas at Small Alder Project.

Implementation of alternatives could have impacts on
potentially important cultural resources, particularly with the
construction of pipelines and dams, and due to reservoir
impoundments.

istri ion

A distribution list is being included in this notice to
encourage those receiving the notice to identify an interested
person or organization whose name does not appear on the list.

The list includes responsible agencies, trustee agencies,
other federal, state and local agencies, and elected
representatives that are known to the lead agency as having an
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interest in the type of project or projects which will be the
subject of the draft EIR.

A responsible agency is a public agency, other than the lead
agency, that has discretionary approval of the project. Prior to
acting on or approving a project, a responsible agency must
consider the lead agency's EIR. Trustee agencies have
jurisdiction over certain resources held in trust for the people
of California. CEQA encourages public involvement through
scoping, public notice and review of CEQA documents.

The distribution list for this Notice of Preparation is as
follows:

Local Agencies

Arcade Water District

Arden-Cordova Water District

Buckeye Union School District

California State Water Project Contractors Association
Cameron Park Community Services District
Carmichael Water District

Citizens Utilities Company of California
Citrus Heights Irrigation District

City of Folsom, City Manager

City of Folsom, Department of Planning

City of Galt, City Manager

City of Galt, Department of Planning

City of Placerville, City Manager

City of Placerville, Department of Planning
City of Roseville, City Manager

City of Roseville, Department of Planning

City of Sacramento, City Manager

City of Sacramento, Department of Planning
Clay Water District

County of Placer, Board of Supervisors

County of Placer, Chief Administrative Officer
County of Placer, Department of Planning
County of Sacramento, Board of Supervisors
County of Sacramento, Chief Administrative Officer
County of Sacramento, Department of Planning
Del Paso Manor Water

Diamond Springs Fire Protection District

East Bay Municipal Utility District

El Dorado County Air Pollution Control District
El Dorado County Farm Advisor

El Dorado County, Department of Planning

El Dorado County, Department of Transportation
El Dorado County Fire Protection District
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El Dorado
E1l Dorado
El Dorado
E1l Dorado
El Dorado
El Dorado
Elk Grove
Fair oOaks
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County Resource Conservation District
County Sheriff's Department

County Superintendent of Schools Office
Hills Community Services District
Irrigation District

Union High School District

Water Works
Water District

Florin County Water District
Fruitridge Vista Water Company
Galt Irrigation District
Georgetown Divide Public Utility District _
Georgetown Divide Resource Conservation District
Metro Airport Public Water District

Mother Lode Union School District

Natomas Mutual Water Company

Northridge Water District

Oomuchumnes-Hartnell Water District
Orangevale Mutual Water Company

Placer County Water Agency

Placerville Union School District

Rancho Murieta Community Services District
Rescue Union School District

Rio Linda wWater District
Sacramento Area Council of Governments
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency
Sacramento Municipal Utility District
Sacramento Metropolitan Water Authority
San Juan Suburban Water District

Tokay Park Water Company

State Agencies

California
California
California
California
California
California

Air Resources

Department
Department
Department
Department
Department

Drinking Water

California
California
California
California
Caljifornia
California
California
California
California

Department
Department
Department
Department

of
of
of
of
of

of
of
of
of

Environmental
Integrated Waste Management Board
Office of Historic Preservation
Public Utilities Commission

State Lands Commission

Board

Boating and Waterways
Conservation

Fish and Game

Forestry and Fire Protection
Health Services, Office of

Parks and Recreation
Real Estate
Transportation
Water Resources
Protection Agency
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b Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

* Native American Heritage Commission

* State Office of Planning and Research, State
Clearinghouse

* State Reclamation Board

* State Water Resources Control Board

Federal Agencies

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
National Marine Fisheries Service, Santa Rosa
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, District Engineer
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Regional Director
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation
Service

U.S. Department of the Interior

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
U.S. Pish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento

U.S. Forest Service, Eldorado National Forest
U.S. Geological Survey

Western Area Power Administration

Special Interest Groups and Other Organizations

American Fisheries Society

American River Coalition

American River Natural History Association
American River Parkway Foundation, Inc.
American River Recreation Association
American River Land Trust

Association of California Water Agencies
Audubon Society

Bay Institute of San Francisco
California Canoe and Kayak

California Farm Bureau Federation
California Farm Water Coalition
California Fly Fishermen Unlimited
California Heritage Council

California League of Conservation Voters
California Native Plant Society
California Outdoors

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
California Striped Bass Association
California Trout

California Waterfowl Association
California Water Resources Association
California Valley Fisheries Coalition
Central Valley Project Water Association
Citizens for a Better Environment

* % % %

* % % % ¥ %
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Defenders of Wildlife

Ducks Unlimited

EID Water Users Association

E1l Dorado Business Alliance

El Dorado County Association of Realtors, Inc.

El Dorado County Economic Development Corporation

El Dorado Forun

El Dorado Survayors, Architects, Geologists & Engineers
Environmental Council of Sacramento

Environmental Defense Fund

Folsom Lake Marina

Friends of the River

National Wildlife Federation

Natural Heritage Institute

Natural Resources Defense Council

Northern California Council Federation of Fly Fishers
Pacific Coast Federation of Fisherman's Associations
Pacific Gas & Electric Company, Placerville District
Planning and Conservation League

Protect American River Canyons

Sacramento River Council

Sacramento River Preservation Trust

Save San Francisco Bay Association

Save the American River Association

Sierra Club, Maidu Chapter

Sierra Club, Mother Lode Chapter

The Wilderness Society

United Anglers of california

Elected Representatives:

Honorable Barbara Boxer
Honorable Dianne Feinstein
Honorable Bill Baker
Honorable Ronald V. Dellums
Honorable John Doolittle
Honorable Vic Pazio
Honorable Dan Hamburg
Honorable Robert T. Matsui
Honorable George Miller
Honorable Tom Lantos
"Honorable Nancy Pelosi
Honorable Richard Pombo
Honorable Fortney Stark
Honorable Lynn Woolsey
Honorable Dan Boatwright
Honorable Leroy F. Greene
Honorable Patrick Johrniston
Honorable Quentin L. Kopp
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Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable
Honorable

Tim Leslie

Bill Lockyer
Milton Marks
Nichelas C. Petris
Mike Thompson

Dean Andal

Thomas H. Bates
Larry Bowler
Vivien Bronshvag
Valerie Brown
Willie L. Brown, Jr.
John Burton

Robert J. Campbell
Thomas M. Hannigan
Phillip Isenberg
David Knowles
Barbara Lee
Richard Rainey
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Bureau of Reclamation

Proposed Water Service Contract, El
Dorado County, California

AGENCY: Bureau of Reclamation
(Interior).

ACTION: Notlce of Lotent to prepare a
draf! environmental impact statement/
environmental impact report and notice
of scoping meetings for proposed water
service contracts to El Dorado County
Water Agency from the Central Valley
Project, California.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to Public Law 101—
514 (104 Stat. 2087), Section 102(2)(C)
of tha Naticnal Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) of 1869, as amended, and
section 21002 of the Califarnia
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). the
Buregu of Raclamation (Rectamation)
and El Darado County Water Agency
{Agency) intendad ta prepare a joint
eavironmantal impect statement/
anvironmental impaet raport (E1S/EIR)
for a water servica contract from the
Central Valley Project. Califarnis.

The proposed project consists of a
water supply contract for El Dorada
County Water Agency. The El Dorado
County Water Agency has entered into
discussions with Reclamation to
negotiate long-term water supply
-contracts from the Amencan River
Division, Central Valley Project (CVP).
DATES: Comments are requested
concerning the scope of analysis of the
draft EIS/EIR. Input concarning issues
related to the proposed water service
contract should be recaived by June 11,
1893. Two public scoping meetings for
this project will be held: Date:
Wednesday, May 28, 1993, Times: 3
p.m. and 7 p.m.

ADDRESSES: Location of meetings: El
Dorada County Board of Supervisars
Chambers, 330 Fair Lane, Placerville,
California.

FOR FURTHZR INFORMATION CONTACT:
Please address scoping comments or
information requests to Robert [. Reeb,
General Menager, El Dorsdo County
Water Agency, 330 Fair Lane,
Placervilla, CA 95667, telephone: (216)
621-5382. Reclamation’s environmental
representative is James Frederick,
Environmental Specialist, Bureau of
Reclamation, Mid-Pacific Region, 2800
Cottage Way, Sacgamento, CA 85825—
1898, telephone: (916) 978—5134.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Tha
contract 1o be negotiated has been
suthorized and directed by the United
States Congress as part of Public Law
101-514. This contract has been
excluded from the prohibition on new
contracting found in Public Law 102-
575. .

/- Aﬂcua.[/ djz.z:ﬂu_/, £Z0
)~ Chockr Beraew , BOPIO

Public Law 101-514 directs the
Secretary of the Interior (Secretary} to
anter into lopg-term municipal and
industrial water supply contracts to
meet the immediate water needs of El
Dorado and Sagamente Counties. The
law directs tha Secretary to enter into
contracts for up to 22,000 acre-feat
annually with Sacumento County,
13,000 acre-feet annually with San Juan
Suburban Watsr District. and 15,000
acre-fest annually with El Darado
County Water Agency. Thesa watar
sarvice contracts are intended as the
first phase of & contracting pro to
meet the long-term water supply needs
of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties.

El Dorada County Water Agency
water sarvica contract is not part of the’
Sacramenta County water service
contract project. Sacramento County
Water Agency and San Juen Suburban
Water District have initjatad
negotiations with Reclamation an a
watar service contract under Public Law
101-514, and they are preparing NEPA/
CEQA environmantal documentation
under B separate notics of intent.

El Dorado Couaty is currently
considering plans for long-term water
supplies. An environmental impact
report (EIR) has been prepared which
analyzes saveral combinations of actions
designed to satisfy the county’s long-
term watar neads. Cne element of
several proposed alternatives is the
water servica contract with
Reclamation. The elemant is the Folsom
Reservoir Water Supply Contract.
Folsom Reservoir water would be used
in the western service area, which
includes the most urbanized areas of the
county. It {s proposed that the contract
water would be diverted at Folsom
Reservoir or upstream from the
Amarican River or its tributaries.

The EIS/EIR will focus on impacts ta
the physical environmant from’
diversion, distribution, and use of the
contracted water. The documentation
will includa analysis of the potential
impacts to the natural environment, i.e.,
aquatic, wetland, and riparian
communities, including any effect on
spedial status spaecies, Secandary growth
impacts associated with the water
delivery and secondary impacts
associated with the canstruction of
water delivery facilities used to divert,
treat, and distributa Folsom Reservoir
water will be investigated. -

The draft F1S/EIR 1s expected ta be
completed and available for review and
comment in the winter of 199495,

Secoping )
One slement of tha EIS/EIR pracess is

scoping. Scoping activities are [nitialed
early in the process: to identify

_undar tha Act. These two

reasonable alternativas that should be
evaluated in the draft EIS/EIR, to
identify significant environmental
issues related-to the proposed prolects,
to determine the depth of analysis for
issues addressed in the documentation,
and to identify resource issues that are ~
not important and that do not requira
detailed study. Scoping meetings have
been scheduled to solicit public input to
help identify Issuas and possible
alternative actions within the
framework for delivery and use of the
contracted water.

Nate: Disabled persans requiring special
services, should contact Reclamation’s Equal
Employmeet Office at (916) 878—4911. Please
notify this office as far in advancs of the
meatings as possible, and oo lstar than May
21, 1993, to enable Reclamation 10 secure the
needed services. if a request cannot be
honcred. the requester will ba natified. A
1elephooe device for the bearing lmpaired
(TDD) is not available.

Dated: May 7, 1993,

Joa D. Hall,

Deputy Commissioner

[FR Doc. 93-11315 Filed 5-11-53; 8:45 am|
BRANG CODE 4316-00-4

Fish and Wlid(ite Service

Endangered and Threstened Specles;
Pollcy on Candidate Categories
Relative to Petitlon Flndings

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service.
Interior. °
ACTION: Notice,

SUMMARY: Under the Endangered
Species Act of 1873 (Act), as amendeg,
the Fish and Wildlifa Sarvice (Service)
avaluates petitians for listing animal
and plant species. Within 1 year after
receiving a listing petition (if substantial
information is presented), the Service is
requirsd undar the AQ to maks one of
the following findings on the merits of
the patition: “‘warranted,” “not
warranted,” ot “warranted but
recluded.” The Service has a separata,
ut related, administrative process'to
identify candidate species for listing
rocesses
have not been farmally linked in the
past. This natica states the Servica's
current policy regarding the treatrnent of
petition findings relative ta the
candidata categorization process. -
DATES: The policy announced in this.
notice has been in effect since December
18, 1992.
ADDRESSES: Please send any
correspondsnce concerning this notice
to the Director (AES), Mall Stop 3024,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Washington, DC 20240,

GEN. MGR 'Y _

W.R ENGRY 2L
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m g UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

uﬁl REQON X
78 Hawthorne Sireet

8an Francisco, Cu. 241053801

Roger K. Pattarson
Bursau of Reclamation
Mid-Pacific Region

2800 Cottagae Way
Sacramento, CA 95823-1898

Robert J. Reeb

General Manager

Rl Doradc County Water Agenay
330 Fair Lane

Placarville, CA 95667

Daar My, Patterson and Mr. Reab}

Tha Environmental Protaction Agency (EPA) has raviewed the
Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statoment
{EIS) for the project entitled Propomed Watar Berviaae Contruct,
2l porado county, camliformia. OQur reviaw is provided purauvant to
the National Bnvironmental Policy Act (NEPA) [42 USC 4231 et
geq.], Gouncil on Environmantal Quallty (CEQ) requlztiona [40 CFR
Parts 1500=1508] and Saction 109 of the Claan Air Act.

The proposed projact consists of a water supply contract far
El Dorado County Water Agency (Agency) which has entared into
discusgions with tha U,S. Burean af Reclamation to negotiate
long-tarm watex supply contracts from the American River
Divizion, central Vallay Project. Public Law 101-514 directs the
Secretary of tha Interior to enter Iinte long term municipal and
industrial water supply contracts with El Deorado County for up to
15,000 acre feet amnually, It is proposed that tha contract
wvatar would be diverted at tha Polsom Reservolir or upstream from
the American River or its tributaries.

In defining the projeat purpoga, wa recommend that the EIS
include options to meat futurs water supply damands by analyzing
alternatives to acguiring contract rights to additicnal water.
The EBIS should take into acoount those limitations on the
availability of divarsions from the American River given pazsage
of the Central Valley Project Improvement Act and the axiatenca
of tha Public Trust rasourcas in the American Rivar and tha San
Francisoo Bay=Sacramento San Joagquin Delta Estuary. Givan these
limitations the EIS should 4discuaas and zssgss the alternativas

Printed o8 Recyoled Poper

GEN. MGR, é .

v C

RECEIVED

JUN11 1993

EL DORADO CO
VWNTER,AGEQ%grY



regarding points of diversion and in-straam flow requirements of
the American and Sacramento Rivers, Tha RIS =should algsc set out
in extenaive detail the zequired water conservation plans for the
District, water pricing strategias, and water reclamation

opportunitias,

Wa look forward to working with the Bureau of Reclamation
and the Rl Doradeo County Water Agancy and appreciats the
opportunity to review and provids commpents on this scoping for
the preparation of an environmental impact statement. Plearms
send thrae copies 0f tha Draft Environmental Impact Btatement to
this office at the same time it ls officially filed with our
Washington, DC offica. If you have any questions, pleasa faal
free to contact me at (415) 744-1334, or have your staff contact

Edward Yates at (415) 744-1571..

Sincarely,

acqueline Wyland, Chief
Qffice of Pederal Aativitias

Enclosuraes: 3
MI #: 1911 BEBLDO.NOI

cc: KXirk Rodgers, UEBR, Water Poliocy and Allocation Office



U.S. EPA Camaents - Net{ce of lmtent to Prepsre on KIS

GENERAL COMMENTS

Statutory Backgzround

Authorization for this project iz set out in Sectian
205(b) (1) (B) of Public raw 1Q1-814 which directs the Hecratary of
the Interior to enter into long tsrm municipal and industrial
water supply contracts with Pl Dorado County. Thesa Water
contracts are for up to 15,000 acre feat annually "considering
reasonabla efforts to ensure watar conmervation programs within
areas to be served by the contracta.® This project must taka
inte account the consvltation rsquirements sat out in the
Endangered Spacipms Act [16 USC 1531 et =zeg.) (ESA). This project
mist also conform to the ragquiramants of tha Central Valley
Impxovament Act (Publia Zaw 102-545) (herainaffer Improvemant
Act) and the Reclamation Raform Ast (Public Law 97-293) which get
out standards and criteria for water guality, metering, and
canservation, snvirommental rsview. These ragquirements aram
detailad below. (All code citationz refer to sectiona of the
Improvement Act, unless atharwise noted.]

The Bureau of Raclamation is also requiradq to draft a
Programmatic Environmental Impaat Statement (EIS) for the entira
Central Valley Project [§3409]} . This process will probably not
be completed until wall aftar the El Dorado Wataxr Service ‘
‘Contract EIS has been completed. The Bureau of Raeclamation
should, therefors, reserve the option of reopaning cartain
contract terms aof the El Doradeo project In order to mest its
statutory mandates under the Improvement Aak.

When spacifying the purpose and need of the proposed action
[40 C.F.R. § 1802.13), we recommend that thea project purpcse
specify the currant water supplies and the projected demand for
additional water asources, Thase prajections should sat ocut the
various projections given differant levels of watexr conzervation
and pricing described balow, Thim section should also point out
the envirommental purposes for American River water that have
bean astaplished by the Improvemant Act. Baction 34068(b)2) of
the Improvement Act raquires the Secratary of the Intexior to
dedicate annually 800,000 acre-feset of Central Vallsy Project
(cVP) yleld for tha rastoration of fish, wildlife and hahitat and

to protact tha waters of the 5an Franclsco Bay=-Sacramento/San
Joaguin Dalta Estunary (Bay-Delta). :

Further, the Environmental Tmpact Statamant (EIS) should
racogniza both the specific project purpose anéd tha broader
environmantal purposes set out in the Improvement Act and other



laws such as tha Endangared Species Act. Any quantity of watar
for tha project should ba expliaitly conditioned on availability
of watar after meeting envirenmantal purposes. The EIS should
identify these purposes/requiremants and demonstrate how they
will ha implemented. In azsessing alternatives, tha EIJ should
prasent a range of actions that ara dirgoted toward =zatisfying

project purposes and objectivas.

Alternatives Analysig

When evaluating all reagonabla alternatives and discussing
rasasens for eliminating other alteynatives [40 C.F.R. § 1503.14},
we recommend that projact spensors consider a cambination of
alternatives in additrion to thoss mtated in tha Notice of
Preparation for this EI3. A combination alternative could
include water canservation, water reclamatlon, water transfars
and water pricing. The EIS should alsc include the "No Action®?
alternativa as required by thae CEQ regulations [40 CFR
1502.14(d) ). A no action altarnativa could describa the abova
mantioned combinations without any additional water contracting.

Watar Consarvation. Section 210(b) of the Reclamation Reform
Act requires each water district thamt has antered a watar sarvice
contract ta davelop a watar conservation plan which shall contain
Ydafinlite goals, appropriate water comservation measures, and a
tine schadule for meeting the water conservation obiectives."
Saction 3405 ¢of thae Improvement Act directs tha Bureau of Recla-
mation to eastablish criteria for evaluating the adequacy of thesa
water conservation plang. The Bureau has issued auch coriteria
(Apxril 30, 1993) and has recently f£inalized thia criteria in a
Guidebook lgsued Juna 1, 1993. The EIS should demonstratas haow El
Dorado. County is complying with the requirementz in thega
gquidanca documents that ara applicable to El Dorado.

Tha EIS sghould also use the enclosed quidelines for watar
consarvation, "Best Managemant Practicez," (BMPs) issued by the
California Orban Watar Caonsexrvatien Council [Memexandum af
Jnaerstanadling X Ry a s -3 gre Me)oi-1-Pa's- ) ~ s in
September, 1991). The EIS should alae expand on thase BMPY where
appropriate, a.q. design requirementa for new developmant, water
reclamation, use of conserved water.

Section 3405(b) requiras that any new watar cantract for CVP
water must includa a requirement that all water delivery systems
within the racipient district must ba equipped with water
measuring “"devices or methoda"” within 5 yeaars of the ocontract eor
amandment. The EIS should addrses this requirsment by de=zorilbing
E!l Dorado's plans to inatltute metering.
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Water Transfers. dection 3405(a) provides tha authority for
california water agsncles to use watar transfers aa alternatives
to new contracta or supplies. The EIS should examina the
opportunities for water transfars aspecially those in the same or
adjacant watersheds such as Placar County.

Watar Price Tiering. Saction 3408(d) sets out a system of
tiared pricing whereby pricas shall increase in relation to water
usa. These price tiaring standards ara minimum requiraments.
The EX3 should digcuss in detail how mora extansive price tiering
(i.e. that which goes beyond the minimal requirsmenta of tha
Inprovemant Act) can be nsed toc further ejcourage water
consaervation and reduce dependence on contractaed watar,

Point of Diversiem. Seotion 206(b)1)(B) of Public Law 101-
514 states that the watar zupply contract may come from Folson
Laka or for exchange upstream cn the Anerican River or its
tributaries. The EIS should describe the reascnable range of
alternativee regarding possible points of diversion givan this
statute and given downstraam flow requirements in the Amarican
River. Such instream flow requirenents were estahlishnd in

e ch 4 34 K 2 Y L
nlgg;;g;, clv. No. 428955 (Alamadn sup. Ct., Jan. 2, 1990)
(EBMUD)}. Tha court stated in EBMUD that, "Tha court intenda that
ingtraam flow requirements be an ahsoeluts limit on EBMUD!s
ability to divert water from the Polzam South Canal. When the
instream flow requirements cannct be met, EBMUD may not divert
any part of its appropriation,®[Id. at 109-210.] The Bl Dorado
EIS should address thase limitations and thosa imposed by the
Improvement ACt and ESA and demonstrata how thosa limjcationa

will ba compliea with.

~

Comme

The DEIS should cite specific documents and page numbers for
documents incorporated by rafarenca, and briefly describa the
contents of the raefexenced material. Tha proiject sponsor should
ensura that referenced materials are reasanably available for

inspaction. (40 C.F.R. § 1502.21)

DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT/ENVIRORMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

i t act ive Y

The DEIS should disouss dirsct, indirect and cumulative
effacts of the proposed action. Indirect impacts [40 CFR
1502.16] include growth inducement.. Discussion of growth
inducing effects (40 CFR 1508.8] should include dizcuasion of 1)
the increases in air and water pollution, goil-related prablems
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(2.g. soil erosion or groundwater.cantaminaticon), and habitat
loas rasulting from possible commercizl and residential
development induced by nevw water supplisa and 2) the additicnal
fiacal reaocurces that will be requirasd to protect air and watsr
quality, reduce water demand, avoid significant impacts con
wildlife habitat and wetlands, atc. y

Cumulative impacts result from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, presant and reasonably
foreseeable futuras actions, regardlass of what agency undertakaes
the action (40 C.P.R. § 1508.7]. Cumulative impacts include hoth
tamporal impacts - those impacts of related or nearby devaloprent
that will reasonably occur in tha future and "spatial” impacts -
those impacts that will combina with other unrelated or
geographically removed zctiona that will be expected lf the
individual impacts are allowed to accumulata. For instancae,
anergy facilities established to distribute watar may combine
with both urban development spurred by additilonal water supplles
and increased recrmaticnal use of the El Dorado Natisnal Forest
to degrade air quality. Or, wheras project impacts combine with
other watar resourca projects to increase water quality, such

impacta must be assessed cumulatively. [U,S, ¥. 227 3cres of

Land, 760 F2d 345 (S, Dist. NY 1991)].

wWatar Quality. CBQ regulations requira that RISs include
discussion of the *Natural and dapletable rescurca requiraments
and consarvation potential of various alternatives and mitigation
measures.” [40 CFR 1502,17{f)]. The EIS ahould{ thaerefore,
identify axisting and potential designated uses’' and the
applicable water quality standards for the American Rivar
drainage. Thias section should alae dageribe requirsments for
providing higher freshwater flows in the Amarigan River to
enhance water quality for support of designated uses propagation
of anadromous fisheries, and increased wildlife refuge water
supplisa. The EIS should include a detailed description of
existing and haseline conditiens and deficiencies in these
conditions in regard to any impacts affecting the Bay-Delta.
Guidelines {3aued the EPA, Department of Cammerce and
Department of Interior for datermining such baseline ccnditio?s

are enclosad | del

Dalta Baseline conditionsg].

! To avoid confusion with the phrase "beneficial uses! in
Reclamation law, watar uses protectad pursuant ts fadaral (e.g.
Clean Water Act, §303) and state watar quality laws are here
called "decsignated uses."
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The EIS should acknowledge that standards for tha Bay/Delta
are ‘being reasmessed and may he revized becausa designated us=es
are not adequatsly protacted by existing standards, Wa racommend
that the EIJ: 1) discusa requirements pursuant to the Clean Water
Act to meaet revised water gquality standards and protect
designated uses; and 1) lain any current leqal or policy
constraints to complying with thase standards.

Fadaral agencles must comply with the faderal conmistency
requirements of the State's Nonpaint Socurce Management Pregram
;Clean Water Act, §§ 3i9(b) (2)(F), 319(k)]. The EIS should
identify potential sources of nonpoint pollution from building
and operating the proposed action. Such sourcss may include, but
not be limitad to, sediment, heavy metals and herbicides.

Dapartmant of Interior antidegradation policy has been
incarporated into watar quality standards ilasued by EPA (40 CFR
131.12]. EPA'a antidaqradation policy, reinforcaed by the 1987
Water Quality Act, requirses that once designated usas of a water
" gagment have been achieved, the uses must ba maintained and fully
protacted. The ravisad DEIS should disclose whather aach
alternative is conaistant with the antidegradation polic{
gstablished by the Stata and approved by EFA as a provision of
the State'zs water quality standards.

Wetlandg/Figheries/Bislogical Resources. The EIJ should
idantify the requiremants af the ESA and the plans for complying
with those regquirements. The EIS should address specific needs
of Delta fisheries and we suggest that the Agency and thae Bursau
of Reclamation work closely with the O0.S. Fish and Wildlife
Servire (USFWS), the National Marine Fisheriass Service (NMFS) and
the California Department of Fish and Gama (CADPG) in assassing
thase needa, avoiding impacts to those figheries and mitigating
any possidle impacts. In particular, the RIS should evaluate
potantial impacts to threataned and endangered speciea (e.g.
Dalta Smelt, winter Run Chinook Salmon) rara or aanaitive endemic

cemmunities and candidate species,

The EIS should thoroughly dascribe and map drainage pattarns
and riparian areas in the proposad project arsa, Tha EIS should
. 1dentify tha rasourcss at riak such as wetlands, and fisheries

hahitat, especially spawning and rearing areas. For instance,
springtime increases in water temparature i{n thae B&y{Delta exist.
Any exacerbatiocn of tiis warming should be examined:.® Tha EIS.

? par hackground information pleass see CDFG (WRINT DPFG~8]
and USFWS [WRINT-USFWS=B8] tastimony in tha State Water Resources
Control Board Bay-Delta Proceedings, 1993; CDFG 1986 Instreanm
Flow Requiraments for the Lower American River, Sacramentc County

5



U l. EPA cuw-lu . lo:fu af rnnn( tu Frnﬂn 1 lll

ghould 1lncluda copies of corraspondence with NMFS and FWS and
listings of species that could ocour in tha project area or ba
affoected by the projact.

The Cantral Vallay Project has causmed savers detrimantal
impactx on fisharias in the American River watershed. .
Canstruction and operation of water storage and delivery
facilities has contributed to tha lose aof over 30% sf the
historical spawning habitat of anadromous fishes (DFG's
California Fish and wWildiifa Plan, 1365)]. The EIS should
identify the relavant mitigation msasures set out in §3406(d) of
the Improvement Act and asaass how the project will not conflict

with these measuraes.

Dredge and Fill. In regavd to any £ill activities that may
accur the EIS should: identify whether the project will cause or
contribute to siqnificant degradatien aof the waters of the Unitad
States and shauld demonstrate how the proposmed action will comply
with tha guidelines promulgatsd pursuant to Secticn ¢04(b) (1) of
tha Clean Water Act [40 C.F.R. Part 230]. In particular, the BIS

should:

a. demonastrates that the project sponsors have aelactad the
least damaging practicable alternative baszed on coata,
logistics and axisting technoleqy with raspect to watars of
the United states. (40 C.F.R. § 230.10(2)].

b. describe how the project sponsors will avoid, minimize
and mitigate the potential impacts of xmplamenting each aof
the alternntivas- <_eBe uemm:n_xza_e_e..ths_m

from which pettinent
information may be drawn.) For impacts that ars
unavoidable, tha EIS should include detailed mitigation,
including specific site plana and proposa a mitigation
ratio. It should not proposa use of offsits waters or
wvetlands far mitigation.

c. Qdamonatrate that implementing the action will not
jeopardize tha existence of species listed as andangered or
threntened undar tha Endangered Spaecles Act of 1973 or
rasult in the destruction or adversa modification of a
habitat which is "critical habitat? under sala law.

d. discuss how tha impacts of the proposed action may
contributa to cumulative losses of waters of the United

Stataes in the area.

Strean Evaluation, NO. 86-1.
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The EIS should spaoify whether any hagardous substances,
such as petroleum products and pesticides, will ba usaed/
generated as a result of implamenting the propossd actian.

If tha project sponsors expaect to usa hazardous substancee (40
C.F.R. § 302.4) in conjunction with the proposad action, the EIS
should dizcuss how the project aponaors will protect against
gpills in compliance with the requirsmants of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Aot (CERCLA)
and the methods that will be used to ¢lean-up and dispasa aof
splllg/wastes in compliance with the Razource Condarvation and
Recaovery Act (RCRA) requlations found at 40 C.F.R. § 260 to 268B.

alr_qualiby

As mentionad abova in the Direoct, Indirect and Cumulativae
impacts saction above the EIS should assesas any growth inducing
{mpacts, including residential, caommarcial and industrial
development which may result in degradation of air quality. The

EIS8 should:

1. Discuss whether the project ares is designataed a
nonattainment area and so then it should identify the
particular pollutant(s), the degrea of nonattainment and the
lavalas of viclations of state and faderal standards.

2, Include ralative state and federal statutory rsquirementsa
for air cquality plans and discuss current planning efforts

to revise any of thosa plans.

3. Idenktify PSD Class I Areas (i.e., wilderness areas, Natlonal
Parks, e.g. Desolation Wildernass Araa), whiah radeive
spacial protection for particulatea, 50,, NO,.

4. Identify areas with spacial visibility valua or protectinn.
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PETE WILSON, Gowermor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

170t NIMBUS ROAD, SUITE A
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 953670

(916) 355-7020

June 9, 1992

Mr. Robert Reeb, General Manager
El Dorado County Water Agency
330 Fair Lane

Placerville, California 95667

Dear Mr. Reeb:

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed your
Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the El Dorado County Water Agency (EDCWA) Central
Valley Project Water Service Contract (SCH# 93052016). The
proposed project consists of a water service contract with the
EDCWA for use within the service areas of the El Dorado
Irrigation District (EID) and Georgetown Divide Public Utility
District (GDPUD) in the County of El Dorado. The EDCWA as
authorized and directed by Congress as part of Public Law 101-514
has entered into discussions with the United States Bureau of
Reclamation (USBR) to negotiate a long-term water Zervice
contract for 15,000 acre-feet (af) from the Central Valley

Project.

The proposed project consists of several alternatives to
meet the projected water demands of EID and GDPUD. The
alternatives for meeting EID’s water demand are: Texas Hill
Reservoir Project (Storage), Small Alder Project (Storage),
Folsom Reservoir (Direct Diversion), and the White Rock Project
(Direct Diversion). The alternatives for meeting GDPUD’s water
damand are: Canyoen Craek/Otter Creek Project (Starage), Tipton
Hill Project (Storage), Greenwood Project (Storage), Traverse
Creek Project (Storage), Deer View Project (Storage), North Fork
Pumping Project (Direct Diversion), South Fork Pumping Project
(Direct Diversion), Middle Fork Pumping Project at Maine Bar
(Direct Diversion), and the Middle Fork Pumping Project at
Cherokee Bar (Direct Diversion). Based upon the proposed project
descriptions, the DFG has the following comments and concerns for
inclusion in the draft EIR.

Fisheries Resources

The DFG will require a detailed study of historical suffacel -(ET
water hydrology and how this will be affected by the different GEN.MGR.})Y

projects. The hydrologic analysis must include a 20-year
hydrograph (DFG approved synthesized hydrograph is acceptable)VI&ENGﬁé%Z
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for affected stream reaches. Inventories must be conducted on
current abundance and distribution of native and introduced
fishery resources, and how the different aspects of the projects
may impact them. DFG will require that instream flow studies be
conducted using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS)
Instream Flow Incremental Methodology (IFIM) with species
preference curves developed for the American River (or DFG
approved suitable proximate drainage basins) to model fish (all
species and lifestages) and fish food (aquatic
macroinvertebrates) habitat for pre—- and post-project streamflows
within the scope of the projects. The studies should also
address impacts of the timing of water deliveries upon aquatic
resources. Specifically, the Texas Hill Reservoir Project
(Storage), Small Alder Project (Storage), White Rock Project
(Direct Diversion), Canyon Creek/Otter Creek Project (Storage),
Tipton Hill Project (Storage), Greenwood Project (Storage),
Traverse Creek Project (Storage), Deer View Project (Storage),
North Fork Pumping Project (Direct Diversion), South Fork Pumping
Project (Direct Diversion), Middle Fork Pumping Project at Maine
Bar (Direct Diversion), and the Middle Fork Pumping Project at
Cherokee Bar (Direct Diversion).

The draft EIR should also evaluate the impacts of changing
flow regimes and minimum pocl storage (Folsom Reserveoir) upon
temperature and water quality in Folsom Reservoir and reaches
downstream of proposed reservoirs and diversions. The USFWS
Stream Network Temperature Model (SNTEMP) should be used to model
existing and post-project conditions, including temperature
changes from modifications of flow regimes and impacts to
riparian habitats.

The DFG recommends that the studies be conducted to .
determine flow regimes necessary for channel maintenance in the
stream reaches affected by the proposed storage and diversion
projects. Your studies should also identify project hazards to
fishery resources. All diversions will need to be screened as
per DFG screening criteria, to prevent the entrainment of fish
(juveniles and adults) into the storage/conveyance system.

Construction of reservoirs or diversions on Weber Creek,
Alder Creek, Canyon Creek, Otter Creek, Rock Creek, Whaler Creek,
Greenwaod Creek, Traverse Creek, and Soapwood Creek, Slab Creek,
North Fork, Middle Fork, and South Fork would result in a loss of
stream and riparian habitat. An analysis should be made of
project construction and operation impacts to stream water
quality. An erosion control plan with specific, detailed
measures should be included. Your environmental analysis of'-
project options should lead to salection of the option that
ensures thriving trout and native nongame fishes in waters within
the scope of the projects.
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The proposed projects may impact water quality, flow
regimes, and fisheries in the lower American River, Sacramento-
San Joaquin Delta, and San Francisco Bay Estuary therefore, your
analysis must address these issues. Consultation with the USFWS,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, National Marine Fisheries
Service, State Water Resources Control Board, and DFG is
recommended to ensure adequate protection of these ecosystems.

Wildlife Resources

The EIR should discuss and mitigate the proposed projects
direct and indirect impacts upon wildlire. Vegetation mapping
for all wildlife habjitat in the project area should be prepared.
The document should examine how proposed project features may
impact wildlife. We recommend (except for rare, threatened, and
endangered plants and animals) the Habitat Evaluation Procedures
method developed by the USFWS be used to quantify these impacts,
and to evaluate and develop proposed mitigation that would offset
these impacts. Studies should also be conducted to determine the
extent of winter and resident deer ranges that would be impacted
by the proposed project alternatives.

Wetland Habitat

Eighty-nine percent of riparian woodland and 94 percent of
interior wetlands have been lost or altered since the 1800’s.
These losses have resulted in the DFG’s no net loss of wetlands
habitat policy. The analysis of the project alternatives should
address mitigation of stream or river habitat and all wetland
habitat lost to reservoir or diversion impoundments or other
project features based upon the concept of no net loss of wetland

habitat value and acreage.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The EIR should evaluate and mitigate the proposed projects
direct and indirect impact upon State- and Federally-listed rare,
threatened, endangered species, candidate species, and Species of
Special Concern. The report should include a search of the DFG’s
Natural Diversity Data Base, information from U.S. Forest Service
files, as well as field surveys for the presence of potential
candidate, Species of Special Concern, rare, threatened, and
endangered species within the vicinity of the proposed projects
and theilr service areas. Surveys should be performed by
qualified biologists who are experienced with appropriate survey
methods and timing. The report should address how the proposed
projects may impact these sensitive species within the vicinity
and develop mitigation measures to offset identified impacts. If
adverse impacts to State- or Federally-listed candidate, species
of special concern, rare, threatened, or endangered species are
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identified, consultation with the USFWS and DFG should be
initiated.
Recreation

The EIR should address the projects and alternatives impacts
upon consumptive and nonconsumptive fish and wildlife users.
Recreational cost/benefit analysis should incorperate econcmic
considerations.

Cunulative Impacts

The American River watershed is already highly developed for
hydropower, flood control, irrigation, and domestic water supply.
The DFG is concerned that the proposed projects and alternatives
may have cumulative impacts to the American River Basin and
recommends that the EIR address these problems. A cost/benefit
analysis of project options should be included. Evaluation of
project alternatives should also include conservation measures as
part of the no project option.

Growth Inducing Impacts

Growth Inducing Impacts resulting from the proposed water
development should be addressed. These proposed prdjects will
induce growth, thereby further reducing available habitat for
wildlife and sensitive plant species. The DFG suggests a Habitat
Management Plan be examined to offset the impacts to fish and
wildlife habitats resulting from growth in the service areas.

In order to comply with Public Resources Code
Section 21081.6, a detailed monitoring program must be developed
for all required mitigation conditions. The monitoring program
should include the following: .

a. Specific criteria to measure effectiveness of
mitigation

b. Annual monitoring for a minimum of five years. Annual
written reports submitted to the lead agency and the
DFG - = f

c. Annual monitoring reports, each of which include
corrective recommendations that shall be implemented in
order to ensure that mitigation efforts are successful.

The proposed projects and alternatives will have an impact
to fish and/or wildlife habitat. Assessment of fees under Public
Resources Code Section 21089 and as defined by Fish and Game Code
Section 711.4 is necessary. Fees are payable by the project
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applicant upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the lead
agency.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 21092 and
21092.2, the DFG requests written notification of proposed
actions and pending decisions regarding this project. Written
notifications should be directed to this office.

The applicant should be advised that work within the 100-
year flood plain consisting of but not limited to, diversion or
obstruction of the natural flow or changes in the channel, bed,
or bank of any river, strean, or lake will require notification
to DFG as required by Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq.
The notification (with fee), and subsequent agreement, must be
completed prior to initiating any such work. . Notification to the
DFG should be made after the project is approved by the lead
agency. The agreement process should not be used in lieu of
specific mitigation measures to be included as conditions of
project approval by the lead agency. The 1600 agreement should
be sought after appropriate U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permits
are secured.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact
Mr. Stafford Lehr, Fishery Biologist, at (916) 355-7090, or
Mr. Jerry Mensch, Environmental Specialist IV, at (916) 355-7030.

Slncera&yq

L. Rypn Béégiéééz7
Region Manager
[\
cc: Mr. Wayne S. White

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way, Room E-1803
Sacramento, California 95825

U.S. Forest Service

Forest Supervisor

E1l Dorado National Forest

100 Forni Road .
Placerville, California 95667 kS
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Roger K. Patterson
Buresau of Resclamation
Mid-Paciflc Region

2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95823-1858

Robert J. Reeb

Ganeral Manager

El Dorado County Water Agenay
330 Fair Lana

Placerville, CA 95667

Dear Mr. Patterson and Mr. Reeb!

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has raviewed the
Notice ¢f Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS)} for the project entitled Rroposed Water Bervice Contract,
El Dorado County, Califormia. Our review is provided pursuant to
the National Envirommental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 UsC 4231 et
seq.}, Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations [40 CFR
Parts 1500-1508] and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

The proposed project consists of a water supply contract for
Kl Dorado County Water Agency (Agency) which has entered into
discusasionz with the U,S. Bureau aof Reclamation to negotiate
long-term water supply contracts from the American River
Division, central Vallay Project. Public Law 101~514 directs the
Secretary of the Interior to enter into long term municipal and
industrial water supply contracts with El Dorado County for up to
15,000 acre feet annually., It iz proposed that the contract
watar would be diverted at the Polsom Reservoir or upstream from

the American River or 1tz tributaries.

In defining the project purpose, we racommend that tha EIS
include options to meat futurs water supply demands by analyzing
alternativaes to acquiring contract rights to additional watar.

The EIS should take into account thosae limitations on the
availability of diversions from the American River given passage
of the Central Valley Project Improvenment Act and the existence
of the Public Trust rasources in the American River and tha San
Francizoo Bay=-Sacramento San Joaquin Delta Estuary. Given these
limitations the EIS should discuzs and assess the alternatives
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regarding points of diversion and in-stream flow requirements of
the American and Sacramento Rivers, Tha EIS should alsc set out
in extensive detail the required water conservation plang for the
District, water pricing strategias, and water reclamation

opportunities.

We look forward to working with the Bureau of Reclamation
and the El porado County Water Agency and appreciata the
epportunity to review and provids comments on this scoping for
the preparation of an envirommental impact statement. Please
gend three copies of the Draft Environmental Impact S8tatement to
this office at the same time it is officially filed with our
Washington, DC office. If you have any questions, please feal
frea to contact me at (415) 744-1534, or have your staff contact

Edward Yates at (415) 744-1571.

8incersly,

acqueline Wyland, Chief
Office of Federal Activities

Enclosures: 3
MI #: 1911 ELDO.NOI

cc: Kirk Rodgers, USBR, Water Policy and Allocation Office
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GENERAL COMMENTS

gtatutery Background

Authorization for this project iz set out in Ssection
206(b) (1) (B) of Public Law 101-514 which dirgcts the Secratary of
the Interior to enter inte long term municipal and industrial
water supply contracts with El Dorado County. Thesa water
contracts are for up to 15,000 acra feet annually "considering
reasonable efforts to ensure watar conservation programs within
areas to he served by the contracts.® This project muat taka
into account the consultation requirements set out in the
Endangered Species Act [16 USC 1531 et seq.] (ESA). This project
must also conform to the requiresments of the Central Valley
Inprovement Act (Public Law 102-545) (hereinafter Improvement
Act) and the Reclamation Reform Act (Public Law 97~293) which sat
out standards and criteria for water guality, metering, and
conservation, envirommental rsview. These regquirements are
detailed below. [All code cltations refer to sectiona of the
Improvement Act, unless otherwise noted.]

Tha Bureau of Reclamation iz also required to draft a
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for tha entire
Central Valley Project [§3409] , This procegs will probably not
be completed until well after tha El Dorado Water Service )
‘Contract BIS has been completed. The Bureau of Resclamation
should, therefors, resserve the optlion of reopening gertain
contract terms of the El Dorado project in order to meat its
statutory mandates under the Improvement Act,

-

oze Ne t oje

When specifying the purpose and need of the proposed action
[40 C.F.R. § 1502,.13], we recommend that the project purpose
specify the current water supplies and the projected demand for
additional water sources, Thase projecticns should set out the
various projections given different levels of water conservation
and priocing described below. This section should also point out
the environmental purposes for American River water that have
been ‘established by the Improvement Act. Section 3406(b)2) of
the Impravement Act requires the Secrstary of tha Interior to
dedicate annually 800,000 acra-feet of Cantral Vallay Project
{CVP) yield for tha restoration of fish, wildlife and habitat and
to protact the waters of the san Prancisco Bay~Sacramanto/San

Joagquin Dalta Estuary (Bay-Delta). -

Further, the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should
recognize both the specifi¢ project purpose and the broader
environmental purposes set out in the Improvement Act and other
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laws such az the Endangered Spesocies Act. Any quantity of water
for the project should bs explicitly conditioned on availability
of water after meeting envirenmental purposes. The EIS should
identify these purposes/requiramants and demonstrate how they
will ba implemented. In assessing alternatives, the EIS should
present a rangs of actions that arse directed toward satisfying

project purpeses and objectives.

tern i

When evaluating all reasonable alternatives and discussing
reasons for eliminating other alternatives [40 C.F.R., § 1503.14],
we recommend that project sponsors consider a combination of
alternatives in addition to thosa ztataed in the Notice of
Preparation for this EIS. A combination alternative could
include water conservation, water reclamation, watar transfers
and water pricing. The EIS should alsce include the "No Action®
alternativa as required by the CEQ regulations [40 CFR
1502.24(d)}. A no action alternative could describe the akove
mentioned combinations without any additional water contracting.

wWatar Conservation. Section 210(b) of the Reclamation Reform

Act requiras each water district that has entered a water service
contract to develop a water conservation plan which shall contain
"definita goals, appropriates water conservation measuraes, and a
tine schedule for meeting the water conservation oblectives.?
Section 3405 of the Improvement Act directs the Bureau of Recla-
mation to establish criteria for evaluating the adequacy of thesa
water conservation plans. The Buresau has issued such oriteria
(April 30, 1993) and has recently finalized this criteria in a
Guidebook issued June 1, 1993, Tha EIS should demonstrate how El
Dorado. County is complying with the require¢enmentz in thesze
guidance documents that are applicable to El Dorado.

Tha EIS sheuld also use tha enclosed gquidelines for water
conservatian, "Best Management Practices," (BMPs) issued by the
California Urban Water COnservation Council [ngmgggggny___ .

in arding OUrban Wats angarty N 3
September, 1991] The EIS should alsa expand on these BMPS where
appropriate, e.g. desiyn requirements for new development, water

reclamation, use of conservaed water,

Section 3405(b) reguires that any new water contract for CVP
water must include a requirement that all water delivery systemg
within the recipient district must be equipped with water
measuring "devices or methods" within 5 years of the contract or
amendment. The EIS should addrees this requirement by describing
El Dorado's plans to inatitute metering.
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Water Trapsfers. Section 3405(a) provides tha authority for
california water agencies to use water transfers as alternatives
t¢o new contracts or supplies. The EIS should examine the
opportunities for water transfars especlally thosze in the same or
adjacent watersheds such as Placar County.

wWater Price Tlering. Section 3405(d) setz out a system of
tiered pricing whereby priceg zhall increase in relation to water
use, These price tiering standards are minimum requirements.
The EIXIS should discuss in detail how more extensive price tiering
(i.e. that which goaes beyond the minimal requirsments of the
Improvemant Act) can be used to further encouraga water
conservation and reduce dependence on contracted water.,

Point of Diversion. Section 206(b)1)(B) of Public Law 101=-
514 states that the water supply contract may come from Folsom
Laka or for exchange upstream on the Anerican River or its
tributaries, The EIS should desoribe the reasonable range of
alternatives regarding possible points of diversion given this
statute and given downstream flow requirements in the American
River. BSuch instream flow requirements were establlshad in

e 1
Qist;;gs Civ. NO. 425955 (Alameda Sup. Ct., Jan. 2, 1990)
(EBMUD) . The court stated in EBMUD that, "Tha court intends that
instream flow requirements be an absolute limit on EBMUD's
apbility to divert water from the Folsom South Canal.  When the
instream flow requirements cannot be met, EBMUD may not divert
any part of its appropriation.?[Id. at 109-110.] The El Dorado
EIS should address these limitations and those imposed by the
Improvexment Act and ESA and demonstrate how those limitationa

will be complied with.

-

comme

The DEIS should cite apecific doouments and page numbers for
documents incorporated by reference, and briefly describe the
contents of the referenced material, The project sponsor should
ensura that rsferenced materials are reascnably available for

inspection. [40 C.F.R. § 1502.21}

DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

£, Indirect ive Tmpa

The DEIS should discuss direct, indiract and cumulative
affects of the propesed action. Indirect impacts [40 CFR
1502.16] include growth inducement.. Discussion of growth
inducing effects [40 CFR 1508.8] should include discussion of 1)
the increases in air and water pollution, svil-related problems

3
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(2.g. s0il erosion or groundwater.contamination), and habitat
loas raesulting from possible commercial and residential
development induced by hew water supplies and 2) the additiocnal
fiscal resocurces that will be requirad to protect air and water
quality, reduce water demand, avoid significant impacts on
wildlife habitat and wetlands, atc. .

cunulative impacts result from the incremental impact of the
action when added ta cther past, present and reasonably
foreseeable futura actions, regardless of what agency undertakes
the action (40 C.F.R. § 1508.7]. Cumulative impacts include both
temporal impacts = those impacts of related or nearby development
that will reasonably occur in the future and "spatial" impacts =
those impacts that will combine with other unrelated or
geographically removed actions that will be expected if the
individual impacts are allowed to accumulate. For instance,
energy facllities established to distribute water may combine
with both urban development spurrad by additional water supplies
and lncreased recreational usa of the El Dorado National Forest
to degrade air quality. Or, where project impacts combine with
other wataer resource projects to incraase water quality, such

impacta must be assessaed cumulatively. (U.S. v. 227 Agres of

Land, 760 F2d 345 (S. Dist. NY 1991)].

ate t ato ent an

wWatar Quality. CEQ regulations requirs that EISs include
discussion of the "Natural and depletabla resource requirements
and conservation potential of varlous alternatives and mitigation
measures.” [40 CFR 1502,17(f)]. The EIS should( therefare,
identify existing and potential designated uses' and the
applicable water gquality standards for the American River
drainage. This section should alac describe requiremsnts for
providing higher freshwater flows in the American River to
enhance water quality for support of dasignated uses propagation
of anadromous fisheries, and increased wildlife refuge water
supplies. The EIS should include a detailed description of
existing and baseline conditions and deficiencies in these
conditions in regard to any impacts affecting the Bay-Delta.
Guidelines isaued by the EPA, Department of Commerce and
Department of Interior for determining such baseline conditiois

[s] in n

are enclosed [ del to-8

Delta Baseline conditions].

! To avoid confusion with the phrase "beneficial uses" in
Reclamation law, water uses protectad pursuant to federal (e.q.
Clean Water Act, §303) and state water quality laws are here

called "designated uses."
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The EI8 should acknowledge that standards for the Bay/Delta
are ‘being reassessed and may be revised becausa designated uszes
are not adequataly protacted by existing standards. We racommend
that the EIS: 1) discuss requirements pursuant to the Clean Water
Act to meet ravised water gquality standards and protectk
designated uses; and 3) lain any ¢urrent legal or palicy
constraints to complying with these standaxds.

Faderal agencies muat comply with the federal consistency
requirements of the State's Nonpeoint Source Management Program
[Clean Water Act, §§ 319(b)(2)(F), 319(k)]. The EIS should
identify potential sources of nenpoint pollution from building
and operating the proposed action. Such sources may include, but
not be limitad to, sediment, heavy metals and herbicides.

Dapartment of Intsrior antidegradation policy has been
incorporated into water ¢quality standards iasued by EPA [40 CFR
131.12]. EPA'a antidasgradation policy, reinforced by the 1987
Water Quality Act, requirss that once designated uses of a water
* saegment have been achieved, tha uses must be maintained and fully
protaected. The revised DEIS should disclose whether sach
alternative is consistent with the antidegradation polic{
established by the State and approved by EPA as a proviaion of
the State's water quality standards.

wetlands/Fisheries/Bislogical Resources., The EIS should
idantify the requirements of the ESA and the plans for complying
with those requirements. The EIS should address specific needs
of Delta fisheries and we suggeat that the Agency and the Bureau
of Raclamation work closely with the U.8. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and
the California Department of Fish and Game (CADFG) in assessing
these needs, avoiding impacts to those fisherles and mitigating
any possible impacts. In particular, the EIS should evaluata
potential impacta to threatened and endangered aspecies (e.g.
Dalta Smelt, Winter Run Chinook Salmon) rara or asnaitive endenic

communlities and candidate speciss.

The EIS should thoroughly descrike and map drainage patterns
and riparian argas in the proposasd project arsa. The EIS should
. 1dentify the resources at risk such as wetlands, and fisheries

habitat, especially spawning and rearing areas. For instance,
springtime increages in water temperature in the Bay{Delta exiat.
Any exacerbation of this warming should be examined:® The EIS.

2 por background information pleass see CDFG (WRINT DFG-38]
and USFWS [WRINT-USFWNS=-8] testimony in the State Water Resources
Contrcl Board Bay-Delta Proceadings, 19923; CDFG 1986 Instrean
Flow Requirements for the Lower American River, Sacramento County

5
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should lnclude copies of corraspondence with NMFS and FWS and
listings of species that could ccuur in the project arsa or be

affected by the project,

The Central Valley Project has caused severa detrimental
impacts on fisheries in the American River watershed. .
Construction and operation of water storage and delivery
facilities has contributed to tha loss of over 90% of the
historical spawning habiltat of anadromous fishes [DFG's
California Fish and wildlifa Plan, 1565)., The EIS should
idantify the ralavant mitigation mesasures set out in §3406(b) of
the Improvement Act and assess how the project will not conflict

with thess measures.

Dredge and Fill. In regard to any £ill activitises that may
occcur the EIS should: identify whether the project will causs or
contribute to significant degradation of the waters of the United
States and should demonstrate how the propesed action will comply
with tha guidelines promulgated pursuant to Secticn 404(b) (1) of
tha Clean Water Act {40 C.F.R. Part 230]. In particular, the BIS

should:

a. demongtrate that the project sponsors have selected the
least damaging practicable alternative based on coats,
logistics and existing technolegy with respect to waters of
the United States. [40 C.F.R. § 230.10(2)].

b. describe how the project sponsors will aveid, minimiza
and mitigate the potantial impacts of implementing each of

the alternatives. (8eq MoA between EPA and the army

ning the detarminatian of tiga the €1
Wa ct Sec Gu from which pertinent
information wmay be drawn.) For impacts that ars
unavoidable, the EIS should include detailled mitigation,
including specific site plans and proposa a mitigation
ratio. It should not propose use of offasite waters or

wetlands for mitigation.

c. denmonatrate that implementing the action will not
jeaopardize tha existenca of spacies listed ag endangered or
threatened under the Endangarsd Specles Act of 1973 or
result in the destruction or adverse modification of a
habitat which is "critical habitat” under said law.

d. discuss how the impacts of the proposed action may
contribhuta to c¢umulative losses of waterz of the United

States in the area.

Stream Evaluation, NO., 86-1.
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Hazardous Substancesg

The EIS sheould specify whether any hazardous substancsas,
such as petroleum products and pesticides, will be used/
generated as a result of implementing the proposad action.

If thae project sponsors expect to use hazardous substances (40
C.F.R. § 302.4) in conjunction with the proposed action, the EIS
should discuss how the project sponsors will protect against
8pills in complianca with the raquirements of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compenszation and Liability Act (CERCLA)
and the methoeds that will be used to c¢lean-up and dispose of
splllg/wastes in compliance with the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) requlations found at 40 C.F.R. § 260 to 268.

ual

As mentionad above in the Dirsoct, Indizrect and Cumulative
impacts section above the EIS should assess any growth inducing
impacts, including residential, commarcial and industrial
development which may result in degradation of air quality. Tha

EIS should:

1, Discuss whether the project area is designated a
nonattainment area and if so then it should identify the
particular pollutant(s), the degree of nonattainment and the
levels of vioclations of state and federal standards.

2. Include relative state and federal statutory resquirements
for air quality plans and discuss current planning efforts

to revise any of thosa plans.

3. Identify P9D Class I Areas (i.e., wllderness areas, National
Parks, e.g. Desolation Wilderness Area), which reveive
speclal protection for particulates, 50,, NO,.

4. Identify areas with special visibility value or protectien.
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November 18, 1994

TO: Magie Davis and Jonas Minton
c: E.J. Koford and Rick Hanson
FROM: Grant Werschkuil

SUBIECT: FOLLOW-UP TO INTERVIEWS

Attached are the write-ups from interviews I completed over the last few months, Jonas
indicated he wanted an opportunity to review these before they are mailed to the individuals we
interviewed.

If you have any revisions or edits, you should direct them to Rick Hanson.
The interviews are organized as follows:

PG&E

Business Community

Friends of the River/CA Sportfishing Alliance

American River Land Trust

El Dorado County Parks and Recreation Div.

Western States Endurance Run

California Dept. of Boating and Waterways

El Dorado County Assessor’s Office ‘

El Dorado County River Management Advisory Gmmgtee.

Amencan Whitewater Association (they sent a letter following the interview)

The final section includes letters to entities that were not able or preferred not to participate in
an interview at this time.



October 24, 1994

Frank R. Lynch
Senior Hydrographer

Richard H. Moss
Law Department

Joseph R. Ray
Hydro Engineer

Pacific Gas and Electric Company

SUBJECT: FOLLOW-UP TO SEPTEMBER MEETING REGARDING PROPOSED EL

DORADO COUNTY WATER AGENCY PROJECTS

Dear Gentlemen:

The purpose of this letter is to briefly outline comments and the relevant discussions we had
concerning the subject project.

PG&E testimony before SWRCB: Regarding operation of PG&E facilities and related
potential impacts and concerns from above Folsom diversions, you recommended that we
carefully review PG&E's testimony before the SWRCE to better understand potential
impacts and issues.

Diversions: A more detailed description of where diversions might occur and who may
be losing the use of the water El Dorado proposes to divert was requested.

Harmonious operations within the watershed: It was stated by Jonas Minton and Marie
Davis that the El Dorado County Water Agency and Georgetown Divide Public Utilities
District both are interested in "harmonious operations in the watershed. "

Agreements and senior water rights: It was discussed that for any proposed diversion
there would also need to be agreements with PG&E or other senior water rights holders
in order to actually implement a diversion. For example, PG&E relinquishes water
rights below Chili Bar but could nonetheless be impacted from proposed diversions
downstream.

Above Folsom Reservoir diversions: You suggested that there is more likelihood of
protests as diversions are proposed further above the Reservoir.

Proposed diversion information: We discussed that information about [) how much
water and 2) when the water would be diverted including the season of diversion and the
time of day will be critical information for adequate analysis and evaluation of proposed
diversions.



Hourly modeling of flows as a result of proposed diversions will be necessary.
There is flow data at 15 minute intervals at Chili Bar and Lotus.

Upstream reservoirs: Since PG&E has already "made peace” with many upstream water
rights holders, you expressed concern regarding the problems and implications associated
with changing those agreements and operation schedules (and whether or not changes
would be acceptable).

Upstream stakeholders: The Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund/Steve Volker has
represented many of the upstream stakeholders in the recent litigation with El Dorado
County.

Diversions below Chili Bar: Since PG&E must provide minimum flow requirements
below Chili Bar, other diversions in that stretch would need to be evaluated in the
context of the resulting flows and the cumulative upstream impacts related to continued
compliance with minimum flow requirements. Since minimum flow requirements are
met through releases from upstream storage, El Dorado may need upstream storage (or
agreements with those that have it) in order to maintain minimum flow requirements
(which would not be met as a result of proposed diversions).

FERC and minimum flows: PG&E is responsible to FERC for meeting minimum flows
requirements and this is a very important matter.

Power generation: There will likely be power generation impacts with the proposed
diversions related to some of the considerations listed above. You explained that SMUD
facilities are primarily operated for voltage control but not capacity. (On a wet year,
SMUD may switch to more power generation).

Spill condition: This typically occurs (at White Rock) at flows above 2200 cfs.

Operations agreement: This would probably be the mechanism for PG&E and El Dorado
to work together to reduce adverse impact to fish and other river uses. Once the daily
take is established, it would then be timely to begin a more detailed discussion re an
operations agreement which could define acceptable timing of the take. Concerns of
upstream protestors would have to be resolved as part of this process as well.

Operations agreement and related mitigation: Power is more valuable than dollars. It
may be more desirable to repay/mitigate power generation impacts with power.

PCWA: A similar discussion is needed with PCWA concerning minimum flows and fish
flows. Frank may be interested in attending that meeting.

Water conservation (gal/per household) and losses in the delivery system: These will be
important issues in the environmental/project analysis. Most foothill water agencies have
difficulties with these two elements.



° Retrofit toilets: Other communities are installing low-flow toilets as a way to stretch
supply.

. Small Alder alternative: This alternative may provide useful opportunities for
cooperation with PG&E and the Dept. of Fish and Game (DFG). DFG (J. Mensch) has
indicated some interest in an off-stream hatchery. (See testimony before the SWRCB for
more insights). Coordinated operations, the El Dorado canal and PG&E relicensing are
issues that could be discussed further as part of this alternative.

® 1919 contract: There may be negotiations in the future to bring this contract up to a
compensatory level. There are multiple long term issues related to the contract. (See
Osgood case in the Supreme Court for further insights).

® 184 License: Relicensing at 2002. In the early years, required minimum flows were 5
cfs. Now they are 50 cfs. More studies will be required and the licensee will be
required to complete them. FERC is the licensing authority as specified by the Federal
Clean Water Act.

Thank you for taking the time to discuss these issues. If you would like to further comment on
any of the above issues, please call Jonas, Marie, or EIP Associate’s Project Manager, Rick
Hanson.

Sincerely yours,

Grant D. Werschkull, Associate



November 18, 1994

Albert E. Hazbun, P.E.
760 Lakecrest Drive
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762

Edward T. Murray, President
Murray and Downs

3025 Sacramento St.
Placerville, CA 95667

Kathye Russell, Executive Dir.
El Dorado Builders Exchange
2808 Mallard Lane, Suite B
Placerville, CA 95667

Skip Schmidt, Associate Director
Building Industry Association
3800 Watt Ave., Suite 140
Sacramento, CA 95821-2670

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF 8/18/94 INTERVIEW COMMENTS RE EL DORADO COUNTY
WATER AGENCY PROPOSED CVP WATER SERVICE CONTRACT

Dear Albert, Ed, Kathye, and Skip:

As we complete the interview phase of the project, I am sending out
my record of draft comments from individuals we have interviewed
for their review and, if necessary, additions. Attached please
find my outline of key subjects we discussed during the interview.

. (Kathye) Concern that mitigation for the project could be too
costly and  that environmental organizations could
intentionally drive up the cost of the project as a way to
defeat a project.

° (Ed) The project must have a very comprehensive analysis of
costs (both direct project as well as mitigation costs) and a
complete discussion of how the project would be funded if
approved.

. (Skip and Ed) There needs to be a way to evaluate the
legitimacy of comments from entities that may not be sincere
in their contributions to the environmental process.
Environmental laws require mitigation for legitimate
environmental impacts, but we are concerned about people that

will try to make this project unaffordable as a way to control
growth.



(Ed) The lower on the river (or reservoir) you divert, the
more likely you are going to incur pumping costs since you
will not be able to utilize gravity in the delivery system.

(Albert) There should be consideration of more fully using Sly
Park as a storage facility to serve County needs. If wmore
could be water made available for storage in that reservoir
then the firm yield could be increased because capacity
exists. (Ed) Other than the diversion impacts and issues of
where water would be secured for storage in Sly Park, other
impacts would be minor if any because the reservoir is already
constructed.

{(Albert) Regarding Folsom Reservoir as a diversion location:
This project should evaluate the capability and capacity of
the E1 Dorado Hills treatment plant. Be aware that the
existing plant is located in the middle of expensive homes and
is in proximity to a school. Alternate treatment plant
locations as well as the conveyance pipelines will have to be
identified and evaluated.

(Albert) There are some "conditions" on the El Dorado Hills
treatment plant as a result of previous agreements with the
City of Sacramento. It will be important for the
environmental documents associated with this project to
reference those conditions and to address any requirements
that may limit the expanded use of the Plant. (Jonas) We
should find out who at the Clty is knowledgeable about that
agreement and make sure there is mutual understanding of what
the agreement requires in the context of expansion.

(Ed and Skip) A "forum process” similar to what is being
advanced in Sacramento could be useful at some point in El
Dorado. (This was a general comment about water, growth, and
the need to help different interests be more constructive,
joint-problem solver oriented and less confrontational).

(Ed) Watch-out about having too many program EIR components
because the resulting environmental document may be lacking in
the specificity to soundly provide a basis for answering
gquestions and concerns. Make the analysis more comprehensive
and it will save time and effort in the long run.

(Ed} Beware of PG&E and SMUD operational issues and problems.
These issues must be addressed. And in the context of the
last point, the project and the resulting impacts must be
defined with sufficient specificity so that PG&E operational
issues/problemns can be identified and addressed. (Jonas: The
State Water Resources Control Board made if very clear that if
operational agreements will be necessary for this project,

then the agreements or the essence of them should be 1ncluded
in the environmental document).



(EQ) Go back and carefully review the SOFAR environmental
document to see if there are other environmental issues that
should be addressed as part of this project.

(Ed) Big picture thinking about what needs to be done with
this project is important. Other foothill water projects have
failed to look at operational agreements and what will need to
be done with other critical water manager/operators (power
producers). As a result, those projects were almost a waste
of time.

(Albert) Regarding where water will be used and County water
needs: Look at the work of EID and CH2M Hill which expands on
what is presented in the general plan. BAlso, EID has a very
thorough reclaimed water masterplan which includes many
aspects of water conservation.

(Skip and Ed) Regarding uncertainty: How secure will this
Bureau of Reclamation water be? If the trend of increased CVP
deliveries for fish and wildlife continues in the future, how
will the water for this project be influenced?

(Ed) The subject of water rates will be a political issue in
the future. Jt is not unusual to see EID water bills in
excess of $150 (for a two month period) in his neighborhood.
There are limits and ultimate price sensitivities to what
people will be willing to pay for water. (Jonas: Rate
increases may eventually influence the elasticity of demand.
However, the EIR process may not be a very effective tool for
evaluating the political implications of rate increases. But
how much the project will cost, who will pay for it, and how
will it affect rates are questions that will be asked). Ed
continued: Maybe the environmental document should look at
what has happened in other areas and water districts. There
are instances of where water has been priced so high that
demand dropped precipitously and therefore threatened the
financial solvency of the water district.

(Skip and Ed) The projections for agricultural water needs in
El Dorado County should be critically reviewed (projections
may be too high). As we’ve seen in other parts of the State,
where there are subsidies for agricultural water coupled with
increasing rates for all water customers, there will
undoubtedly be increased scrutiny of the ag subsidies.



° (Albert and Ed) Outlined several of the specific plans that
are underway in the County. These specific plans should be
useful in providing better insight to growth related water
demand. (Jonas: The general plan will alsoc be utilized to
project growth and related impacts and water needs).

Thank you for taking the time to discuss these issues. If you have

any additions to the above, please send them to Rick Hanson, EIP
Associates Project Manager, or pass them along to Jonas Minton.

Sincerely yours,

Grant D. Werschkull, Associate



November 14, 1994

Jim Crenshaw

California Sportfishing Alliance
1248 E. Oak Ave., #D
Woodland, CA 95776

Steve Evans

Friends of the River
128 ] Street, 2nd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF COMMENTS FROM THE AUGUST 15 INTERVIEW
CONCERNING THE EL DORADO COUNTY WATER AGENCY PROPOSED
WATER PROJECT (CVP SERVICE CONTRACT)

Dear Jim and Steve:

Attached is a draft transcript of the interview. Would you please review this and note any
corrections and/or additions?

You are both on the mailing list for the Notice of Preparation and the Notice of Intent which will
initiate the EIR and EIS processes respectively. If we don’t hear from you in the next few
weeks, I will assume your additions to the interview are minor . . . . and you will be making
further comments during the EIR/EIS processes.

Q 1. Do you have any questions about what I've just described as far as the preliminary
definition of the project?

u What volume of the acre-feet would be diverted at what time and what would that be in
terms of cfs?
u (Steve) Division of who gets what water is important because it guides where the

diversions are. Georgetown, of course, is interested in diverting out of the Middle Fork
and possibly the South Fork whereas El Dorado County Water Agency is interested in
diverting out of the South Fork.

Q 2. 'What potential impacts from the project are you most concerned about?
w From diversions from the Middle Fork, Friends of the River would be concerned about

impacts on the wild and scenic river potential of the Middle Fork which is a river that
has been determined to be eligible for national wild and scenic river status and under



Q3.

federal guidelines is to be managed to protect those values until Congress decides as to
whether it should be added to wild and scenic system. Diversions on the Middle Fork
could affect the river’s outstanding recreation values, fishery values, ecological values,
and historic/cultural values and that would be an issue that must, by Federal law, I think,
be analyzed in any kind of environmental documentation.

In terms of the South Fork, we have very similar concerns. Minor diversion of the
South Fork could marginalize the recreational values of that river in ways not only of
environmental and zesthetic concems, but public safety concemns in regards to reducing
the viability of that river as a boating river for white water recreation.

On both rivers we would be concerned about impacts -- the physical impacts of the
diversion. Are we talking about a dam, if so, a small dam, a large dam, or are you
talling about somebody sticking a straw in the gravel, which has far less impacts from
our point of view in terms of the immediate physical setting.

What potential impacts from the project are likely to present the most serious problems
in terms of moving a project forward?

From our perspective (California Sportfishing Protection Alliance), the diversion points
are important -- what kind of diversions are going to be diverted out of each diversion
point -- how that’s going to effect fishery flows, whether fishery flows are going to
continue to be what they are now or if it's going to be over and above that, The other
aspect of this is how is it going to affect downstream users and fishery flows, including
endangered species and indigenous species. There needs to be some sort of cumulative
effect study on all this to determine how much water -- the total amount of water that
we're going to take out if a project goes through, or 2 projects or 3 projects or whatever
because there’s a significant cumulative effect of ail these projects.

Perhaps a watershed-wide analysis of future conditions is needed? The environmental
analysis has to look at the likely foreseeable changes in how the watershed is managed.
For example, on the South Fork these water diversions are fairly small potatoes
compared to how -- or what SMUD and PG&E do with the water on the South Fork and
when those SMUD and PG&E hydro projects are up for re-licensing. It’s going to, like,
rearrange the whole waterscape in terms of what better flows do we need for fisheries,
whether there are going to be flows for recreation versus how much water we are going
to take out of the river, where we’re going to take that water out. And that's an issue,
sort of a macro issue that has to be looked at into the future in terms of how these
projects fit into that future scenario of, I guess, rearranging the water rights on the river,
especially with these large projects which are the primary generator of how the river
flows are managed right now.

The Bureau is supposedly going through some study of how they store water in Folsom
for flood control and that needs to be factored into this picture, too, because that could
change this whole scenario also.



Q4.

Q.5

And it's not just Folsom either. One of the realistic alternatives that the Corps will be
proposing, we think, in the very near future on Sacramento River flood control issues
is — or town of Sacramento flood control issues - is operating upstream dams, dams
upstream of Folsom to improve better flood control on a watershed wide basis. So that’s
another consideration.

What do you believe will be the most effective approach for evatuating and accurately
estimating these impacts?

This is Steve. Interviewing the stakeholders to identify issues is good but as we get
further along when you actually have a project to propose, and have answered some of
these questions, I think it’s very important to have a public meeting -- but not these giant
public meetings where people have an opportunity to get out there and make a statement
for three minutes and then sit down -- but perhaps smaller meetings that include groups
of stakeholders. Like instead of just relying on California Outdoors and American
Whitewater Affiliation to represent "the boating community” maybe hold a public
meeting for the boating community so that boaters as a whole can understand what this
project means for them and state their opinions on it. You know, I imagine people in
Georgetown and Kelsey probably would like to have a meeting in their area so they can
discuss the pros and cons of what this means for growth for their community. And I
imagine, that there are going to be polarized feelings. I think it's important that those
people -- those groups of stakeholders be given an opportunity to sort of look at one
aspect of this project rather than through some giant public meetings where they drone
on for hours and they’re restricted to the very short comment period. So public outreach
and education are keys to a successful approach.

This is Jim. The other thing is you are going to have to complete a thorough
environmental analysis process before you go through the comment and public meeting
process. You know, we need to know all those things so that when we have these public
meetings, people can really have assessments of what's going on and how are the releases
scheduled -- how they’re going to be changed, and what possible mitigations there are
and what the different alternatives are. And we’ll need the cumulative impacts analysis
and how it’s going to affect or possibly affect both the users and the river ecosystem.

What types of mitigation measures for the adverse impacts of this project should the
EIR/EIS analyze?

This is Steve. Again, at the minimum, I think residential water users should adopt the
principles of the urban water MOU and also adopt a policy that they will improve those
best management practices as they are revised and adopted by the other sides of the
MQU. I think everybody realizes that both in water and energy, demand side
management is the key to reducing the need for further diversions.

Secondly, I am intrigued by the idea that diversion from the Auburn Dam site could lead
to potential restoration. That’s something we should really be looked into.



Q6.

Q7.

Q 8.

Q9.

Thirdly, I think any diversions should not result in a change in the free-form character
of the river, therefore diversions, again, the straw in the gravel approach is much more
acceptable than the dams and diversions.

This is Jim. The only other thing I could add is I think maybe a little better access
points to some of the river might be in order -- access is getting pretty restricted, seems
like it gets more restricted all the time for both boaters and fishermen, so I think there
needs to be some concern and some improvement over this access issue.

This is Steve. Long term protection/management should be considered as mitigation:
If the project proponents are able to withdraw water and provide adequate mitigation for
the local and direct impacts, then there should be serious consideration to this project
incorporating wild and scenic river designations and/or a NRA to offset cumulative
impacts. This would help to address the concems of the many public interest and
regulatory agencies which worry that this project will simply continue the degradation
of the river ecosystem. Commitment on the part of the El Dorado County Water Agency
to take the necessary political and policy steps to secure this type of protection would
give confidence to public interests that El Dorado is a dedicated partner in long term
stewardship of river resources.

Are there other potential desired outcomes that we should consider as potential mitigation
related to this project?

This is Jim again, from the cumulative impact view of growth, you need to start looking
at the other end of the system, the sewage system and increasing the use of reclaimed
water. Reclaimed water can be used on golf courses and so much more.

What other alternatives should the EIR/EIS analyze for providing a secure water supply?

Water marketing -- Placer County Water Agency fairly routinely sells surplus water to
downstream users and I don’t see any reason why Georgetown or El Dorado County
shouldn’t be able to purchase that water and perhaps divert it right at Folsom Reservoir.
You know, that’s just one example, but I think -- there are others.

Do you have other suggestions which you believe would improve the project and enhance
the chances for a project that would be acceptable to your interests?

This is Steve. There may be a need for the entire watershed to be adjudicated. This
could provide a more realistic approach to understanding all the projects and the water
rights that exist now and are being proposed.

Are there other important obstacles to this project which we have not discussed?
Jim, Will the El Dorado County Water Agency be seeking additional appropriations

within the watershed? "Change petitions"” will probably be required for any changes to
existing appropriations. [ suggest talking with the State Water Resources Control Board



Q10.
Qli.

Ql2.

QI13.

about how to structure and approach any new appropriations.

Do you have other concerns regarding this project which we have not discussed?
What part of this project would you change or eliminate?

This is Steve. I would seriously reconsider the need for this project. [ am personally
concemed about continued growth and the resulting impacts from diversions on
California’s already seriously compromised river and stream resource ecosystems. [
think it is a mistake to look first to further water development rather than to more
creative and dedicated water management.

Jim. I also have serious concemns about further diversions from the American River
system. We are concerned about those impacts within the watershed and also over-
commitment of the CVP to non-environmental uses. Historically, the environment and
the river ecosystem including fish has taken a backseat to water development. We hope
this trend can be reversed. We see the CVPIA has potential to be a step in the right
direction. So we would not like to see this project compromise, in any way, the CVPIA
and restoration that is envisioned as part of CVPIA.

Are there diversion points or ways of diverting water that you believe are more desirable
than others?

The lowest diversion point is best because it [eaves the water in the river for the longest
possible amount of time.

Are there other interest groups and constituencies that we should contact?

FAWN/Karen Schamback in Georgetown

PCFFA/Zeke Grader

United Anglers/John Beuttler

Striped Bass Assn./(Jim can provide a2 name)

American Whitewater Assn/Susan Scheufele

Re proposed Maine Bar diversion: Be sure and talk to the Tevis Cup people. Charlie
has contacts with them, if needed.

Thank you for your interest and time.

Sincerely yours,

Grant D. Werschkull, Associate

P.S.

If you have further questions, please direct them to Rick Hanson, EIP Associates Project
Manager (325-4800) or Jonas Minton at the El Dorado County Water Agency.



November 18, 1994

Alan Ehrgou

American River Land Trust
P.O. Box 562

Coloma, CA 95613

SUBJECT: FOLLOW-UP TO INTERVIEW CONCERNING THE EL DORADO COUNTY

WATER AGENCY PROPOSED CVP WATER SERVICE CONTRACT

Dear Alan:

Outlined below is a draft of you comments from the August interview. If you would like to
make any revisions or additions, please mail these to E.J. Koford here in our Sacramento Office.

uesti

Q2

Q3

s and mments

What potential impacts from the project are your most concerned about?
fisheries impacts from the diversions for the entire watershed.

growth inducement and resulting impacts if there is growth (such as air quality ,
commercial timber if air quality deteriorates, and impacts to native habitats)

downstream econoimic impacts to already established economies during drought periods
if El Dorado is able to divert water.

concern about exceeding the carrying capacity of county

concern that scientists suggest the longer term view of precipitation (over the last few
thousand years) indicates that longer drought periods are more typical of this region.

secondary impacts and cumulative impacts that may appear with a decreasing resource
base.
What potential impacts from the project are likely to present the most serious problems

in terms of moving a project forward?

costs of infrastructure within a rural economy, particularly with wastewater treatment.



Q4

Q5

Q6

impacts related to irreversible commitment to future development due to the need to
finance the above infrastructure. (You noted that existing treatment plants at Deer Creek
and Cold Creek are not up to regulatory standards).

concerning air quality impacts, the Sacramento basin has already exceeded ozone
standards.

inability of Federal government to assist with needed infrastructure due to Federal
deficits and constrained spending.

social impacts and conditions associated with the larger urban area El Dorado would
become with this water will be a burden and will be unattractive to existing residents.
What do you believe will be the most effective approach for evaluating and accurately

estimating these impacts?

estimate infrastructure costs for the above based on the significantly reduced state and
federal assistance to the County.

do a cost benefit analysis of delivery of the subject water to an existing metropolitan area

with existing municipal and industrial infrastructure vs. building new infrastructure and
development in an area such as El Dorado.

What types of mitigation measures for the adverse impacts of this project should the
EIR/EIS analyze?

reducing mobile and point sources of air pollution and other costs assoctated with
improving air quality.

purchase of additional easements along rivers and streams for habitat protection and
restoration as well as recreational use.

set-up a habitat acquisition program funded by a enhancement fee (per gallons or acre
foot) of El Dorado County water use and sales.

set-up a similar program to serve other important conservation purposes including air
quality (source control and removal),

Are there other potential desired outcomes that we should consider as potential
mitigation?

geographic location of development to correspond with lower elevation diversion points.



Q7

Q12

Q13

What other alternatives should the EIR/EIS analyze for providing a secure water supply?
reduce residential densities within the general plan.
maintain agricultural zones (seek broader application of the Williamson Act).

reduce the landbase for development.

Are there other important obstacle to this project which we have not discussed?
maintaining biological diversity and a healthy resource base in the Sierra Nevada.
other secondary 1mpacts.

Are there diversion points or ways of diverting water that you believe ar more desirable
than others?

lower elevation diversions and use existing diversion points.

Are there other interest groups and constituencies that we should contact?

downstream users

Thank you for taking the time for this interview. You are on the mailing list for all EIR/EIS
public notices and documents related to this project.

Sincerely yours,

Grant D. Werschkull, Associate



November 7, 1994

Craven Alcott, Director

Jeff Novak, River Recreation Supervisor

El Dorado County Parks and Recreation Division
2850 Fairlane Court

Placerville, CA 995667

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF 8/18/94 INTERVIEW COMMENTS RE EL DORADO COUNTY
WATER AGENCY PROPOSED CVP WATER SERVICE CONTRACT

Dear Craven and Jeff:

As we complete the interview phase of the project, I am sending ocut
my record of draft comments from individuals we have interviewed
for their review and, if necessary, additions. Attached please
find my outline of the key subjects we discussed during the
interview.

What potential impacts from the project are you most concerned
about?

n impacts to river flows including the volume of diversions, the
duration of those diversions, and the time of day that
diversion occurs.

(] secondary Vvisual impacts that may be visible from the river
and from other recreation use areas such as trails, camping
areas, and overlooks.

n impacts to water guality. We hear many comments from visitors
regarding the algae on the South Fork. Some have suggested
that this is due to the fact that South Fork flows are "down"
for long periods which results in warmer flows that are more
conducive to algae.

m impacts to commercial and private rafting and whitewater
activity.
n resulting economic impacts if flows will be diminished to the

point of influencing private and commercial use.
Correspondingly, If flows can be altered to improve private
and recreational use, perhaps this should be evaluated, too.

(] see the 1984 EIR and River Management Plan.
n also see Jim Testa (California Dept. of Parks and Recreation)

regarding economic impacts related to commercial and private
recreation activity on the South Fork.



What potential impacts from the project are likely to present the
most serious problems in term of moving a project forward?

if flows are altered, and there are impacts to the commercial
rafting interests, then this would probably be one of the most
serious.

However, 1f the altered flows could be beneficial to river
users, then these interests may be useful in advancing the
project,

If algae increases, the parties that pump water from the river
may be impacted. (The County Parks and Recreation Division
has such a pumping facility).

wWhat do you believe will be the most effective approach for
evaluating and accurately estimating these impacts?

There needs to be an accurate assessment of current river-
related use and how that use is tied to the existing flow
regime. (There have been suggestions made to the Parks and
Recreation Division about how flows could be changed to
improve recreation use on the river and "“spread-out" what are
often crowded and congested conditions).

What types of mitigation measures for the adverse impacts of this
project should the EIR/EIS analyze?

how can safety be improved and advanced for the thousands of
annual visitors to these river corridors? These would be good
mitigation measures.

how can this project relieve the congestion on the river.
This could also improve the quality of their experience.

improved access: Possible options for improved access include
1) better access to the class II section below Troublemaker
rapid; 2) a take-out for those rafters/paddlers completing
the run above this class II section (so they do not create
congestion for people on the class II section); 3) an access
between Camp Lotus and the Gorge section of the lower run (if
the Convict Rock diversion point is used, there could be an
access created there}.

Auburn dam site and restoring river recreation to that reach
of the American River could relieve some of the pressure on
other runs, such as the South Fork.

Ara there other potential desired outcomes that we should consider
as potential mitigation related to this project.

work with PG&E and other operators and the regulatory agencies



to have flows (negotiate agreements) that serve the dual
purpose of meeting both fish and recreation needs. This could
be developed as a mitigation. An example might be to reduce
some of the night flows so as to provide more day time flow
when recreatial use is highest.

" certainty of flow is important to outfitters and other people
that may travel long distances to float and/or fish the South
Fork. Improving flow certainty is another potential
mitigation.

" it would be useful, if as part of this study there could be an
evaluation of what truly constitutes an "optimum flow" from
the perspective of recreation interests. This study and

analysis would provide an important benchmark for the Parks
and Recreation Division and other entities concerned about
impacts to American River recreaton.

What other alternatives should the EIR/EIS analyze for providing a
sacure water supply?

No comment at this time.

Do you have other suggestions which you balieve would improve the

project and enhance the chances for a project that would be
acceptable to your interests?

m if this project could resolve some of the problems (listed
above) that currently exist, then that could be a positive
thing. ’

Are there other important obstacles to this project which we have
not discussed?

No comment at this time.

Do you have other concerns regarding this project which we have not
discussed?

" re land use: if water is made more available then there will
probably be increased traffic, air quality and related
environmental impacts along with growth. (An example was made
of the air guality problems now occurring in Kings Canyon
National Park as a result of urban air gquality deterioration
in neighboring Valley areas). Since a major part of western
E)l Dorado’s tourism is linked to river recreation, a concern

is how will increased growth influence and/or degrade these
recreational experiences?

What part of this project would you change or eliminate.

No comment at this time.

Are there diversion points or ways of diverting water that you



believe are more desirable than others?

u probably diverting at Folsom Reservoir would eliminate some of
the problems we have outlined for previous questions.

Are there other intarest groups and constituencies that we should
contact?

u landowners, particularly along the Socuth Fork should be
contacted.

Thank you for taking the time to discuss these issues. If you have
any additions to the above, please send them to Rick Hanson, EIP
Associates Project Manager, or pass them along to Jonas Minton.

Sincerely yours,

Grant D. Werschkull, Associate



October 24, 1994

Antonio Rossmann, President
Western States Endurance Run
380 Hayes Street

San Francisco, CA 94102

SUBJECT: FOLLOW-UP TO DISCUSSIONS CONCERNING EL DORADO COUNTY

WATER AGENCY WATER PROJECTS

Dear Tony:

Thank you for taking the time to get together with Jonas Minton, Marie Davis and me. Outlined
below are the key comments that I noted during our discussion.

Trail use, both foot and equestrian is more year-round than it was several years ago
throughout the American River Canyons.

The Maine Bar diversion has the greatest potential to impact the Tevis Cup (equestrian)
and 100 Mile Endurance Run because the proposed pipeline would be in the immediate
vicinity of the trails used for those events.

To better understand potential impacts, it would be important to precisely define the
location of the pipeline, provide a picture or drawing illustrating the size and location of
the staged pumps, and provide specific dates for the start and completion of construction.

In general, potential impacts would seem to include visual (pipeline, pumps, construction
related) and construction that might interfere with a run or ride.

Regarding visual impacts, it was discussed that it would probably be preferable to have
a pipeline cross a trail than a pipeline parallel a trail.

Run dates include the June Endurance Run and the Cool Canyon Crawl in mid-March.

The Tevis Cup is generally scheduled towards the end of July. (We will see that Larry
Suddjian and riding component are contacted regarding other organized ride dates).

A Barbara Schoener memorial bench may be placed along a stretch of the trail near the
proposed diversion and pipeline. (Marie Davis indicated she would be checking to see
if a location had been selected).

You indicated a willingness to provide additional suggestions to the project team to help
in preventing or reducing impacts to the Run or the Tevis Cup.



° Regarding mitigation and potential improvements that might be useful to trail use, you
mentioned that some type of water spigot might be helpful since drinkang water is always
a need on the trails.

L You expressed interest in hearing more about the concept of a pumping facility at the
Auburn Dam site coupled with restoration of the river channel. (This will be described
in more detail in the draft environmental documents).

® You described the beauty of different trail segments, noting the prolific wildflowers along
the stretch of trail near the Knickerbocker Creek diversion alternative.

Please feel free to write to us with any clarifications and/or additional comments and suggestions
you may have. You are now on the mailing list for this project and we look forward to working
with you to complete a comprehensive evaluation of the project and alternatives.

Sincerely yours,

Grant D. Werschkull, Associate

Note: On future correspondence or calls for this project, please contact Rick Hanson, the EIP
Associates Project Manager.
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November 18, 1994

Mr. James Testa

Boating Factlities Mgr.

Dept. of Boating and Waterways
1629 S Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-7291

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF YOUR PRELIMINARY COMMENTS CONCERNING THE EL

DORADO COUNTY WATER AGENCY PROPOSED CVP WATER SERVICE
CONTRACT

Dear Jim:

Outlined below is a draft of your preliminary comments and thoughts concerning the project
from our "interview". (1 wanted to be able to give something in writing 1o Jonas Minton at the
El Dorado County Water Agency). Please feel free to make any revisions or additions to this
by sending them to E.J Koford here in our Sacramento Office.

Gegeral Comments

Q4:

outdoor recreation is a $35 billion/year industry in California and rivers are second
largest draw.

river recreation has grown 2000% since 1970.

there are 120,000 recreation visits to the South Fork American each year with an
economic impact of approximately $30 million contribution to El Dorado County.

with the above in mind, you would recommend that there be no additionai water
withdrawals from the North, Middle and South Forks.

you have real concemns regarding growth being approved without the water and
infrastructure to support it.

What do you believe will be the most effective approach for evaluating and accurately
estimating these impacts?

you would like more information on paper regarding who diversions will impact
recreation in order to respond.



Q5:

Q 12:

you would probably not be supportive of diversions during summer months.

What types of mitigation measures for the adverse impacts of this project should the
EIR/EIS anatyze?

better access and portage trail at the Ruck-a-chucky rapid on the Middle Fork. There
are safety concerns at this location and thousands of people pass through this area each
year.

Are there diversion points or ways of diverting water that you believe are more desirable
than other? Why?

if there are legitimate needs for diversions, and these diversions are based on good
planning and sound project approval, then Folsom Reservoir would be a likely diversion
point,

other contacts are Nate Rangel/California Outdoors, Rich Silver/Califormia Dept. of
Parks and Recreation at the Auburn State Recreation Area, and Diana Erickson with the
U.S. Forest Service/El Dorado National Forest. Charlie Willard may be a contact for
others.

You are on the mailing list for all upcoming CEQA/NEPA review and comment documents and
notices. Thank you again for taking the time to discuss the project.

Sincerely yours,

Grant D. Werschkull, Associate



November 18, 1994

John Winner and Tim Holcomb

El Dorado County Assessor’s Office
330 Fair Lane

Placerville, CA 95667

SUBRJECT: FOLLOW-UP TO INTERVIEW CONCERNING THE EL DORADO COUNTY

WATER AGENCY PROPOSED CVP WATER SERVICE CONTRACT

Dear John and Tim:

Outlined below is a draft of your comments from the August interview. If you would like to
make any revisions or additions, please mail these to E.J Koford here in our Sacramento Office
or leave them with the El Dorado County Water Agency for Jonas to review and forward to us.

Questions and Comments

Q2

Q3

Q8

What potential impacts from the project are you most concerned about?

impacts to the valuation of land and the tax base. Water is the main factor along with
land development that can influence land value.

water availability could increase the workload for the Assessor’s Office. Particularly
note that west-side revaluations could dramatcally increase.

What potential impacts from the project are likely to present the most serious problems
in terms of moving a project forward?

political posturing and financing may keep this project from moving forward. Will the
County be aggressive in pursuing this water?

Do you have other suggestions which you believe would improve the project and enhance
the chances for a project that would be acceptable to your interests

a middle-ground project which is advanced through the environmental and regl.ﬂatory
process in a logical and professional manner will have the best chance of success. The
project must be realistic,



Q9

Q12

Q13

Are there other important obstacles to this project which we have not discussed?

The biggest obstacles are political. There are "no growthers” and residents here that
would like to see El Dorado stay as it is today.

in terms of the use and development of land, Mello Roos bonding and the confidence
level of investors 1§ important.

Are there diversion points or ways of diverting water that you believe are more desirable
than others?

there should be more exploration of flatwater opportunities (reservoir creation) for
capturing water.

Are there other interest groups and constituencies that we should contact?

be forewarned; there are individuals and interests that will do everything in their power
to stumble and prevent further water development for the County. In the Lake Tahoe
Myers Flat area, there were individuals that declined opportunities to participate and later
attempted to block the project.

Thank you for taking the time to discuss the project. You are on the mailing list for all public
notices related the EIR/EIS.

Sincerely yours,

Grant D. Werschkull, Associate



November 14, 1994

Jeff Novak, River Recreation Supervisor

El Dorado County River Management Advisory Committee
Parks and Recreation Division

2850 Fairlane Court

Placerville, CA 95667

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF 8/24/94 RIVER MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE
COMMENTS ON THE EL DORADO COUNTY WATER AGENCY PROPOSED
CVP WATER SERVICE CONTRACT

Dear Jeff:

outlined below are questions and comments from the August meeting
where 5teve Lyle and Jane Harvey from the Committee were in
attendance. There were also two individuvals (including a Mr.
Bertolette and Jim Schultz) with interests in gold dredging that
participated in the discussion.

n Will there be a difference in water purification costs for
water diverted above Chili Bar as compared to Folsom
Reservoir?

n Where is the water supply need that will have to be served?

(] What about pumping costs from the diversion locations to these

parts of the County that will most need the water? It seems
that if the need is in the western part of the County, then
the obvious diversion location is from Folsom Reservoir.
There does not seem to be as much growth in other parts of the
County. (Steve Lyle)

] How many homes could be served by the 15,000 acre feet?

m People need to be able to see the true cost of this project.
Make the comparisons understandable. For example, pennies per
gallon might be a usable and familiar unit.

[ How does EID plan to handle the many homes that are not
presently served by the utility, but are instead served by
wells? Coloma is not completely served by EID.

| Will there be a complete evaluation of what a true water
shortage might mean to El1 Dorado County? This means a water
shortage/drought of the type depicted recently in the
Sacramento Bee which provided scientific evidence to suggest
that droughts have lasted many decades.



There needs to be a comprehensive evaluation of costs to El
Dorado county residents.

Water quality is a real concern which will influence cost.

A major concern is post project flows and if these flows will
provide for continued commercial and private rafting on the
river.

A part of the above concern is if there will be fewer hours of
"boatable flows" on the South Fork. Since there is already
congestion on the river, fewer boatable hours per day will
mean significant congestion problems.

Impacts on the aquatic ecosystem should be fully evaluated.

If there is a way to reduce the algae in the river, this
should be considered as a type of mitigation measure. Many
people view the algal problem as a negative distraction to
their river experience.

Use PG&E releases and coordination as a way to mitigate and
actually improve on the South Fork flow and fishery resources.

Further diminishing the natural free-flowing character of the
river is definitely undesirable and should be prevented.
Let’s not have any further degradation of the ecosystem.

If possible, let’s move toward restoring the ecosysten.

Are the fluctuations in flows which we see today helping or
hurting the fishery? Can we do anything to improve the
fishery? These improvements could be mitigation measures.

Regarding diversion points or ways of diverting water that
would be more desirable than others (Interview question #12),
the Small Alder Project 1looks promising because it will
provide storage and El Dorado needs more storage. Also,
diversions from Folsom seem attractive because pumps exist
there now and impacts to the upstream flows and river would be
minimized. Thus, pumping from Folsom would seem to be cheaper
than some of the upstream alternatives because mitigation,
litigation, and other project costs could he avoided.

Regarding other interest groups to contact, talk to California
outdoors regarding rafting use and flow needs on the river.
Also, see the El Dorado County Tax Payers Assn. Ellen Day is
a new EID Board member who with the Association.

Among the agency contacts, be sure and include Rich Silver at
State Parks and Dean Swickert at BLM.



Thank you to you and the River Management Advisory Committee for
taking the time to discuss the project and offer comments,
questions and concerns. If you have further questions, please

contact Rick Hanson, EIP Associates Project Manager, or pass them
along to Jonas Minton.

Sincerely yours,

Grant D. Werschkull, Associate
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Ms. Susan Scheufele
2121 Ocean St. Ext.
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

October 4, 1994
Granr Werschkill

EIP Associates
1401 21st Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Werschkill:

I am writing in response to the Draft Interview Questions on the Cenrral Valley Project Water Service Con-
tact.

Introducsory Question:

1. Whar quesrions do you have on whar we've just described?

My questions are as follows:

1. How much water, in texrms of cubic feet per second (cfs) would be removed from the EID and PDPUD
proposed diversion locarions?

2. How much water wotld be removed from the South Fork American River by the proposed Texas Hill Stor-
age Alternative and Small Alder Project alternatives?

3. How much water would be removed from the Rubicon River by the proposed diversion on the South Fork
of the Rubicon River?

4. Where would the water for the proposed Texas Hill Storage Alternartive and Small Alder Project reservoirs
come from, only from the Weber Creek and Alder Creek respectively, or from other sources as well?

5. Is the GDPUD proposed diversion poim at "Folsom Reservoir north” located on the North Fork American

at the old Auburn Dam site, or is it located at the end of the North Fork of the river before the old Auburn
Dam site?

Projecr impacts questions:
2. What potential impacts from the project are you most concerned about?

I am primarily concerned about the impacts of the project on whitewater recrearion on the South and Middle
Forks of the American River, and also concerned with the impacts of the project on the river ecosystems.

3. What potential impacts from the project are likely 10 present the most serious problems in terms of moving
a project forward?

Any potential impacts on the amounrs of water in the South and Middle Forks of the American River are likely
to cause the most serious problems in terms of public outery from the whitewater river recreation user and
river conservation communiry, inctuding protests to the State Water Resources Control Board. This would
include both the EID and GDPUD proposed diversion locations above Folsom Reservoir, the proposed Texas

Hill Storage and Smatl Alder Project alternatives. and the proposed diversion via the Robbs Peak diversion
on the South Fork of the Rubicon River.

Executive Office: P.O. Box 85, Phoenicia, NY 12464
(914) 6885569
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The South Fark of the American River is the second most popular whitewarer run in the Western United
States. The North and Middle Forks of the American river are considered suitable for Natural Recreation Area
designation, and are also eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers system. Recent drought
years have resmicted boating flows well below each of these river’s respective capacities, So any project caus-
ing further reductions in flows on these rivers would be considered objectionable. The river flows on the
South and Middle Fork American Rivers support whitewater recreation and public navigation, and must be
considered a beneficial use and public trust value protected under state law.

4. Whar do you believe will be the most effective approach for evaluating and accuratelv esrimasing these
impacis?

I would like 1o see the EIR/FIS study the existing whitewater recreation revepne flow into the local area, and
it’s funire growth potenrial under several scenarios. First, the direct and cumulative impacts of unlimited local
growth versus the impacts of restricted local growth on the American River. Second, the direct and cumnla-
tive impacts of benign neglect of the local river recrearion potential versus the impacts of major enhancement
of river recreation facilities on the surrounding communities. In other words, evaluate the relationship be-
tween the local river resource and the surrounding communities.

The EIR/EIS should explore the quality—of-life impacts for county residents between becoming a high—den-
sity suburbanized bedroom community for Sacramento with a benignly neglected but heavily used American
River, versus the potential for a lower density comoouniry, which retains a niral flavor, and has a highty suc-

cessful tourist indusiry buils around the well managed South Fork and the Wild and Scenic Middle and North
Forks of the American River.

Project mitigation questions:

5. What rypes of mitigation measures for the adverse impacis of this project should the EIR/EIS analyze?
The EIR/EIS should analyze both facilities and river flows specifically for whitewater recrearion. There are
many well-known problems with camping, parking, aod river access on the South and Middle Forks of the
American River, and both rivers could easily accomodate inany additional boaters if there were longer re-

leases on the summer weekends as well as reasonable recreational releases during the fall, winter and spring
off-season”.

6. Are there other potential desired outcomes that we should consider as potential mirigation related 10 this
project?

South Fork:

It’s difficult to find a place to camp on Saturday nights during the summer, as most of the campgrounds are
booked up well in advance. Public campgrounds could be developed on the BLM land along the river, as well
as at Henpingson Park A reasonably priced shuttle service and/or shuttie buses could belp lessen the traffic
congestion problems on the local roads. The takeout on both of the Class ITI runs could be made more efficient
and help prevent further riverbank erosion problems with boatramps, at both the Henningson Park takeout
and the Salmon Falls Bridge takeout. Improved sanitation facilities could be provided at the put-ins and
take-outs. Longer flows on the river would spread the boaters and reduce the perceived impact. Allowing
private boaters to exit the Chili Bar run ar Marshal Gold State Park would help reduce the congestion on the
upper half of the Class IT Coloma 1o Lows run, a formerly quiet training mn for beginning boaters.

Executive Office: P.O. Box 85, Phoenicia, NY 12464
(914) 6885569
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Middle Fork:

There is a iot of public land on the Middle Fork of the American River which has not been developed into
camp site areas due to the possible furure presence of a new Auburn dam. Fl Dorado County could make a
commitment to protecting the Middle Fork of the American River from future hydro projects and starn to de-
velop the recreational potential of the area. More specifically, there is only one place between the put-in and
the take—our on the Middle Fork for public vehicle access, and it’s ar mile 5, inhabited by four or five full
summer miner camps, and it’s a terrible shuttle 1o get there from the put-in. The access 1o Ford’s Bar at about
the midpoint in the run is an exremely expensive private access. Other access points (2 road to the edge of
the bluff, and a trail leading to the river from the road, so as 10 minimize visual impact) aiong the river could
be provided. An access point at Three Queens mine would provide a viable alternarive, aitbough a slight step
above, to the South Fork American for a ope day rafting tip. The Ruck- A~Chucky portage path could be
improved and a portage trail around Murderers Bar could be provided. Longer flows which started earlier
in the day would allow for more usage of the Class IT run.

North Fork:

There is a lot of public 1and on the North Fork of the American River which has not been developed into camp
site areas due to the possible future presence of a new Auburn dam, El Dorado County could make a commit-
ment to protecring the North Fork of the American River from fumre bydro projects and start 1o develop the
recrearional potential of the iower part of the river within the county boundaries. The county could support
the Burean of Reclamation’s project to remove the remains of the old Auburn Dam soucture and crearion a
new Class II run in that area. The county could extend the old Auburn dam service road to the takeout for
the shutrle for the run, so as to minimize raffic impacts on Hwy 49,

7. What other alternatives should the EIR/EIS analyze for providing a secure water supply?

There are several other water supply sources would should be considered as reasonable alternatves. First,
reducing the losses in the El Dorado County water conveyance system. which currently represent 27 percent
of the total projected future demand for water. Second, implementing water Conservation measures as per the
Urben MOU and the Agricultural MOU (wien it is available), as well as implementing water recycling.
Third, new building growth contol limits within the counry should also be analyzed as potential alternatives.
Fourth, the feasability of purchasing additional warer from the Folsom Reservoir water through the Placer
County water agancy and/or the state water bank should be analyzed.

Questions abour addizional suggestions and concerns:
8. Do you have other suggestions which you believe would improve the project and enhance the chances for
a project which would be acceptable 10 your interests?
AWA would not oppose the project if it were to take all of the water from Folsom Reservoir, the El Dorado

Counry water conveyance System was repaired 1o reduce conveyance losses, and the two water districts sign
the Urban MOU and the Agricuttural MOU (when it is available).

9. Are there other important obstacles 1o this project which we have not discussed?
There should be a long-term project to restore the native fisheries on these rivess.

10. Are there other concerns regarding this project which we have not discussed?
Instream flows on the Weber Creek, Alder Creek, and the South Fork of the Rubicon River.

Executive Office: P.O. Box 85, Phoenicia, NY 12464
(914) 688-5569
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Project definition questions:

11. What part of this project would you change and/or eliminare?

I would eliminarte all parts of the project which divert water from on or above the runs on the South and
Middle Forks of the American River.

12. Are there diversion points or ways of diverring water thar you believe are more acceptable than others?
Why?

Diverting water from Folsom Reservoir is the only acceptable diversion point, because of the amount of pub-
licrecreation on the South Fork, and the special wilderness qualities of the Middle Fork of the American River
should be protected. The whitewater flows on these rivers must be considered a beneficial use and public trust
value protected under state law,

13. Are there other interest groups and constituencies thar we should comact?
I would contact Cal Trout, the Save the American River Association, and conservation groups concerned with
the flows into the San Franciso Bay/Delta.

I perceive that El Dorado County and the surrounding counties are at a crux in terms of losing the special
character of the Sierra foothills that attracted so many peopie to the area to begin with, and without growth
comrols the area will eventually become indistingnishable from the overdeveloped suburban areas of South-
emn California. In addition, it is inappropriate to continue to slowly erode the quality of the surrounding nati-
ral resources in order to build more houses. There is an important relationship between the river resouree and
the surrounding commmumnities which should be preserved and enhanced.

I would like 1o reserve the right to make additional comments on this project as more information becomes
available. Please contact me if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,

~
Wu\ M"‘{(/(L/

Susan Scheufele

Regional Coordinator, American Whitewater Affiliation
Conservation Chair, Loma Prieta Paddlers, Sierra Club RTS

Executive Office: P.O. Box 85, Phoenicia, NY 12464
(914) 688-5569
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November 18, 1994

Joan Villa

Tribal Administrator
Miwok Indian Tribe
Buena Vista Rancheria
24 E Main Street
Tone, CA 95640

SUBJECT: EL DORADO COUNTY WATER AGENCY DIVERSIONS AND PIPELINES

Dear Ms. Villa:

This letter follows some earlier attempts I made at reaching you over the last few months.
Please find enclosed a brief description of the project(s) and the list of questions we have used
in meeting with inierested parties.

Should you feel inclined to respond to any of the interview questions, please mail your
comments and/or questions to E.J Koford at EIP Associates, 1401 21st St., Suite 400,
Sacramento 95814.

You are now on the mailing list for this project and will be notified of scoping meetings and
comment periods for the environmental documents that will be prepared. If you would like to
talk with someone about this project you should call E.J. Koford or Rick Hanson at EIP
Associates (325-4800) or Jonas Minton, General Manager of the El Dorado County Water
oy

Agency.
4 AM&__ !

.Grant D. Werschkull, Associate

Sincerely yours,
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November 18, 1994

Eric Peach

Preserve American River Canyons
215 Del Monte Way

Auburn, CA 95603

SUBJECT: COMMENTS REGARDING THE EL DORADO COUNTY WATER AGENCY
PROPOSED CVP WATER SERVICE CONTRACT

Dear Ernic:

This letter follows our telephone conversations over the last few months and confirms your
interest in sending in comments on the subject project.

Enclosed is another copy of the abbreviated version of the project description and interview
questions. You should direct your comments to these interview questions to either Jonas Minton
at the El Dorado County Water Agency or Rick Hanson here at EIP Associates.

The address shown above for PARC will be the address we will use for future EIR/EIS notices
unless you advise us otherwise.

Thank you for your interest in this project.

Sincerely yours,
e ."

/
‘\T‘

Grant D. Werschkull, Associate
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October 24, 1994

Larry Suddjian

Tevis Cup Ride Director
701 High St., 228 C
Auburn, CA 95603

SUBJECT: FOLLOW-UP TO TELEPHONE CONVERSATION REGARDING EL
DORADO COUNTY WATER AGENCY DIVERSIONS AND PIPELINES

Dear Mr. Suddjian:
We talked briefly in August regarding the proposed water development projects. You mentioned
that we should keep you on the mailing list, but that you were not able to meet in person at this

ume,

For your information, I have enclosed a brief description of the project(s) and the list of
questions we have used in meeting with interested parties.

In talking with Tony Rossmann and other people associated with the Western States Endurance
Run, we have learned that the Tevis Cup is generally scheduled in the latter part of July. It
might be helpful to hear from you if you are aware of other organized rides, particularly those
that might be in the vicinity of Maine Bar on the Middle Fork of the American.

You are now on the mailing list for this project and will be notified of scoping meetings and
comment periods for the environmental documents that will be prepared. In the meantime, it
would be appreciated if you could let us know of other rides that may be impacted in any way
as a result of the proposed project alternatives.

Thank you for your interest and time.

Sincerely yours,

Grant D. Werschkull, Associate

P.S. Please direct any correspondence and/or calls to Rick Hanson, Project Manager.



October 21, 1954

John Holland

River City Paddlers

4289 Winding Woods Way
Fair Oaks, CA 95628

SUBJECT: EL DORADO COUNTY WATER AGENCY PROPOSED WATER
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Dear John;

I am sorry you could not make our scheduled interview on the subject project. Enclosed please
find a brief description of the project and a list of questions I have been using during the
interviews.

I hope you will take a few minutes to review the enclosed material and send any comments that
you may have. In as much as you and other paddlers in the Club have paddled so extensively
in the watershed, we are particularly interested in your thoughts.

You are now on the mailing list for the proposed project. You will notified of scoping meetings

and comment periods for the environmental documents.

Sincerely yours,

Grant D. Werschkull, Associate

P.S. If you have further questions, please direct them to Rick Hanson, EIP Associates Project
Manager . . . or Jonas Minton at the El Dorado County Water Agency (621-5392).
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November {8, 1994

Nate Rangel
California Outdoors
P. O. Box 401
Coloma, CA 95613

SUBIECT. COMMENTS RE EL DORADO COUNTY WATER AGENCY PROJECT
Dear Nate:

This letter follows the numerous telephone calls we exchanged to set up a time to discuss the
subject project.

Please find enclosed a brief description of the project and the list of interview questions I have
been using. In as much as commercial rafting on the American River is an important economic
activity for the foothill communides, I would appreciate it if you could take a few minutes to
put some thoughts down regarding the type of impact analysis and presentation of data that will
be most helpful to you during the upcoming ETR/EIS process. The interview questions may be
helpful to you in framing other suggestions and comments you would like to make.

If you have further guestions, you should address them to Rick Hanson, EIP Associates Project
Manager or Jonas Minton at the El Dorado County Water Agency.

Thank you for your time and assistance.

Sincerely yours,

Grant D. Werschkull, Associate



Hourly modeling of flows as a result of proposed diversions will be necessary.
There is flow data at 15 minute intervals at Chili Bar and Lotus.

Upstream reservoirs: Since PG&E has already "made peace” with many upstream water
rights holders, you expressed concern regarding the problems and implications associated
with changing those agreements and operation schedules (and whether or not changes
would be acceptable),

Upstream stakeholders: The Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund/Steve Volker has
represented many of the upstream stakeholders in the recent litigation with El Dorado
County.

Diversions below Chili Bar: Since PG&E must provide minimum flow requirements
below Chili Bar, other diversions in that stretch would need to be evaluated in the
context of the resulting flows and the cumulative upstream impacts related to continued
compliance with minimum flow requirements. Since minimum flow requirements are
met through releases from upstream storage, El Dorado may need upstream storage (or
agreements with those that have it) in order to maintain minimum flow requirements
(which would not be met as a result of proposed diversions).

FERC and minimum flows: PG&E is responsible to FERC for meeting minimum flows
requirements and this is a very important matter.

Power generation: There will likely be power generation impacts with the proposed
diversions related to some of the considerations listed above. You explained that SMUD
facilities are primarily operated for voltage control but not capacity. (On a wet year,
SMUD may switch to more power generation).

Spill condition: This typically occurs (at White Rock) at flows above 2200 cfs.

Operations agreement: This would probably be the mechanism for PG&E and El Dorado
to work together to reduce adverse impact to fish and other river uses. Once the daily
take is established, it would then be timely to begin a more detailed discussion re an
operations agreement which could define acceptable timing of the take. Concemns of
upstream protestors would have to be resolved as part of this process as well.

Operations agreement and related mitigation: Power is more valuable than dollars. It
may be more desirable to repay/mitigate power generation impacts with power.

PCWA: A similar discussion is needed with PCWA concerning minimum flows and fish
flows. Frank may be interested in attending that meeting.

Water conservation (gal/per household) and losses in the delivery system: These will be
important issues in the environmental/project analysis. Most foothill water agencies have
difficulties with these two elements.



L Retrofit toilets: Other communities are installing low-flow toilets as a way to stretch
supply.

o Small Alder alternative: This alternative may provide useful opportunities for
cooperation with PG&E and the Dept. of Fish and Game (DFG). DFG (J. Mensch) has
indicated some interest in an off-stream hatchery. (See testmony before the SWRCB for
more insights). Coordinated operations, the El Dorado canal and PG&E relicensing are
issues that could be discussed further as part of this alternative.

° 1919 contract: There may be negotiations in the future to bring this contract up to a
compensatory level. There are multiple long term issues related to the contract. (See
Osgood case in the Supreme Court for further insights).

° 184 License: Relicensing at 2002. In the early years, required minimum flows were 5
cfs. Now they are 50 cfs. More studies will be required and the licensee will be
required to complete them. FERC is the licensing authority as specified by the Federal
Clean Water Act.

Thank you for taking the time to discuss these issues. If you would like to further comment on
any of the above issues, please call Jonas, Marie, or EIP Associate’s Project Manager, Rick
Hanson.

Sincerely yours,

Grant D. Werschkull, Associate



TASK REPORT:
EL DORADO COUNTY WATER AGENCY
CVP WATER SERVICES CONTRACT PRELIMINARY SCOPING

INTRODUCTION

In August 1994, EIP Associates worked with El Dorado County Water Agency (EDCWA) to
develop a list of agencies, organizations and individuals to be contacted as part of a “preliminary
scoping process” for EDCWA’s Central Valley Project Water Services Contract EIR/EIS. At that
time, EIP and EDCWA also collaborated on the development of a list of 13 standard questions to
be asked at a series of interviews with the selected parties. These questions were designed to provide
useful information about the concerns and expectations of those interviewed regarding the proposed
contract and its pending environmental review.

Beginning in September 1994, EIP conducted a series of interviews. Most of these were done in-
person with groups sharing common interests. The interviews were organized as follows:

® Fisheries Resource Agencies: California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
PG&E

El Dorado County Business Community

Friends of the River/CA Sportfishing Alliance

American River Land Trust

El Dorado County Parks and Recreation Division

Western States Endurance Run

California Dept. of Boating and Waterways

El Dorado County Assessor's Office

El Dorado County River Management Advisory Committee.

American Whitewater Association (they sent a letter following the interview)

Some interviews were conducted with single individuals or by phone, and in some instances only
written responses to EIP’s inquiries were received. Follow-up letters were prepared which listed
EIP’s understanding of the interviewees’ responses to the questions posed during the interview.

This Task Report presents a compilation/summary of the results of the preliminary scoping process.
To accomplish this, each of the 13 standard questions presented at the interviews is listed below.
Each question is followed by pertinent responses (shown as bullet items) given by those interviewed.
The group or individual making the response is identified in brackets following each response. This
information is supplemented by a number of Attachments to this Task Report. These attachments
are presented at the end of this Task Report and include various correspondences related to the
interview process.

N:A93080 RH\TSKRPM\TASKRPT 1



INTERVIEW QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES

uestion 1: What questions do you bave on what we've just described?
y

What will be the diversion rates and timing at the proposed points of diversion. [CDFG and
USFWS]

What are the proposed survey areas for listed species? [USFWS]

Diversions: A more detailed description of where diversions might occur and who may be
losing the use of the water El Dorado proposes to divert was requested. [PG&E]

How much water in terms of cubic feet per second would be removed from the EID and
GDPUD proposed diversion locations? [American Whitewater Affiliation]

How much water would be removed from the South Fork American River by the proposed
Texas Hill Storage and Small Alder Alternatives? [American Whitewater Affiliation]

How much water would be removed from the Rubicon River by the proposed diversion on
the South Fork of the Rubicon? [American Whitewater Affiliation]

Where would the water for the proposed Texas Hill Storage Alternative and Small Alder
Project reservoirs come from, only from the Weber Creek and Alder Creek or from other
sources? [American Whitewater Affiliation]

Is the GDPUD proposed diversion point at “Folsom Reservoir North” located on the North
Fork of the American at the old Auburn Dam site, or is it at the end of the North Fork of the
river before the old Aubum Dam site?{American Whitewater Affiliation]

What volume of the acre-feet would be diverted at what time and what would that be in terms
of cfs? [California Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends of the River]

The division of who gets what water is important because it guides where the diversions are.
Georgetown, of course is interested in diverting out of the Middle Fork and possibly the
South Fork whereas El Dorado County Water Agency is interested in diverting out of the
South Fork. [California Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends of the River]

Will there be a difference in water purification costs for water diverted above Chili Bar as
compared to Folsom Reservoir? [County River Management Advisory Committee Parks and
Recreation Division]

How many homes could be served by the 15,000 acre feet? [County River Management
Advisory Committee Parks and Recreation Division]

N:\93080. RINTSKRFMTASKRPT 2



To better understand potential impacts, it would be important to precisely define the location
of pipelines, provide a picture or drawing illustrating the size and location of the staged
pumps, and provide specific dates for the start and completion of construction. {Western
States Endurance Run]

Project impacts questions:

Question 2. What potential impacts from the project are you most concerned about?

The proposed diversion will change the operational flexibility of Folsom Reservoir and will
place additional burden on other CVP facilities to meet project requirements. [USFWS]

A portion of Reclamation’s water rights will be reallocated and delivered to a new place of
use. [USFWS]

Less water will be available for Folsom’s carry-over storage and other CVP purposes.
[USFWS]

The proposed diversions will incrementally increase on-going fish and wildlife impacts
downstream of Folsom Reservoir and could lead to additional terrestrial wildlife habitat
conversions, [USFWS]

Endangered Species Act issues below Folsom Reservoir are of concern. A planning aide
letter exists concerning this which will be provided to EDCWA. [USFWS]

Site specific impacts on fisheries and growth- related issues are of concern. [CDFG]

It is uncertain whether or not IFIM is needed for analysis for altematives 6 & 7.
[CDFG
]

Regarding operation of PG&E facilities and related potential impacts and concerns from
above Folsom diversions, the EIR should carefully review PG&E's testimony before the
SWRCB to better understand potential impacts and issues. [PG&E]

Power generation: There will likely be power generation impacts with the proposed
diversions SMUD facilities are primarily operated for voltage control but not capacity. On
a wet year, SMUD may switch to more power generation. [PG&E]

Fisheries impacts from the diversions for the entire watershed are of concern. [American
River Land Trust]

Growth inducement and resulting impacts if there is growth (such as air quality , commercial
timber if air quality deteriorates, and impacts to native habitats) are of concermn. [American
River Land Trust]
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Downstream economic impacts on already established economies will occur during drought
periods if El Dorado is able to divert water.[American River Land Trust]

Concern exists about exceeding the carrying capacity of county. [American River Land
Trust]

Concern that scientists suggest the longer term view of precipitation (over the last few
thousand years) indicates that longer drought periods are more typical of this region.
[American River Land Trust]

Secondary impacts and cumulative impacts may appear with a decreasing resource base.
[American River Land Trust]

Impacts may occur on the valuation of land and the tax base. Water is the main factor along
with land development that can influence land value. [El Dorado County Assessor's Office]

Water availability could increase the workload for the Assessor's Office. Particularly note
that west-side revaluations could dramatically increase. [El Dorado County Assessor's
Office}

Impacts of the project on whitewater recreation on the South and Middle forks of the
American may occur. [American Whitewater Affiliation]

Impacts of the project on river ecosystems is a concern. [American Whitewater Affiliation]

From diversions from the Middle Fork, Friends of the River would be concemed about
impacts on the wild and scemnic river potential of the Middle Fork which is a river that has
been determined to be eligible for national wild and scenic river status and under federal
guidelines is to be managed to protect those values until Congress decides as to whether it
should be added to wild and scenic system. Diversions on the Middle Fork could affect the
river's outstanding recreation values fishery values, ecological values, and historic/cultural
values and that would be an issue that must, by Federal law, be analyzed in any kind of
environmental documentation. [California Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends of the River]

Minor diversion of the South Fork could marginalize the recreational values of that river in
ways not only of environmental and aesthetic concerns, but public safety concemns in regards
to reducing the viability of that river as a boating river for white water recreation. [California
Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends of the River]

The physical impacts of the diversion are of concern. Is the dam being considered? If so, a
small dam, a large dam, or are you talking about somebody sticking a straw in the gravel,
which has far less impacts from our point of view in terms of the immediate physical setting.
[California Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends of the River]
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Impacts on river flows including the volume of diversions, the duration of those diversions,
and the time of day that diversion occurs should be addressed. [El Dorado County Parks and
Recreation Division]

Secondary visual impacts that may be visible from the river and from other recreation use
areas such as trails, camping areas, and overlooks should be addressed. [El Dorado County
Parks and Recreation Division]

Impacts on water quality are a concern. Many comments from visitors are heard regarding
the algae on the South Fork. Some have suggested that this is due to the fact that South Fork
flows are "down" for long periods which results in warmer flows that are more conducive
to algae. [El Dorado County Parks and Recreation Division]

Impacts on commercial and private rafting and whitewater activity could occur. [El Dorado
County Parks and Recreation Division]

Resulting economic impacts if flows will be diminished to the point of influencing private
and commercial use are a concern. Correspondingly, if flows can be altered to improve
private and recreational use, perhaps this should be evaluated, too.[El Dorado County Parks
and Recreation Division]

See the 1984 EIR and River Management Plan.[El Dorado County Parks and Recreation
Division]

See Jim Testa (California Dept. of Parks and Recreation) regarding economic impacts related
to commercial and private recreation activity on the South Fork. [El Dorado County Parks
and Recreation Division]

Will there be a complete evaluation of what a true water shortage might mean to El Dorado
County? This means a water shortage/drought of the type depicted recently in the
Sacramento Bee which provided scientific evidence to suggest that droughts have lasted
many decades. [County River Management Advisory Committee Parks and Recreation
Division]

Further diminishing the natural free-flowing character of the river is undesirable and should
be prevented. Let's not have any further degradation of the ecosystem. [County River
Management Advisory Committee Parks and Recreation Division]

Question 3. 'What potential impacts from the project are likely to present the most serious

problems in terms of moving a project forward?

FERC and minimum flows: PG&E is responsible to FERC for meeting minimum flows
requirements and this is & very important matter. [PG&E]
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Costs of infrastructure within a rural economy, particularly with wastewater treatment.
[American River Land Trust]

Impacts related to irreversible commitment to future development due to the need to finance
infrastructure. [American River Land Trust]

Concerning air quality impacts, the Sacramento basin has already exceeded ozone
standards.[American River Land Trust]

Inability of the Federal government to assist with needed infrastructure due to Federal
deficits and constrained spending.[American River Land Trust]

Social impacts and conditions associated with the larger urban area El Dorado would become
with this water will be a burden and will be unattractive to existing residents.[ American
River Land Trust]

Outdoor recreation is a $35 billion/year industry in California and rivers are second largest
draw. River recreation has grown 2000% since 1970 and there are 120,000 recreation visits
to the South Fork American each year with an economic impact of approximately $30
million contribution to El Dorado County. With this in mind, it is recommended that there
be no additional water withdrawals from the North, Middle and South Forks.[Dept. of
Boating and Waterways]

Real concerns exist regarding growth being approved without the water and infrastructure
to support it.[Dept. of Boating and Waterways]

Political posturing and financing may keep this project from moving forward. Will the
County be aggressive in pursuing this water?[El Dorado County Assessor's Office]

Any potential impacts on the amounts of water in the South and Middle Forks of the
American River are likely to cause the most serious problems in terms of public outcry from
the whitewater river recreation user and river conservation community, including protests
to the State Water Resources Control Board.[American Whitewater Affiliation]

Any project causing future reductions in flows on the South and Middle forks of the
American would be considered objectionable. These flows support whitewater recreation
and public navigation, and must be considered a beneficial use and public trust value
protected under state law.[American Whitewater Affiliation]

The lower on the river (or reservoir) you divert, the more likely you are going to incur
pumping costs since you will not be able to utilize gravity in the delivery system. [Business
Community]

¥rom the perspective of the California Sportfishing Protection Alliance, the diversion points
are important -- what kind of diversions are going to be diverted out of each diversion point
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— how that's going to effect fishery flows, whether fishery flows are going to continue to be
what they are now or if it's going to be over and above that. The other aspect of this is how
is it going to affect downstream users and fishery flows, including endangered species and
indigenous species. There needs to be a cumulative effect study to determine how much
water -- the total amount of water diverted if a project goes through, or 2 projects or 3
projects because there's a significant cumulative effect of all these projects. [California
Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends of the River]

Perhaps a watershed-wide analysis of future conditions is needed? The environmental
analysis has to look at the likely foreseeable changes in how the watershed is managed. For
example, on the South Fork these water diversions are fairly small potatoes compared to how
— or what SMUD and PG&E do with the water on the South Fork and when those SMUD
and PG&E hydro projects are up for re-licensing. It's going to rearrange the whole water
scape in terms of what better flows do we need for fisheries, whether there are going to be
flows for recreation versus how much water we are going to take out of the river, where we're
going to take that water out. This issue must be looked at into the future in terms of how
these projects fit into that future scenario of, rearranging the water rights on the river,
especially with these large projects which are the primary generator of how the river flows
are managed right now. {California Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends of the River]

If flows are altered, and there are impacts on the commercial rafting interests, then this would
probably be omne of the most serious concerns. [El Dorado County Parks and Recreation
Division]

If the altered flows could be beneficial to river users, then commercial rafting interests may
be useful in advancing the project. [El Dorado County Parks and Recreation Division]

If algae increases, the parties that pump water from the river may be impacted. [El Dorado
County Parks and Recreation Division]

The Maine Bar diversion has the greatest potential to impact the Tevis Cup (equestrian) and
100 Mile Endurance Run because the proposed pipeline would be in the immediate vicinity
of the trails used for those events. [Western States Endurance Run]

In general, potential impacts would seem to include visual (pipeline, pumps, construction
related) and construction related impacts that might interfere with a run or ride. [Western
States Endurance Run]

Regarding visual impacts, it would probably be preferable to have a pipeline cross a trail than
a pipeline parallel a trail. [Western States Endurance Run]
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Question 4. What do you believe will be the most effective approach for evaluating and
accurately estimating these impacts?

n The project should include a Habitat Management Plan as part of the mitigation for growth
inducing impacts. [CDFG]

. Models of the system at and below Folsom Reservoir and effects on outflow water
temperature, Delta salinity changes, effects on endangered species, and effects on
recreational opportunities must be included in the EIS, [USFWS]

u For assessing potential impacts of diversions from the Folsom North site, it is estimated that,
in 2030, the diversion rate will be 17 cfs, approximately. CDFG recognizes that PCWA, to
an extent, controls flows through releases at their Oxbow power plant on the Middle Fork.
If EDCWA proposes as part of the project description that new flows downstream of the
diversion site would not be affected, CDFG would not require Instream Flow Incremental
Methodology (IFIM) studies. This would be contingent on demonstrating that the diversion
would not impact minimum flows and that releases upstream of the diversion point would
be made consistent with downstream diversions. These same conditions would apply for
diversions on the South and Middle Forks. [CDFG]

n The EIS’ cumulative impact section should combine all proposed new interim contract
quantities and any other foreseeable American River water rights changes into a single
analysis. [USFWS]

. Harmonious operations within the watershed should be emphasized. [PG&E]

. Proposed diversion information: Information about 1) how much water and 2) when the
water would be diverted including the season of diversion and the time of day will be critical
information for adequate analysis and evaluation of proposed diversions.[PG&E]

u Hourly modeling of flows as a result of proposed diversions will be necessary. There is flow
data at 15 minute intervals at Chili Bar and Lotus.[PG&E]

u Do a cost benefit analysis of delivery of the subject water to an existing metropolitan area
with existing municipal and industrial infrastructure vs. building new infrastructure and

development in an area such as El Dorado.[American River Land Trust]

= More information is needed regarding how diversions will affect recreation. [Dept. of
Boating and Waterways}]

n The Department would probably not be supportive of diversions during summer
months.[Dept. of Boating and Waterways]
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" The EIR should address recreation revenue flow into the project area and its future growth
under several scenarios. The EIR should evaluate the relationship between the local river
resource and surrounding communities. [American Whitewater Affiliation]

. Avoid having too many program EIR components because the resulting environmental
document may be lacking in the specificity to soundly provide a basis for answering
questions and concerns. Make the analysis more comprehensive and it will save time and
effort in the long run.[Business Community]

u PG&E and SMUD operational issues and problems are of concern. These issues must be
addressed. And in the context of the last point, the project and the resulting impacts must be
defined with sufficient specificity so that PG&E operational issues/problems can be
identified and addressed. The State Water Resources Control Board made if very clear that
if operational agreements will be necessary for this project, then the agreements or the
essence of them should be included in the environmental document.[Business Community]

. Regarding witere water will be used and County water needs: look at the work of EID and
CH2M Hill which expands on what is presented in the general plan. Also, EID has a very
thorough reclaimed water master plan which includes many aspects of water conservation.
[Business Community]

u Interviewing the stakeholders to identify issues is good but as we get further along when you
actually have a project to propose, and have answered some of these questions, it is very
important to have a public meeting — but not these giant public meetings where people have
an opportunity to get out there and make a statement for three minutes and then sit down --
but perhaps smaller meetings that include groups of stakeholders. Instead of relying on
California Outdoors and American Whitewater Affiliation to represent "the boating
community"” maybe hold a public meeting for the boating community so that boaters as a
whole can understand what this project means for them and state their opinions on it. People
in Georgetown and Kelsey probably would like to have a meeting in their area so they can
discuss the pros and cons of what this means for growth for their community. There are
going to be polarized feelings. It's important that those people -- those groups of stakeholders
be given an opportunity to look at one aspect of this project rather than through some giant
public meetings. So public outreach and education are keys to a successful approach.
[California Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends of the River]

= There needs to be an accurate assessment of current river-related use and how that use is tied
to the existing flow regime. (There have been suggestions made to the Parks and Recreation
Division about how flows could be change to improve recreation use on the river and
"spread-out" what are often crowded and congested conditions). [El Dorado County Parks
and Recreation Division]
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Project mitigation questions:

Question 5. What types of mitigation measures for the adverse impacts of this project
should the EIR/EIS analyze?

u Avoidance and mitigation recommendations for on-going impacts of the CVP are found in
the USFWS’s March 1992 Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report. [USFWS]

u A Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) should be developed under Section 7 and 10, using
Endangered Species Act guidance. [USFWS]

n All diversions must be screened. [CDFG]
= Examine possible seasonal or diurnal diversion limits to avoid a "take" of listed species.
[CDFG]

. Mitigation banking for each affected listed species should be considered. [USFWS]
u CDFG would like to see an HCP, the more species incorporated, the better. [CDFG]

L Operations agreement and related mitigation: power is more valuable than dollars. It may
be more desirable to repay/mitigate power generation impacts with power..[PG&E])

u Retrofit toilets: Other communities are installing low-flow toilets as a way to stretch
supply.[PG&E]
= Reducing mobile and point sources of air pollution and other costs associated with improving

air quality.[American River Land Trust]

u Purchase of additional easements along rivers and streams for habitat protection and
restoration as well as recreational use.[ American River Land Trust]

» Set-up a habitat acquisition program funded by an enhancement fee (per gallons or acre foot)
of El Dorado County water use and sales.[American River Land Trust]

= Set-up a similar program to serve other important conservation purposes including air quality
(source control and removal).[American River Land Trust]

n Better access and portage trail at the Ruck-a-chucky rapid on the Middle Fork is needed.
There are safety concerns at this location and thousands of people pass through this area each
year.[Dept. of Boating and Waterways]

u Analyze both the facilities and river flows that accommodate whitewater recreation.
[American Whitewater Affiliation]
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There needs to be a way to evaluate the legitimacy of comments from entities that may not
be sincere in their contributions to the environmental process. Environmental laws require
mitigation for legitimate environmental impacts, but we are concerned about people that will
try to make this project unaffordable as a way to control growth. [Business Community]

At the minimum, residential water users should adopt the principles of the urban water MOU
and also adopt a policy that they will improve those best management practices as they are
revised and adopted by the other sides of the MOU. Both in water and energy, demand side
management is the key to reducing the need for further diversions. [California Sportfishing
Alliance/ Friends of the River]

Long term protection/management should be considered as mitigation: If the project
proponents are able to withdraw water and provide adequate mitigation for the local and
direct impacts, then there should be serious consideration to this project incorporating wild
and scenic river designations and/or a NRA to offset cumulative impacts. This would help
to address the concerns of the many public interest and regulatory agencies which worry that
this project will simply continue the degradation of the river ecosystem. Commitment on the
part of the El Dorado County Water Agency to take the necessary political and policy steps
to secure this type of protection would give confidence to public interests that El Dorado is
a dedicated partner in long term stewardship of river resources. [California Sportfishing
Alliance/ Friends of the River]

How can safety be improved and advanced for the thousands of annual visitors to these river
corridors? These would be good mitigation measures. {El Dorado County Parks and
Recreation Division]

How can this project relieve the congestion on the river. This could also improve the quality
of their experience. [El Dorado County Parks and Recreation Division]

Improved access: possible options for improved access include 1) better access to the Class
II section below Troublemaker rapid; 2) a take-out for those rafters/paddlers completing the
run above this Class II section (so they do not create congestion for people on the Class IT
section); 3) an access between Camp Lotus and the Gorge section of the lower run (if the
Convict Rock diversion point is used, there could be an access created there). [El Dorado
County Parks and Recreation Division]

Restoration of Auburn dam site and restoring river recreation to that reach of the American
River could relieve some of the pressure on other runs, such as the South Fork. [El Dorado
County Parks and Recreation Division]

Impacts on the aquatic ecosystem should be fully evaluated. [County River Management
Advisory Committee Parks and Recreation Division]
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Use PG&E releases and coordination as a way to mitigate and actually improve on the South
Fork flow and fishery resources. [County River Management Advisory Committee Parks
and Recreation Division]

If possible, move toward restoring the ecosystem. [County River Management Advisory
Committee Parks and Recreation Division]

Question 6. Are there other potential desired outcomes that we should consider as potential

mitigation related to this project?

Water conservation (gal/per household) and losses in the delivery system: These will be
important issues in the environmental/project analysis. Most foothill water agencies have
difficulties with these two elements.[PG&E]

Geographic location of development to correspond with lower elevation diversion
points.[American River Land Trust]

The development of public campgrounds, takeouts and other amenities designed to
accommodate recreational use of the South, Middle and North Forks. [American Whitewater
Affiliation]

Removal of the remains of the old Auburn Dam structure and creation of a new Class II
whitewater run in the area. [American Whitewater Affiliation]

The project must have a very comprehensive analysis of costs (both direct project as well as
mitigation costs) and a complete discussion of how the project would be funded if approved.
[Business Community]

Diversion from the Auburn Dam site that could lead to potential restoration should really be
looked into.[California Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends of the River]

Any diversions should not result in a change in the free-form character of the river. The straw
in the gravel approach is much more acceptable than the dams and diversions. [California
Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends of the River]

Better access points to some of the river might be in order -- access is limited and gets more
restricted all the time for both boaters and fishermen. Some concern and some improvement
for access issue is justified. [California Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends of the River]

From the cumulative impact view of growth, the use of reclaimed water shall be considered.
Reclaimed water can be used on golf courses and so much more. [California Sportfishing
Alliance/ Friends of the River]
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. Work with PG&E and other operators and the regulatory agencies to have flows (negotiate
agreements) that serve the dual purpose of meeting both fish and recreation needs. This could
be developed as a mitigation. An example might be to reduce some of the night flows so as
to provide more day time flow when recreational use is highest. [El Dorado County Parks
and Recreation Division]

n Certainty of flow is important to outfitters and other people that may travel long distances
to float and/or fish the South Fork. Improving flow certainty is another potential mitigation.

u It would be useful, if as part of this study there could be an evaluation of what truly
constitutes an "optimum flow" from the perspective of recreation interests. This study and
analysis would provide an important benchmark for the Parks and Recreation Division and
other entities concerned about impacts to American River recreation. [El Dorado County
Parks and Recreation Division

u Regarding mitigation and potential improvements that might be useful to trail use, some type
of water spigot might be helpful since drinking water is always a need on the trails.[Western
States Endurance Run]

u The concept of a pumping facility at the Aubum Dam site coupled with restoration of the

river channel should be pursued. [Western States Endurance Run]

Question 7. What other alternatives should the EIR/EIS analyze for providing a secure
water supply?

u Other alternatives should consider Kyburz Canal/ Hazel Creek tunnel, if it comes through.
[CDFG]

u Analyzing both non-Fazio water alternatives and Fazio water alternatives, may become too
complicated and convoluted. If there is a roadblock on one of the water sources, all will be
stalled because they are in the same EIR. Because the objective of the project is to obtain
CVP water under PL 101-514, addressing non-CVP water alternatives is likely unnecessary.
[CDFG]

. Small Alder alternative: This alternative may provide useful opportunities for cooperation
with PG&E and the Dept. of Fish and Game (DFG). DFG has indicated some interest in an
off-stream hatchery. (See testimony before the SWRCB for more insights). Coordinated
operations, the El Dorado canal and PG&E relicensing are issues that could be discussed
further as part of this alternative.[PG&E]

u Reduce residential densities within the general plan.[American River Land Trust]

u Maintain agricultural zones (seek broader application of the Williamson Act).[American
River Land Trust]
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L Reduce the land base for development.[American River Land Trust]

u There are several other water supply sources that should be considered as reasonable
alternatives. First, reducing the losses in the El Dorado County water conveyance system.
Second, implementing water conservation measures per the Urban MOU and Agricultural
MOU. Third, establish new building growth control limits, and fourth, study the feasibility
of purchasing additional water through PCWA.[American Whitewater Affiliation]

n There should be consideration of more fully using Sly Park as a storage facility to serve
County needs. If more could be water made available for storage in that reservoir then the
firm yield could be increased because capacity exists. Other than the diversion impacts and
issues of where water would be secured for storage in Sly Park, other impacts would be
minor if any because the reservoir is already constructed.[Business Community]

= Regarding Folsom Reservoir as a diversion location: This project should evaluate the
capability and capacity of the El Dorado Hills treatment plant. Be aware that the existing
plant is located in the middle of expensive homes and is in proximity to a school. Alternate
treatment plant locations as well as the conveyance pipelines will have to be identified and
evaluated. [Business Community)

u Water marketing -- Placer County Water Agency fairly routinely sells surplus water to
downstream users. Why shouldn't Georgetown or El Dorado County be able to purchase that
water and perhaps divert it right at Folsom Reservoir.[California Sportfishing Alliance/
Friends of the River]

Questions about additional suggestions and concerns:

Question 8. Do you have other suggestions which you believe would improve the project and
enhance the chances for a project that would be acceptable to your interests?

. The USFWS recognizes that the CVPIA authorizes a long-term contract, but EDCWA’s
long-term need must be reevaluated from the perspective of the CVPIA. USFWS
recommends that:

1. All existing and new diversion points shall be screened.

2. Immediate water needs should be substantiated and reasonable water conservation
opportunities identified for all service areas.

3. A County-wide water needs analysis should be conducted.
4, EDCWA should enter into “interim” water service contracts for an adjustable water

quantity, not to exceed 15,000 AF, and incorporate all CVPIA contract provision
requirements into the new contracts,
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5. Implement the recommendations from the 1992 FWCA report for the Folsom Dam and
Reservoir Temporary Reoperation Study. [USFWS]

The EIR should recognize that the project is predicated on growth. [USFWS]
Construction impacts must be considered. [CDFG]
An erosion control plan is needed. [CDFG]

Category 1 and 2 species should be assessed. There are 32 special status species in the
county. Altemnatives 4 and 8 particularly have concems for foothill and mountain yellow
legged frog. The USBR has a list of applicable species. [USFWS]

Operations agreement: This would probably be the mechanism for PG&E and El Dorado to
work together to reduce adverse impact to fish and other river uses. Once the daily take is
established, it would then be timely to begin a more detailed discussion re an operations
agreement which could define acceptable timing of the take. Concerns of upstream
protestors would have to be resolved as part of this process as well.

Maintaining biological diversity and a healthy resource base in the Sierra Nevada.[ American
River Land Trust]

A middle-ground project which is advanced through the environmental and regulatory
process in a logical and professional manner will have the best chance of success. The
project must be realistic.[El Dorado County Assessor's Office]

The American Whitewater Affiliation would not oppose the project if it were to take all its
water from Folsom Reservoir, the El Dorado County water conveyance system was repaired
to reduce conveyance losses, and the two water districts sign the Urban MOU and the
Agricultural MOU (when available).[American Whitewater Affiliation]

There may be a need for the entire watershed to be adjudicated. This could provide a more
realistic approach to understanding all the projects and the water rights that exist now and
are being proposed. [California Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends of the River]

Question 9. Are there other important obstacles to this project which we have not

discussed?

Upstream reservoirs: Since PG&E has already "made peace” with many upstream water
rights holders, PG&E expressed concern regarding the problems and implications associated
with changing those agreements and operation schedules (and whether or not changes would
be acceptable).[PG&E]

Maintaining biological diversity and a healthy resource base in the Sierra Nevada and other
secondary impacts.[American River Land Trust]
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The biggest obstacles are political. There are no growth advocates and residents that wouid
like to see El Dorado stay as it is today.[El Dorado County Assessor's Office]

In terms of the use and development of land, Mello Roos bonding and the confidence level
of investors is important.[El Dorado County Assessor's Office]

There should be a long-term plan for the restoration of native fisheries in the North, Middle
and South Forks.

Will the El Dorado County Water Agency be seeking additional appropriations within the
watershed? "Change petitions" will probably be required for any changes to existing
appropriations. The State Water Resources Control Board should be consulted about how
to structure and approach any new appropriations.[California Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends
of the River]

If water is made more available then there will probably be increased traffic, air quality and
related environmental impacts along with growth. (An example was made of the air quality
problems now occurring in Kings Canyon National Park as a result of urban air quality
deterioration in neighboring Valley areas). Since a major part of western El Dorado's tourism
is linked to river recreation, a concern is how will increased growth influence and/or degrade
these recreational experiences? [El Dorado County Parks and Recreation Division]

Question 10. Do you have other concerns regarding this project which we have not discussed?

Project 184 License: Relicensing at 2002. In the early years, required minimum flows were
5 cfs. Now they are 50 cfs. More studies will be required and the licensee will be required
to complete them. FERC is the licensing authority as specified by the Federal Clean Water
Act. [PG&E]

Instream flows in Weber Creek, Alder Creek, and the South Fork of the Rubicon. [American
Whitewater Affiliation]

There are some "conditions" on the El Dorado Hills treatment plant as a result of previous
agreements with the City of Sacramento. It will be important for the environmental
documents associated with this project to reference those conditions and to address any
requirements that may limit the expanded use of the Plant. (Jonas). {Business Community]

A "forum process"” similar to what is being advanced in Sacramento could be useful at some
point in El Dorado. [Business Community]

Regarding uncertainty: how secure will the Bureau of Reclamation water be? If the trend of
increased CVP deliveries for fish and wildlife continues in the future, how will the water for
this project be influenced?[Business Community]
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The subject of water rates will be a political issue in the future. It is not unusual to see EID
water bills in excess of $150 (for a two month period). There are limits and ultimate price
sensitivities to what people will be willing to pay for water. Maybe the environmental
document should look at what has happened in other areas and water districts. There are
instances of where water has been priced so high that demand dropped precipitously and
therefore threatened the financial solvency of the water district. [Business Community]

The projections for agricultural water needs in El Dorado County should be critically
reviewed (projections may be too high). As we've seen in other parts of the State, where there
are subsidies for agricultural water coupled with increasing rates for all water customers,
there will undoubtedly be increased scrutiny of the agricultural subsidies. [Business
Community]

Several specific plans are underway in the County. These specific plans should be useful in
providing better insight to growth related water demand. [Business Community]

Seriously reconsider the need for this project. Continued growth and the resulting impacts
from diversions on California’s already seriously compromised river and stream resource
ecosystems is a concern. It is a mistake to look first to further water development rather than
to more creative and dedicated water management. [California Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends
of the River]

Further diversions from the American River system, impacts within the watershed and over-
commitment of the CVP to non-environmental uses are a sources of concern. Historically,
the environment and the river ecosystem including fish has taken a backseat to water
development. It is hoped this trend can be reversed. The CVPIA is seen be a step in the right
direction. This effort should not be compromised in any way: the CVPIA and restoration that
is envisioned as part of CVPIA. [California Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends of the River]

Run dates include the June Endurance Run and the Cool Canyon Crawl in mid-March.
[Western States Endurance Run]

The Tevis Cup is generally scheduled towards the end of July.[Western States Endurance
Run]

A Barbara Schoener memorial bench may be placed along a stretch of the trail near the
proposed diversion and pipeline. [Western States Endurance Run]

Prolific wildflowers occur along the stretch of the Western States Endurance Run trail near
the Knickerbocker Creek diversion alternative.[Western States Endurance Run]

Where is the water supply need that will have to be served? {County River Management
Advisory Committee Parks and Recreation Division]
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What about pumping costs from the diversion locations to these parts of the County that will
most need the water? It seems that if the need is in the western part of the County, then the
obvious diversion location is from Folsom Reservoir. There does not seem to be as much
growth in other parts of the County. [County River Management Advisory Committee Parks
and Recreation Division]

People need to be able to see the true cost of this project. Make the comparisons
understandable. For example, pennies per gallon might be a usable and familiar unit. [County
River Management Advisory Committee Parks and Recreation Division]

How does EID plan to handle the many homes that are not presently served by the utility,
but are instead served by wells? Coloma is not completely served by EID. [County River
Management Advisory Committee Parks and Recreation Division]

There needs to be a comprehensive evaluation of costs to El Dorado county residents.
[County River Management Advisory Committee Parks and Recreation Division]

Water quality is a real concern which will influence cost. [County River Management
Advisory Comunittee Parks and Recreation Division]

A major concern is post project flows and if these flows will provide for continued
commercial and private rafting on the river. [County River Management Advisory
Committee Parks and Recreation Division]

There will be fewer hours of "boatable flows" on the South Fork. Since there is already
congestion on the river, fewer boatable hours per day will mean significant congestion
problems. [County River Management Advisory Committee Parks and Recreation Division]

If there is a way to reduce the algae in the river, this should be considered as a type of
mitigation measure. Many people view the algal problem as a negative distraction to their
river experience. [County River Management Advisory Committee Parks and Recreation
Division]

Are the fluctuations in flows which we see today helping or hurting the fishery? Can we do
anything to improve the fishery? These improvements could be mitigation measures.
[County River Management Advisory Committee Parks and Recreation Division]

Agreements and senior water rights: It was discussed that for any proposed diversion there
would also need to be agreements with PG&E or other senior water rights holders in order
to actually implement a diversion. For example, PG&E relinquishes water rights below Chili
Bar but could nonetheless be impacted from proposed diversions downstream. [PG&E]

Project definition questions:

Question 11. What part of this project would you change and/or eliminate?
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All parts of the project which diver water on or above the South, Middle or North Forks of
the American River. [American Whitewater Affiliation]

Question 12. Are there diversion points or ways of diverting water that you believe are more

desirable than others? Why?

Above Folsom Reservoir diversions: PG&E suggested that there is more likelihood of
protests as diversions are proposed further above the Reservoir.[PG&E]

Use lower elevation diversions and use existing diversion points.[American River Land
Trust]

If there are legitimate needs for diversions, and these diversions are based on good planning
and sound project approval, then Folsom Reservoir would be a likely diversion point.[Dept.
of Boating and Waterways]

There should be more exploration of flatwater opportunities (reservoir creation) for capturing
water.[El Dorado County Assessor's Office]

Diverting water from Folsom Reservoir is the only acceptable diversion point. [American
Whitewater Affiliation]

The lowest diversion point is best because it leaves the water in the river for the longest
possible amount of time, [California Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends of the River]

Probably diverting at Folsom Reservoir would eliminate some of the problems we have
outlined for previous questions. [El Dorado County Parks and Recreation Division]

Regarding diversion points or ways of diverting water that would be more desirable than
others (Interview question #12), the Small Alder Project looks promising because it will
provide storage and El Dorado needs more storage. Also, diversions from Folsom seem
attractive because pumps exist there now and impacts to the upstream flows and river would
be minimized. Thus, pumping from Folsom would seem to be cheaper than some of the
upstream alternatives because mitigation, litigation, and other project costs could be avoided.
(County River Management Advisory Committee Parks and Recreation Division]

Question 13. Are there other interest groups and constituencies that we should contact?

Consider contacting Westland Water District. [CDFG and USFWS]

Upstream stakeholders: The Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund/Steve Volker has represented
many of the upstream stakeholders in the recent litigation with El Dorado County.
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u Other contacts are Nate Rangel/California Outdoors, Rich Silver/California Dept. of Parks
and Recreation at the Auburn State Recreation Area, and Diana Erickson with the U.S. Forest
Service/El Dorado National Forest. Charlie Willard may be a contact for others.[Dept. of

Boating and Waterways]
= Downstream users [American River Land Trust]
n There are individuals and interests that will do everything in their power to stumble and

prevent further water development for the County. In the Lake Tahoe Myers Flat area, there
were individuals that declined opportunities to participate and later attempted to block the
project.[El Dorado County Assessor's Office]

" Cal Trout, the Save the American River Association, and conservation groups concerned
with the flows into the San Francisco Bay/Delta. [American Whitewater Affiliation]

= FAWN/Karen Schamback in Georgetown ® PCFFA/Zeke Grader ® United Anglers/John
Beuttler ® Striped Bass Assn.® American Whitewater Assn/Susan Scheufele ® Re proposed
Maine Bar diversion ® Tevis Cup representatives. [California Sportfishing Alliance/ Friends
of the River]

= landowners, particularly along the South Fork should be contacted. [El Dorado County Parks
and Recreation Division]

u Regarding other interest groups to contact, talk to California Outdoors regarding rafting use
and flow needs on the river. Also, see the El Dorado County Tax Payers Assn. Ellen Day is
a new EID Board member who with the Association. [County River Management Advisory
Committee Parks and Recreation Division]

. Rich Silver at State Parks and Dean Swickert at BLM. [County River Management Advisory
Committee Parks and Recreation Division]

INTERVIEW FOLLOW-UP

At the request of EDCWA, EIP recently contacted each party or group that was originally
interviewed as part of the preliminary scoping process. The purpose of these contacts was to see if
any of the parties wished to offer new input or revise their previous comments. As the last
interviews were held in early 1995, each of the parties contacted requested the opportunity to
refamiliarize themselves with the project before offering any comments. EIP subsequently sent each
of those contacted a copy of the general project description and a copy of the 1995 follow-up letter
regarding their initial interview.

To date, EIP has not received any additional comments from the interviewees. EIP will forward any
such comments to EDCWA as they are received.
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In addition, EDCWA has requested that EIP contact other parties that were not originally
interviewed. These include the El Dorado County Planning Department, SMUD, Westland Water
District and Save the American River Association. Again, the results of these inquiries will be
forwarded to EDCWA as soon as they are received.

ATTACHMENTS

To supplement the interview responses summarized above, this report includes several attachments
arranged in chronological order. These are:

1. February 28, 1994 letter from the USFWS Ecological Services Sacramento Field Office.
2. October 4, 1994 letter from the American Whitewater Affiliation.

3. November 23, 1994 memo from E.J. Koford (EIP) to Jonas Minton (EDCWA).

4. January 26, 1995 memo from E.J. Koford to Rod Hall (US Bureau of Reclamation).

5. February 10, 1995 draft memo to file from E.J. Koford.
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Memorandum

To: Chief, Division of Planning and Technical Services, U.S,.
Bureau of Reclamacrion, Mid-Pacific Region, Sacramento,
California

From: Acting Field Supervisor, Ecoleogical Services,
Sacramento Field Office, Sacramencto, California (ES)

Subject: USBR - Planning Aid Memorandum on the Bureau of Reclamation’s
Proposed New Water Contract with E1 Dorado County Water
Agency, Sacramento County, Califormia

Introduction:

This Planning Aid Memorandum (Memorandum) is provided to assist your planning
process as outlined under Section 2 of che Fish and Wildlife Coordinatien Act
(in 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.). The Memorandum focuses on 1) potential effects of
the Bureau of Reclamation’s (Reclamation) new water contracts with the El
Dorado County Water Agency (Agency), 2) lmpacts of project operation
modifications due to the new water supply contract, and 3) unmitigated project
impacts ("on-going" impacts). The new water contract is specifically
authorized to meet the Agency’s immediate need within its 1990 boundaries.

The recommendations herein are desipned to address American River, Folsom
Reservoir, and Central Valley Project (CVP) impacts.

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has evaluated Reclamation’s proposed
new water service contract with the Agency, associarted authorizing legislation
for the project, and available Amexican River background documents. The
Central Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) specifically exempts the
proposed new contract from the CVPIA contract limitation provisions.
Reclamarion is legislatively directed by Section 206 of the Energy and Water
Development Appropriactions Act of 1990 (Act of 1990) to meet the immediate
municipal and induscrial water need within Agency’s 1990 boundaries. While
the CVPIA [Section 3404(b)) excepts the new proposed contract from the CVPIA’s
limication on new water contracts, any new water Reclamation contract is still
subject to the requiremencs of the Act of 1990 and the provisions of the CVPIA
excepC as noted above.



Description of the Action:

The proposed action is directly associated with three other closely related
actions. The new proposed actions direcced by the Act of 1990 and the CVPIA
are:

A) Reclamation’'s proposed new interim contract with the Agency is
authorized to meet its immediate service area municipal and induscrial
need. The Agency’s new interim contracc would not exceed 15,000 AF.
The water will be diverced from Folsom Lake or for exchange upstream on
the American River or from tributaries, considering reasonable efforts
to implement water conservation programs within areas to be served by
the contracts.

B8) Under a separace action and envirormental impact statement, also
authorized by the Act of 1990 and exempted from the CVPIA’s contract
limitation provisions, Reclamation is authorized to enter into a new
interim watrer service contract with Sacramento County Water Agency
(Sacramento). The water quantity will not exceed 22,000 acre-feetr (AF)
annually and its diversionm point "shall, to the maximum extent
reasonable and feasible, take place at or near the mouth of the American
River."

C) Sacramento will subcontract 7,000 AF of the total interim contract
amount with the City of Folsom. The City of Folsom will also comply
with the CVPIA provisions and water conservation requirements prior to
entering into a subcontract.

D) Reclamation’s interim contract with San Juan Suburban Water District
(SJSWD) is aucthorized to meet its immediate service area municipal and
Induscrial need. SJSWD's contract amount will not exceed 13,000 AF
annually. The water would be diverted at Folsom Reservoir.

These interim contracts are ldentified as a first-phase of a contracting
program to meet the long-term needs of El Dorado and Sacramento Counties. The
actual annual quantities delivered under the contracts would be determined
based upon the quancity of water to meet the immediate naed within the
Agency'’s, Sacramento’s, City of Folsom’'s, and SJSWD's service areas. The
final Agency contract quantity will be determined following "reasomnable
efforts to implement water conservation programs within areas to be served by
the contraccs." (P.L.-101-514)

Pogsible Impacts to Fish and Wildlife:

The proposed interim contract will change the operational flexibility of
Folsom Reservoir and will place additional burden on other CVP facilities to
meet project requirements. A portion of Reclamation’s water rights will be
reallocated and delivered to a new place of use. Less water will be available
for Folsom’s carry-over storage and other project purposes. The proposed
contract will incrementally increase on-going fish and wildlife impacts
downstream of Folsom Reservoir and could lead to additional cerrestrial



wildlife habicat conversions. On-going impacts may be exacerbated by the new
interim wacer contract because operational flexibilicy will diminish. These
on-going impacts are unmet CVP mitigation requiring correction. Avoidance and
mitigation recommendations for on-going impacts are found in the Service’s
Maxch 1992 Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Acc Report (1992 FWCA report)
on the Corps of Engineer’s (COE) Folsom Dam and Reservoir Temporary
Reoperation Study. Fish, wildlife, and recreation impacts will continue co
occur if all the Act of 1990 and the CVPIA provisions and the recommendations
in the 1992 FWCA report are not implemented concurrently.

The new incterim water contract supply could induce growth in service areas.
This could result in wildlife habitat conversions with adverse environmental
impacts. However, if the new water contraccs funcrion to meet the immediate
service area needs and water quantities are reduced as conservation measures
are implemented, the contract deliveries alome would not result in terrestrial
wildlife habitat conversions.

Because Folsom’s operacional flexibility will be reduced additional water from
other CVP reservoirs will be required to meet water quality and endangered and
threatened species requirements. The contract actions could lead to carryover
storage effects on other CVP reservoirs and may have an impact on winter-run
salmon (Oncorhymchus tshawytscha), Delta smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus),
lonhfin smelt (Spirinchus thaleichthys), Sacramento splittail (Pogonichthys
macrolepidotus), and capabilities to meet water quality standards.

Discussion:

Under this long-term contract phase, the proposed interim contract would meec
El Dorado County’s immediate service area need, but fish and wildlife needs
would remain unmet. Long-cerm contract quantities to meet all future service
area needs will not be established until a supplemental needs analysis and
compliance with all CVPLA contract provisions are completed. Implementing
proposals under the CVPIA provisions which include habitat improvement and
protection measures may alleviate some oun-going project impacts, but others
would persist.

Among other things, the CVPIA establishes fish and wildlife protection,
restoration, and enhancement as project purposes equal to providing municipal,
industrial, and agricultural water supplies. This interim contract phase of
the long-term contracting program should incorporate mitigation for omn-going
project and new water contract impacts. Some fish and wildlife protection,
restoration, and enhancement measures may be duplicated by related CVPIA
actions, but ummet mitigation needs and commitments will remain as the CVP’s
responsibility.

Our recommendations for the protection of the project area’s fish and wildlife
resources are in conformance with the Service’s Mitigation Policy (published
in the Federal Regiscer 46:15; January 23, 1981). This policy provides
Service personnel with guidance in making recommendations to protect or
conserve fish and wildlife resources. By helping ensure consistent and



effective Service recommendations, che policy allows agencies and developers
to plan early for mitigacion needs.

The Council on Environmental Quality and the Service Mitigation Policy define
mitigacion as including che following elements: avoiding impacts, minimizing
impacts, reccifying impacts., reducing impacts over time, and compensating for
impacts. The Service considers these elements to represent the most desirable
sequence of steps in the mitigation piamnning process. In determining when to
move from any one element to the next in the sequence, success or failure of
particular techniques or approaches in the past under similar circumstances
(as reflected in the results of previous mitigation evaluation studies) are
taken into account,

Recommendati

The Service recognizes chat the CVPIA authorizes a long-term contract, but the
Agency’s long-term need must be reevaluated from the pexrspective of the CVPIA.
Implementing CVPIA contract provisions and establishing a realistic projected
service area need appears to be a long-term contract prerequisite. In
accordance with our mitigation policy and to meet the intent and purposes of
the Act of 1990 and the CVPIA, the Service recommends that the Agency and
Reclamation:

1. Screen all existing and new diversion points with California Department
of Fish and Game and Service approved fish screens.

2. Substantiate immediate water need and identify reasonable water
conservatlion opportunities for all service areas. Identify and
implement water conservation measures and programs. The contract
quantity must be analyzed annually to determine compliance with water
conservation requirements.

3. Conduct a County-wide water needs analysis.

4. Enter into "interim" water service contracts for an adjustable water
quantity, not to exceed 15,000 AF for the Agenmcy. Incorporate all CVPIA
contract provision requirements into the new contracts.

5. Concurrently with a new "interim” water service contract, implement the
recommendations from the 1992 FWCA report for the Folsom Dam and
Reservoix Temporary Reoperation Study (COE, 1992).

Summayy:

The Service views the Agency’s and SJSWD's proposed new water contracts with
the broad perspective of the CVPIA and the Act of 1990. The CVPIA recognizes
the inadequate CVP mitigation and compensation efforts, but attempts to
protect, restore, and enhance fish, wildlife, and associated habirats along
with providing water for agriculture, municipal and industrial purposes. The
Folsom Project is not excepted from inadequate CVP mitigation. Adequate
compensation for adverse impacts of constructing and operating Folsom Dam and



Reservoir was not achieved. The proposed new water service contracts canmnot
be separated from providing fish and wildlife needs in che American River
Basin.

Fish, wildlife, and recreation impacts will occur due to less Folsom Reservoir
inflows, outflows and carry-over storage. Models of the system and effects on
outflow wacer temperacture, Delta salinicy changes, effects on endangered and
threatened species, and effects on recreational opportunities must be included
in the EIS. The EIS' cumulative impact section should combine all proposed
new interim contract quantities and any ocher foreseeable American River water
rights changes into a single analysis.

The system may be operated close to the without project alternacive and
continue on-going impacts downstream of Folsom Dam. The proposed new interim
water contracts would result in less water available for other project
purposes. Among other things, the intent of the CVPIA is to protect, restore,
and enhance fish, wildlife, and associated habitats in cthe Central Valley and
not merely to maintain the status quo or merely to increase watexr contracting.
The new water contract actions should also contain envirommental protection,
restoration and/or enhancement components.

Thank you for the opportunity to assist in your planning process. Questions
regarding this Memorandum may be direccted to John Brooks or Mike Hoover at
916-978-4613.

Dale A. Plerce

ce: ARD, ES, Portland, Oregon
Bureau of Reclamation, Noxrth Central California Office (Attn: Rod Hall),
Folsom, CA
El Dorado County Water Agency (Attn: General Manager)
National Marine Fisheries Service, Santa Rosa
Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento
CVPIA Team, Sacramento
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Ms. Susan Scheufele
2121 Ocean St. Bxt.
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Ocwober 4, 1954
Granz Werschkill
EIP Associates
1401 21st Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Werschkill:

1 armn writing in response to the Draft Interview Questions on the Central Valley Project Water Service Con-
TacL

Introductory Question:

1. Whar questions do you have on what we' ve just described?

My questions are as follows:

1. How much water, in terms of cubic feet per second (cfs) would be removed from the EID and PDPUD
proposed diversion locations?

2. How much water would be removed from the South Fork American River by the proposed Texas Hill Stor-
age Alternative and Small Alder Project alternatives?

3. How much water would be removed from the Rubicon River by the proposed diversion oa the South Fork
of the Rubicon River?

4. Where would the water for the proposed Texas Hill Storage Alternative and Small Alder Project reservoirs
come from, only from the Weber Creek and Alder Creek respectively, or from other sources as well?

5. Is the GDPUD proposed diversion point at "Folsom Reservoir north” located on the North Fork American
at the old Auburn Dam site, ar is it located at the end of the North Fork of the river before the old Auburn
Dam site?

Project impacts questions:

2. What potential impacts from the project are you most concerned about?

I am primarily concerned about the impacts of the project on whitewater recreation on the South and Middle
Forks of the American River, and also concerned with the impacts of the project on the river ecosystems.

3. What potential impacts from the project are likely 10 present the most serious problems in terms of moving
a project forward?

Any potential impacts on the amounts of water in the South and Middle Forks of the AmericanRiver are likely
to cause the most serious problems in terms of public outcry from the whitewater river recreanion user and
river conservanon community, including protests to the State Water Resources Control Board. This would
include both the EID aod GDPUD proposed diversion locarions above Folsom Reservoir, the proposed Texas
Hill Storage and Small Alder Project alternatives, and the proposed diversion via the Robbs Peak diversion
on the South Fork of the Rubicon River.

Executive Office: P.0. Box 85, Phoenicia, NY 12464
(914) 688-5569
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The South Fork of the American River is the second most popular whitewater run in the Western United
States. The North and Middle Forks of the American river are considered suitable for Narral Recreation Area
designarion, and are also eligible for inclusion in the Narional Wild and Scenic Rivers system. Recent drought
years have restricted boating flows well below each of these river’s respective capacities, so any project caus-
ing further reductions in flows on these rivers would be considered objectionable. The river flows on the
South and Middle Fork American Rivers support whitewater recreation and public navigation, and must be
considered a beneficial use and public qust value protected under state law.

4. What do you believe will be the most effective approach for evaluating and accurately estimating these
impacts?

I would like to see the ETIR/EIS study the existing whitewarter recreation revenue flow into the local area, and
it’s future growth potential under several scenarios. First, the direct and cumulative impacts of unlimited local
growth versus tie impacts of resmicted local growth on the American River. Second, the direct and cumula-
tive impacts of benign neglect of the local river recreation potential versus the impacts of major enhancement
of river recreation facilities ou the surrounding communities. In other words, evaluate the relationship be-
tween the local river resource and the surrounding communities.

The EIR/EIS should explore the quality-of-life impacts for counry residents between becoming a high—den-
sity suburbanized bedroom commuunity for Sacramento with a benignly neglected but heavily used American
River, versus the potential for a lower density community, which retains a rural flavor, and has a highly suc-
cessful tourist industry built around the well managed South Fork and the Wild and Scenic Middle and North
Forks of the American River.

Project mitigation questions:

5. What rypes of mitigarion measures for the adverse impacts of this project should the EIR/EIS analyze?
The EIR/EIS skould anaiyze both facilities and river flows specifically for whitewater recreation. There are
many well-kpnown problems with camping, parking, and river access on the South and Middle Forks of the
American River, and both rivers could easily accomodate many additional boaters if there were longer re-
leases on the summer weekends as well as reasonable recreational releases during the fall, winter and spring
"off-season”.

6. Are there other potential desired outcomes that we should consider as potenrial mitigation related 1o this
project?

South Fork:

1t’s difficult to find a place to camp on Saturday nights during the summer, as most of the campgrounds are
booked up well in advance. Public campgronnds could be developed on the BLM land along the river, as well
as at Henningson Park. A reasonably priced shuttle service and/or shuttle buses could help lessen the raffic
congestion problems on the local roads. The takeont on both of the Class IT runs could be made more efficient
and help prevent further riverbank erosion problems with boatramps, at both the Henningson Park takeout
and the Salmon Falls Bridge takeout. Improved sanitation facilities could be provided at the put-ins and
take-outs. Longer flows on the river would spread the boaters and reduce the perceived impact. Allowing
private boaters to exit the Chili Bar run ar Marshal Gold State Park would help reduce the congestion on the
upper haif of the Class IT Coloma to Lotus run, a formerly quiet raining run for beginning boaters.

Executive Office: P.O. Box 85, Phoenicia, NY 12464
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Middle Fork:

There is a lot of public land on the Middle Fork of the American River which has not been developed into
camp site areas due to the possible future presence of a new Auburn dam. El Dorado County could make a
commimment to protecting the Middle Fork of the American River from future hydro projects and start to de-
velop the recreational potential of the area. More specifically, there is only one place berween the put-in and
the take-out on the Middle Fork for public vehicle access, and it’s at mile 5, inhabited by four or five full
summer miner camps, and it’s a terrible shuttle to get there from the put~in. The access 10 Ford’s Bar at about
the midpoint in the run is an exwremely expensive private access. Other access points (a road to the edge of
the bluff, and a trail leading to the river from the road, so as to minimize visual impact) along the river could
be provided. An access point at Three Queens mine would provide a viable aliernadve, although a slight step
above, 10 the South Fork American for a one day rafuing trip. The Ruck-A-Chucky portage path could be
improved and a portage trail around Murderers Bar could be provided. Longer flows which started earlier
in the day would allow for more usage of the Class II run.

North Fork:

There is a lot of public land on the North Fork of the American River which has not been developed into camp
site areas due to the possible future presence of a new Auburn dam. El Dorado Counry could make a commit-
ment 1o protecting the North Fork of the American River from future hydro projects and start to develop the
recreational potential of the lower part of the river within the county boundaries. The county could support
the Bureau of Reclamation’s project to remove the remains of the old Auburn Dam structure and creation a
new Class I run in that area. The county could extend the old Aubum dam service road to the takeout for
the shurtle for the run, so as to minimize traffic impacts on Hwy 49,

7. What other alternaiives should the EIR/EIS analyze for providing a secure water supply?

There are several other water supply sources would should be considered as reasonable alternatives. First,
reducing the losses in the El Dorado County water conveyance system, which curently represent 27 percent
of the total projected funire demand for water, Second, implementing water conservation measures as per the
Urban MOU and the Agricultural MOU (when it is available), as well as implementing water recycling.
Third, new building growth control limits within the county should also be analyzed as potential alternatives.
Fourth, the feasability of purchasing additional water from the Folsom Reservoir water through the Placer
County water agancy and/or the state water bank should be analyzed.

Questions abour addinional suggestions and concerns:

8. Do you have other suggestions which you believe would improve the project and enhance the chances for
a project which would be acceptable 10 your interesis?

AWA would not oppose the project if it were to take all of the water from Folsom Reservoir, the EI Dorado
Counry water conveyance system was repaired to reduce cooveyance losses, and the two water districts sign
the Urban MOU and the Agricultural MOU (when it is availabie),

9. Are there other importans obstacles to this project which we have not discussed?
There should be a long-term project 1o restore the nagve fisheries on these fvers.

10. Are there other concerns regarding 1his project which we have nor discussed?
Instream flows on the Weber Creek, Alder Creek, and the South Fork of the Rubicon River.

Executive Office; P.0O. Box 85, Phoenicia, NY 12464
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Project definition questions:

11. What part of this project would you change and/or eliminate?

I would eliminate atl parts of the project which divert water from on or above the runs on the South and
Middle Forks of the Americag River.

12. Are there diversion points or ways of diverting water that you believe are more acceptable than others?
Why?

Diverting water from Folsom Reservoir is the only acceptable diversion point, because of the amount of pub-
lic recreation on the South Fork, and the special wilderness qualities of the Middle Fork of the American River
should be protected. The whitewater flows on these rivers must be considered a beneficial use and public trust
value protected undes state law.

13. Are there other interest groups and constituencies that we should contact?
I would contact Cal Trout, the Save the American River Association, and conservarion groups concerned with
the flows into the San Franciso Bay/Delta.

I perceive that El Dorado County and the surrounding counties are at a crux in terms of losing the special
character of the Sierra foothills that artracted so many people to the area to begin with, and without growth
controls the area will evenmally become indistinguishable from the overdeveloped suburban areas of South-
ern California. In addition, it is inappropriate to continne to slowly erode the qualiry of the surrounding nam-
ral resources in order 1o build more houses. There is an important relationship between the river resource and
the surrounding communities which should be preserved and erhanced.

I would like to reserve the right to make additional comments on this project as more information becomes
available. Please contact me if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,

Susan Scheufele
Regional Coordinator, American Whitewater Affiliation
Conservation Chair, Loma Prieta Paddlers, Sierra Club RTS

Executive Office: P.O. Box 85, Phoenicia, NY 12464
(914) 688-5569



Novemper 23. 1994

TO: Jonas Minton
FROM: E.J. Koford

SUBJECT: EDCWA PROJECT,; INTERVIEWS WITH USFWS, CDFG. NMFS.

The following notes summarize our meeting at 1334-1630 hours of November 22, 1994. The
purpose of the meeting was to introduce the proposed project. discuss concerns of the agencies
and ask a series of standardized questions intended to help identify issues, potential project
alternatives. potential mitigations and other concermned parties that should be engaged in the
EIR/EIS process. We were fortunate to manage a meeting of five agencies and a consuitant
together.

Attenders at the meeting were:

Jonas Minton EDWCA
David Witter EID

Cindy Chadwick CDFG
Stafford Lehr CDEFG

John Brooks USFWS

Pete Lickvar USFWS

Chris Mobley NMEFS

Rick Hanson EIP Associates
Roy Leidy EIP

E.J. Koford EIP

Mr. Minton (EDCWA) briefly summarized the project,consisting of the acquisition of 13,000
acre-feet of CVP water ("Fazio water"). He added that an NOP was originally issued in May
of 1993, and comments received. The project has been modified, however in response to those
comments, and 2 new NOP will be issued in the near future. In the current process EDCWA
wants to "engage interested parties to the fullest extent from the beginning” and to "learn from
[agencies] what has worked and not worked in the past.” During this process, EDCWA will ask
for advice, but evenrually seek formal concurrence from agencies on the methodologies used to
assess impacts. The intent is to avoid performing analyses which are ultimately dismissed in the
EIR/EIS approval phase. Likewise, EDCWA will ask for suggestions for potential mitigation
opportunities, but will seek agreement on the acceptability of mitigation before implementation.



Mr. Minton also descriped as part of PL 101 that Sacramento County is pursuing their
acquisiuon of 35,000 acre feet of water from Folsom, and would be substantially analyzing
downstream impacts to the iower American. Sacramento and Bay-Delta areas. EDCWA intends
to rely heavily on their analysis for these portons of the EDCWA EIR/EIS. To the extent that
these analyses may not be sufficient to include EDCWA’s project, agencies should make them
aware.

Ms. Chadwick (CDFG) interjects that CDFG is looking for a significant revised flow regime
of the American River, and that it will be challienging to evaluate the cumnulative affects of
EDCWA's project without knowing what the revised flow regime is. She also mentions that San
Joaquin County has filed for water rights from the S Folsom Canal (?), and this may affect the
lower American River flows.

At this point. Mr. Lickvar (USFWS) requested that everyone have an opportunity to introduce
themselves and identifv their roles in this project. Mr. Lickvar in pnmarily involved in PG&E's
184 project. comprising Silver, Caples, Kyburz canal and Folsom. He was party to the protest
on El Dorado’s water application. His primary involvement is hydro effects downstream of
Folsom, including Bay-Delta and ESA issues.

Mr. Brooks (USFWS) is in charge of new water contracts, particularly Federal water. He is
also involved in the SAFCA reoperation proposal and is concerned about “carryover” storage
effects on Bay-Delta water quality.

E.J. Koford, Roy Leidy and Rick Hanson of EIP are consultants to EDCWA in preparing the
EIR/EIS.

Mr. Minton is manager of EDCWA and “on loan" from DWR to facilitate the project. He is
lead manager for the project.

Ms. Chadwick (CDFG) is new environmental supervisor for Region 2 CDFG. She was
department’s liaison on the EDF lawsuit, and is pre-disposed to Bay-Delta issues. Julie
Horenstein of her staff will be responsible for sensitive plants on the project.

Mr. Mobley (NMES) is responsible for protected species, habitat conservation planning and Bay-
Delta impacts. NMFS, as he states is primarily interested in the "broad picture.” Also, their
responsibility is primarily with anadromous fishes, none or which occur upstream of Folsom
Reservoir.

Mr. David Witter (EID) represents one of the two agencies (GDPUD being the other) that
delivers EDCWA water to its users. EID has project both independent and interrelated projects
to the current one. As a CVP contractor, EID is required to comply with conservation rules
implemented as a result of this project.



Mr. Stafford Lehr (CDFQG) is district biologist for El Dorado. Amador and Calaveras Counties,
He is primarily knowledgeaole and responsible for fisheries and fish flows. He was an author
on the department comment letter of June 1993'and reiterates many of those concerns. He is
particularly concerned abour the interaction of this project with others. He notes that projects
184, 2101, 2007 (?) Upper American, and 2155 (Chili Bar) are all up for renewal in the next
15 years. Is there enough water still in the river below all these projects to maintain fish? He
also notes that SMUD will be looking carefully at the South Fork of the Rubicon, as they have
related projects. There are constant issues with Smail Alder and Texas hill which wiil be
reiterated in this project. and he will want to see studies for this project using new
methodologies and better techniques than the previous effort.

Mr. Minton (EDCWA) once again initiated a project description. There will be 15,000 acre
feet, split between EID and GDPUD. Physical conditions require that one diversion (at least)
be present for each district. There were many site specific questions regarding the Folsom
North Diversion (Old Auburn Dam) Site. SL wanted to know what exisuing flows were, and
what diversions would be. What are flows when PCWA is releasing minimum fish flows. PL
offered that flows are as low as 50 cfs with lots of fluctuation. RL says mean monthly fiows
are orders of magnitude greater. Clearly it is not a steady state system. CC asks what flows
are when water demand is high and power demand is low (e.g. low releases for power and
irrigation), RL mentons that this site is known as a bass fishery, and using trout IFIM
evaluations in this area is inappropniate. The group resolves, that site-specific flow data from
this area should be collected and evaluated to determine if IFIM techniques are appropriate.
These data for all reaches are useful, and will be the subject of a separate technical meeting to
discuss if and where IFIM should be used.

JM described Rubicon River altermative, a “non-Fazio" alternative. This would be water
originating in Loon Lake via Onion Creek and Pilot Creek as it as previously delivered to
GDPUD before Stumpy meadows was constructed. This water would be "in lieu" of Fazo
water, not in addition to Fazio water. CC said this doesn’t look like a "good" alternative (e.g.
if it is not really viable, lets drop it). JM says this alternative requires EDCWA to pay SMUD
for power foregone, and would be an expensive altemnative. SL mentions that negative impacts
to the wild trout reach from Hell Hole to the confluence with the Middle Fork would be of
concemn. PL asks what are the costs of pumping? Presumably costs would be minimized by
pumping during off-peak (night), which means there needs to be a storage facility somewhere.

DW described EID alternatives. The first being diversion Folsom reservoir, from an existing
facility with existing diversion structures. White Rock Penstock is an unbuilt project. M
clarified that this EIR/EIS is intended to be the EIR for both the Fazio water and White Rock
diversion. EID and EDCWA have applied for 17,000 acre feet from the upper lakes. CDFG
had alleged the EIR was inadequate because it failed to ook at the area between alternatives

Mr. Lehr says that the letter from CDFG of 6/9/92 is actually a typographical error. The
correct date is 6/9/93.
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White Rock and Folsom. Litigation is pending. As a result. the current EIR will consider
cumnulative impacts of all or part of both withdrawals., e.g., 17,000 af+ 15,000 af or from 0
to 24,500 acre-teet (I don’t know why its 24.5 instead of 32). CM comments that the EIR needs
to address both the project alone and cumulative impacts. There needs to be an analysis of
fishery needs between White Rock and Folsom.

Alternatives 3 and 4, the Texas Hill and Alder Creek Dams and Reservoirs are also in lieu of
Fazio water. CM asks if these really are feasible optoons? Unrealistic options can be removed
without full analysis by showing that they don’t meet certain basic screening criteria. This
would simplify the analysis.

There followed a lengthy discussion of the Lower American, lead primarily by CC. [CC rattied
off an avalanche of issues. much faster than I could write them. [ presume these are all issues
familiar to JM). At the time SWRCB reconsidered EDF. they never came back to revise
D1483. Instead, the water forum is working on implementing a major revision of the Lower
American River flows to respond to the CVPIA. If, as seems likely, the CDFG takes a position
that upstream diversions are contrary to objectives of the wild and scenic rivers act protection,
it wouid be impossible for the department to support the EDCWA diversions. They may be in
a position to look at environmentally preferred options, with the objective of optimizing
American River flows. They will be looking at 2 wide range of alternatives. The Interim South
Delta EIR is going forward, using presumed deita standards, which will be public after
December 15th. The EDCWA analysis, then could consist of at least a 3X matrix, with a full
range of Lower American River Alternatives, vs a full range of flow management alternatives.
EDCWA also needs to look at the various flood control operation plans (SAFCA etc), under the
Interim Reoperation of Folsom Dam and Reservoir and all other alternatives, It is possible the
Auburn Dam alternative may be resurrected.

SL says EDCWA should generate some flow values for alternatives 5,6,and 7 and bringing those
to a technical meeting we should be able to determine if IFIM is appropriate. The implication
is that if diversions are on the order of 50 cfs, and flows are near 10,000 cfs, the difference will
be unmeasurable by IFIM technique.

JB and PL say that such a technical meeting should include Bob Pine (Delta smeit) and Lisa
Meng (Sacramento Splittail).

SL says his concerns are that the project should include a Habitat Management Plan as part of
mitigation, and that growth inducing impacts are of serious concem. EDCWA should look to
the CDFG comments to the draft general plan for guidance on growth inducing impacts. The
project must consider effects of all other projects. SL wanted to know the status of Iowa Hill
project? (withdrawn, acc. JM). What is the status of Silver Fork Project? (boundary will not
be moved, acc. IM).

JM says EDCWA s in active negotiation about rare plant avoidance and mitigation.



At this stage we finally came to asking the 13 questons put forward by Grant, as the standard
for all interviews. Responses are simply listed by questions number.

i,

2,3,4.

5,6,7.

Questions about project?

SL - diversions rates and timing

PL - proposed survey areas and locations of ancillary facilities (such as storage)
IB - what is the schedule for the need for the water?

Project Impacts?

SL - concemed about site specific fisheries, and growth issues.

JB,PL - ESA issues below Folsom. A planning aide letter exists, JB will provide to JTM
or EJK

JB - Analyzing both non-Fazio water and Fazio water may make the issue too
complicated. If there is a roadblock on one of the water sources, all will be stalled
because they are in the same EIR.

SL - Don’t know if [FIM is needed for analysis for alternatives 6 & 7.
EJK - Technical session dealing with IFIM will also discuss other potential outcomes

Project mitigation?
PL - HCP under Section 7 and 10, using ESA guidance: no affect, potentially affect, or
lltakcll
SL - all diversions must be screened
- possible to implement seasonal or diurnal avoidance of "take"
PL - 400 acres are in place for endangered plants
JB - would like to see mitigation banking for each species
JB - there are "unmet needs” for species in county
SL - CDFG would like to see an HCP, the more species incorporated, the better
SL - other alternatives should consider Kyburz Canal/ Hazel Creek tunnel, if it comes
through.

§8,9,10. Other suggestions or concern?

- The project is predicated on growth.
SL - Will want to see construction impact considered.
SL - Need erosion control plan
PL - advises EDCWA remember to look at Category Is and 2s. There are 32 special
status species in the county. Alternatives 4 and 8 particularly have concemns for foothill
and mountain yellow legged frog. The USBR has a list of applicable species.

11,12,13. Project definition and other interest groups?

(all) - Project description is okay. Need to consider south delta water users. How
will they feel about water quality.
- Need to get data for South Fork from Chili Bar & Folsom & Middle Fork
- Consider contacting Westlands Water District



Various members of the meeting had to leave. We agreed to set a tentative date of January 3,
1300 hours at CDFG for a followup technical meeting on flows and fisheries. The objective
would be to determine what data are available and determine the level of data needed to evaluate

alternatives (IFIM or less?).



MEMORANDUM

To: Mr. Rod Hall USBR

From: EJ. Koford EIP Associates

Date: January 26, 1995

Re: ACTION ITEMS RESULTING FROM MEETING 1/11/95

Thanks for talking with me today. I went back and reviewed my notes about the meeting
we had with you, EDCWA, EID, GDPUD, Montgomery-Watson and Al Candlish. The
notes are a little sketchy, because I remember coming away with the impression that most
of the assignments fell to you. But I did write in my calendar to call you in about 2
weeks and check on your contact with Einer Maisch.

EDCWA met with USBR and others on 1/11/95 to discuss the need for data in the
Auburn dam site reach of the river. EDCWA's motivation is a request from CDFG that
flows in that portion of the river be characterized to show effects of changes on flow.
EDCWA wanted to determine who would be responsible for collecting or developing
those data.

This is what I have in my notes:

There are at least three studies in progress in the Upper American with potential
overlapping data requirements.

1) American River Water Resources Investigation (ARWRI) (Al Candlish)
2) Site specific investigation of installing diversion structure near Aubum
dam site.

3) EIS/EIR by EDCWA regarding the PL101 “Fazio" water

Jeff Kitschel presented the ARWRI project as a programmatic document working over
5 counties, and integrated with a groundwater model, surface model, and water
conservation measures among others. The project is in the alternative development phase.
Each alternative consists of parts to meet water needs of specific service areas. The plan
describes water availability and diversion in terms of monthly or annual acre-feet and
does not attempt to describe instream flows. Their schedule is for Draft EIR/EIS in late
'95/early '96, final in mid '96. Paul Converse of EDCWA asked how they were
coordinating with the Corps Flood Control Project to which Mr. Candlish said they
weren’t, but that they would foresee a "bridging document" at some future time to cover
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this.

Rod Hall of USBR described the Auburm Dam site pump facility project, listing his five
objectives as

1) To remove the safety problem of the tunnel

2) Putin a 50,000 cfs pumping plan (or 50,000 acre-feet?)

3) To improve or support recreation in open portion of channel

4) To optimize recreational and fishery opportunities

5) To provide some riparian restoration.

The project area is from 3/4 mile upstream to the high water of Folsom, described as
"knickerbocker.” Rod indicated the project deliverable was planned for late 95/ early
*96, but that this date could change as a result of funding variables from the government.

EJ Koford presented the El Dorado County Water Agency project, with the objective of
determining where 17,000 acre feet of water provided under PL101 would be delivered.
There are several altematives under considerarion, of which the Auburn damsite diversion
is one. Meetings with CDFG concerning this project indicate that CODFG needs to know
what flows are in the river at the point of diversion, and what the affects of the diversion
will be. EDCWA was under the impression that these data would be available from
USBR, since they USBR would need to provide these data to CDFG to accomplish the
objectives of their project.

Rod Hall described that flows in that portion of the river were controlled primarily by
PCWA, which operates "oxbow" upstream. Jack Hannaford notes that the North Fork is
uncontolled, and possibly ungaged. Several people thought the fishery releases in this
reach were on the order of 50-75 cfs, but no one knew for certain. Further, PCWA may
be subject to relicensing requirements in the next 30 years that would likely increase
those release requirements.

1t appeared from the schedules of the projects, and the need for information that Rod Hall
_ and USBR would be the first agency needing to develop the flow information for this
portion of the river. Rod felt that Einer Maisch should be able to provide good flow data,
a release schedule and some information about fishery release requirements. It was my
impression that Rod was going to contact Einer to determine what information was
available and to get information about Oxbow, the fish release schedule and flow schedule
for this stretch.

1 asked Paul Converse or EDCWA, Dave Witter or EID and Marie Davis of GDPUD
whether this meeting substantially answered all our questions, and they were satisfied.
My recollection was that the onus was primarily on Rod to get data from Einer. We
agreed to stay in touch and assist as possible.
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