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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605 
Sacramento, California 95825-1846 

".s,. 
I'IS .. &. WIU .. ,"'" 

SF.IlVl('F. 

~ 
In Reply Refer To: 
2012-TA-0525 JUL 11 2012 

Memorandum 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Nick Kilb, Resources Management Division, Bureau of Reclamation, S. outh-~ ~ jj) 
Central California Area Office, Fresno, California a _.I l,(.p~~1 

Clo/f 
c;:"Z-. u fe' foS§istant Field Supervisor, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, Sacramento, 
.~ California 

Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment on the Transfer of Up to 20,500 
acre-feet of Central Valley Project Water from Central California Irrigation District to 
San Luis, Panoche, Del Puerto and Westlands Water Districts, and Up to 5,000 acre­
feet of Central Valley Project Water from Firebaugh Canal Water District to San Luis 
and Westlands Water Districts, DEA-J2-006 

This memo transmits U.s, Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) review and recommendations on 
the U,S. Bureau of Reclamation's (Reclamation) Draft Environmental Assessment (DEA) dated 
June 2012, on the Transfer of up to 20,500 acre-feet of Central Valley Project (CVP) Water from 
Central California lITigation District (CCID) to San Luis, Panoche, Del Puerto and Westlands 
Water Districts, and up to 5,000 acre-feet of CVP Water from Firebaugh Canal Water District 
(FCWD) to San Luis and Westlands Water Districts, The Service provides these comments and 
recommendations under authority of: and in accordance with, provisions of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) (40 CFR Part 1500), and within associated guidance from the 
President's Council on Environmental Quality, Our focus in providing these comments is to 
assist Reclamation in its efforts to " ... make decisions that are based on understanding of 
environmental consequences, and take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the 
environment" [40 CFR Part 1500.l(c)). We are also providing comments on the DEA pursuant to 
section 7(a) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.c. 153 1 et seq.)(Act), 

Based on the project description provided, our primary concerns regarding the proposed action 
are related to: 1) the need for adequate water quality standards and monitoring assurances, since 
some of the groundwater from this project will comingle with refuge water supplies, and with 
waters used by the giant garter snake; 2) potential further cumulative effects of this action, when 
combined with other reasonably foreseeable actions which have the potential to further erode the 
current baseline status of the giant garter snake. 
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Mr. Nick Kilb 

The Service has provided comments on this transfer program in 2010 (Service File No., 2010-
TA-0527) for groundwater pumping and water transfers from April 1,2010 through 
December 31, 2010, aud April I, 2011 through December 31, 2011. The comments aud 
recommendations in that memo are incorporated here by reference. 

Proposed Action 

2 

Reclamation proposes to approve the transfer of up to 20,500 acre-feet/year (AFY) of CYP water 
from CCID to the trausfer recipient districts Sau Luis, Panoche, Del Puerto and Westlands Water 
Districts (TRDs) that will be exchauged with well water pumped from within CClD and the 
transfer of up to 5,000 AFY ofCYP water from FCWD to TRDs Sau Luis and Westlands Water 
Districts that will be exchanged with well water pumped from within FCWD from July 2012 
through December 2012, and April 2013 through December 2013. The groundwater would be 
pumped from celD aud FCWD from the upper aquifer, and above the Corcoran clay layer, at a 
depth of between 180 to 240 feet, aud blended with surface-water deliveries. For the CCID, 
common landowners in CCID and the Transfer Recipient Districts would pump up to 75 cubic 
feet per second (cfs) of groundwater from up to 23 wells interspersed throughout District. CCID 
has an "open enrollment" process and because of this, the exact well locations from which the 
water would be pumped are not yet known; wells within CClD that have previously pumped 
groundwater for trausfer are shown in Figure 2-1. This groundwater would be discharged into 
CCID's conveyance system to meet in-district demands. In exchange, a portion of CClD's CYP 
surface water supply would be delivered to the Transfer Recipient Districts from the Delta 
Mendota Canal aud/or the San Luis Canal. Depth of wells is described in the DEA on page 17 as 
relatively shallow, from 180 to 240 feet. This depth corresponds to the shallow, poorer quality 
water in the aquifer above the Corcoran clay (as depicted in the 25-year Sau Joaquin Exchange 
Contractor Groundwater Pumping/Transfer EA, USBR 2007). 

For FCWD, landowners would pump groundwater from four wells directly into the Intake Canal 
aud one well (well #5) would discharge water directly into Mendota Pool near the Intake Canal. 

Some of the wells in CCID are located in the drainage-impacted area of the district; all of the 
wells in FCWD are located in a drainage-impacted area. The Proposed Action would free-up a 
commensurate quantity of water from CClD and FCWD supplies equivalent to the quantity 
developed from groundwater pumping. 

eelD water quality commitments 
Water quality limits for groundwater pumped as part of this project are described in the DEA in 
Appendix A, CCID Rules Governing Pumping of Private Wells for Water Credits in Other 
Districts, Revised October 26, 2007. All water pumped within CClD must meet water quality 
standards (as established by the Board of Directors). Currently, the maximums allowed are (from 
page A26 of the DEA): 

• 1,500 mg/L Total Dissovled Solids, 2.0 mg/L boron 
• Blended quality downstream of well shall not exceed 700 mg/L TDS, 0.5 mg/L boron aud 

no additional selenium detected. 
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Mr. Nick Kilb 

Additional water quality commitments were transmitted to the Service from Reclamation on 
July 9, 2012 (via e-mail) regarding wells that pump groundwater into CCID's Main Canal (a 
canal that is used in part to convey refuge water supplies to the Grasslands) upstream of Mile 
Post Station 53.856 as follows: 

• During the fall months (September 15 through December), when there is reduced 
flow and water quality for wildlife refuges is most critical, well water with TDS 
higher than 1,200 mg/L TDS will not be pumped into CCID Main Canal. 

• Selenium in well water pumped into CCID's Main Canal would not exceed 2.0 
f.lg/L. 

FCWD water quality commitments 
With regard to well #5 in FCWD that would pump groundwater into Mendota Pool under this 
Proposed Action, FCWD would apply these additional commitments (from page 7 of the DEA): 

• Pump well water into Mendota Pool only when flow in Fresno Slough is to the 
south. 

• Well water with Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) concentrations greater than 2,000 
mglL would not be pumped into the Mendota Pool. During the fall months, when 
there is reduced flow in the Mendota Pool and water quality at the Mendota 
Wildlife Area is most critical, well water with TDS higher than 1,200 mg/L TDS 
will not be pumped into Mendota Pool. 

• Selenium in well water pumped into Mendota Pool would not exceed 2.0 f.lg/L. 

Specific Comments 
Proposed Action is not well defined 

3 

The proposed action in the DEA provides incomplete information pursuant to NEPA on the 
scope, location, and associated impacts of the project. There are several aspects of the proposed 
action that are not adequately described and/or analyzed in the DEA. As a result, it is difficult to 
fully assess the impacts of this project on water quality of surface water bodies that are used by 
the giant garter snake. The Service recommends that the DEA for this project be revised to 
address the deficiencies described below. 

Information on which conveyance systems will be impacted 
No map or description of the CCID conveyance facilities is provided in the DEA, the only 
language describing where the pumped water would go within CCID is on page 10, "This 
groundwater would be discharged into CCID's conveyance system to meet in-district demands." 
In an e-mail to Reclamation dated March 24, 20 I 0, regarding the same previously executed 
transfer program involving CCID and FCWD, Chris White ofCCID noted that some of the wells 
in District would pump into conveyance facilities that are used to deliver refuge water. 

Service Comments and Recommendations: Reclamation should revise the document to 
disclose which conveyance systems and downstream waters could potentially receive this 
pumped groundwater. 

nkilb
Line

nkilb
Typewritten Text
  USFWS-3
  continued

nkilb
Line

nkilb
Typewritten Text
  USFWS-4

nkilb
Line

nkilb
Typewritten Text
  USFWS-5

nkilb
Line

nkilb
Typewritten Text
  USFWS-6



Mr. Nick Kilb 4 

Quality of extracted water 
Water quality data (electrical conductivity (EC) and TDS) is presented in Table 3-2 on page I I of 
the DEA for CCID's Main Canal at its headworks (for the years 2007 to 201 I). It is unclear what 
the data in Table 3-2 is based on (i.e., daily or monthly grab samples). Also, it is unclear if the 
numbers depicted in Table 3-2 above the averages are ofEC or ofTDS. Table 3-2 depicts the 
5-year average TDS concentration in the headworks of the Main Canal as 305 mg/L TDS. Yet, 
the DEA notes on page 30: "CCID would not increase the receiving water's salinity above 700 
mg/L TDS ... " and further concludes, "Based on the two districts' commitments and the 
background salinity levels, TDS would remain at or below 700 mg/L, which would be low 
enough to protect the giant garter snake both in Mendota Pool and in suitable habitat in the 
Grasslands wetlands." Again it is unclear if this commitment is for individual grab samples, 
weekly or monthly samples. As written, the DEA could alJow salinity in the Main Canal to 
increase by over 100 percent (from 305 mg/L to 700 mg/L). This would be a significant increase 
in TDS over baseline conditions and needs to be fully analyzed in the DEA. 

Table 3-2 CC1D Main Canal Headworks Salinitv Data 

Five Yea.r Monthly Averages 
Date Jan Feb Mar Apr Mav Jun Jul AUQ Sep Oct Nov Dec 

2007 550 559 521 482 457 473 350 470 593 533 548 599 
2008 568 611 685 562 525 549 426 525 598 575 602 
2009 872 689 588 565 587 346 478 562 556 524 
2010 863 726 474 249 281 332 292 341 503 519 426 554 
2011 '140 319 218 101 73 79 140 292 295 265 285 

Avg. EC 484 587 559 529 409 361 302 408 492 481 532 618 
Avg. IDS 315 379 361 343 269 239 203 268 320 3'13 345 398 

Annual 5 Year AVQ. 

Year 2007 2008 2009 2010 201'1 20D? - 2011 
Avg. EC 508 301 572 454 194 468 
Avg. TDS 330 202 369 297 136 305 

Table 3-4 in the DEA shows historical pumping under prior years' transfer programs similar to 
the Proposed Action. Yet, there is no water quality data (TDS, selenium or boron) presented in 
the DEA from either the 2009 groundwater transfers or from the 25-Year Transfer Project 
(USBR 2007). Without this water quality information, it is not possible to assess the impacts of 
the proposed action on downstream surface water quality. 

Reclamation provided limited water quality data for grab samples from select wells in CCID and 
FCWD via e-mail onJuly9.2012.However.itis unclear which wells these grab samples were 
taken from as they do not correspond to information provided in the DEA. Further, with respect 
to selenium in groundwater pumped from CCID the DEA commits to the following limits on 
page A26, "Blended quality downstream of well shall not exceed 700 TDS, 0.5 ppm boron, and 
no additional selenium detected." No blended water quality downstream of well inputs is 
presented in the DEA to support the commitment. There is no data or analysis in the DEA to 
support the conclusion that blended TDS at 700 mg/L (more than double the current baseline 
average TDS concentration) would be adequate to protect the giant garter snake. Without this 
supporting water quality information and analysis, the DEA's conclusion on page 33 that the 
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Mr. Nick Kilb 

proposed action would have "no adverse water quality changes in giant garter snake habitat" 
and "no effect on endangered ,\pecies" is not supported. 

Table 3-4 Transfer Pumping in Relation to SOD CVP Agricultural Allocatiom 
SODCVP Transfer Quantity 

Year Agricultural Quantity Actually 
Allocation Approved Pumped 

(% of Contract Total) {acre-feet} lacre-feet) 

2011 80% 20500 0 

2010 40% 20500 350 

2009 10% 21000 '18078 

2008 40% 8900 7953 

2007 50% 14000 6202 

2006 100% 0 0 

2005 100% 0 0 

2004 70% 7629 3982 

2003 75 ~<o 5143 1957 

2002 70% 5700 4410 

H)·Year Average 63.5% 1(l337.2 4253.2 

Service Comments and Recommendations: We recommend that Reclamation provide water 
quality data from previously implemented groundwater transfer projects in CCID and FCWD 
including TDS, selenium and boron at the wellhead, and in the Main Canal upstream and 
downstream of pump-ins, and include sampling frequency, sampling locations, analytical 
methodology and detection limits. 

Cumulative Effects Analysis is incomplete 

5 

The DEA does not consider the effect of this project cumulatively with other existing projects. 
For example, other projects in the vicinity of the Proposed Action include: the San Joaquin 
River Exchange Contractor's 1 O-year Transfer Program, the San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contractor's (Exchange Contractors) 25-Year Groundwatcr Pumping Water Transfer Project 
(USBR 2007); MPG Exchanges; Meyer's GWB; San Joaquin River Restoration Program and the 
Grassland Bypass Project Extension, 2010-2019. Further, as specified in Appendix B of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the San Joaquin River 
Exchange Contractors Water Authority Water Transfer Program 2014-2038 (DEIS/R, USBR and 
SJRECWA, May 2012), the Exchange Contractors have invested in over 250 low lift stations for 
the purpose of tailwater recapture. These facilities have a total installed capacity of 600 cfs and 
have averaged from 2003 to 2010 in the recapture of 134,161 acre-feet/year. As is concluded in 
Appendix B page 6 of the DEIS/R, tailwater recapture facilities affects several aspects of the 
Exchange Contractors' operations including, "I) less waler will evaporate, or seep to the 
groundwater basin, 2) less waler will be inadvertently discharged to non-district lands, and 3) 
less water will be discharged to Salt Slough and Mud Lough or olher runoff escape locations. " 
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Mr. Nick Kilb 6 

Tailwater is surface drainage from the agricultural lands and is generally good quality and low in 
selenium. Functionally, tail water has served to dilute subsurface drainage discharges that are 
high in selenium in the Grassland wetland supply channels. 

Of particular concern is the effect of the Proposed Action in the DEA combined with the effects 
of these other projects on the achievement of water quality objectives and Total Maximum Daily 
Loads (TMDLs) in the Grassland wetland supply channels and the San Joaquin River. The 
proposed action, in concert with other groundwater pumping projects, lessens water quality in the 
Main Canal (owned by CCID) which provides refuge water supplies to much of the Grasslands 
wetlands. The Service noted in comments on the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractor's 25-
Year Groundwater Pumping/Water Transfer Project (Service File No. 07-1-1580), " .. . the 
proposed action is expected to lessen water quality in the Main Canal (the supply source to some 
wildlife management areas in the Grasslands) by 30 to 70 f./Slcm EC during March through 
October of non-critical years and up to 90 pSlcm EC during critical years (equating to roughly 
an 8-12% increase in EClTDS concentrationl). A TDS increase (J/8 to 
12% in the Main Canal would cascade through the delivery systems resulting in an increase of 
TDS delivered to Refuge units which already receive water at and above water quality 
standards ... could cumulatively compromise the ability of the Grasslands Refuges to meet their 
obligations to comply with the SJR Salt TMDL." 

Service Comments and Recommendations: Reclamation should discuss the relationship 
between the Proposed Action and past, present and future reasonably foreseeable projects in the 
Cumulative Effects Section of the DEA. Specifically, Reclamation should provide additional 
information on cumulative impacts of past and present and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
on achievement of water quality objectives and TMDLs in the Grassland wetland supply 
channels and the San Joaquin River. 

Conclusion 
The Service recommends that the DEA be revised to address the information deficiencies 
identified in this e-mail and be recirculated for public comment. We appreciate the opportunity 
to review this DEA. If you have any questions or comments about this memo, please contact 
Mr. Dan Russell, Mr. Thomas Leeman, or Ms. Joy Winckel of my staff at (916) 414-6600. 

cc: 
Eugenia McNaughton, United State Environmental Protection Agency, San Francisco, CA 
Theresa Presser, United States Geological Survey, Menlo Park, CA 
Kim Forrest, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, San Luis National Wildlife Refuge Complex, 

Los Banos, CA 
Rudy Schnagl, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, Rancho Cordova, CA 
Bill Cook, California Department ofFish and Game, Los Banos Wildlife Area Complex, 

Los Banos, CA 
Ric Ortega, Grassland Water District, Los Banos, CA 
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July	
  3,	
  2012

Nick	
  Kilb
U.S.	
  Bureau	
  of	
  Reclama<on
South	
  Central	
  California	
  Area	
  Office
1243	
  N	
  Street
Fresno,	
  CA	
  	
  93721

Re:	
  	
  Comments	
  on	
  DraK	
  EA/FONSI	
  for	
  proposed	
  new	
  transfer	
  program	
  that	
  would	
  provide	
  for	
  the	
  
transfer	
  of	
  up	
  to	
  25,500	
  acre-­‐feet	
  of	
  surface	
  water	
  from	
  CCID	
  and	
  Firebaugh—Westlands	
  Water	
  District,	
  
Del	
  Puerto	
  Water	
  District,	
  San	
  Luis	
  Water	
  District,	
  and	
  Panoche	
  Water	
  District	
  [collec<vely	
  the	
  Transfer	
  
Recipient	
  Districts],	
  while	
  subs<tu<ng	
  groundwater	
  to	
  supply	
  irriga<on	
  for	
  crop	
  produc<on.

Dear	
  Mr.	
  Kilb:

The	
  undersigned	
  groups	
  respec^ully	
  submit	
  the	
  following	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  DraK	
  
Environmental	
  Assessment	
  [EA	
  12-­‐006]	
  for	
  the	
  proposed	
  new	
  transfer	
  program.	
  	
  The	
  proposed	
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program	
  would	
  enable	
  transfer	
  of	
  Central	
  Valley	
  Project	
  water,	
  origina<ng	
  from	
  Shasta	
  and	
  
Trinity	
  Reservoirs,	
  to	
  several	
  poten<al	
  users—including	
  Westlands	
  Water	
  District,	
  Del	
  Puerto	
  
Water	
  District,	
  San	
  Luis	
  Water	
  District,	
  and	
  Panoche	
  Water	
  District	
  for	
  a	
  period	
  of	
  two	
  irriga<on	
  
seasons	
  (July	
  2012	
  through	
  December	
  2012,	
  and	
  April	
  2013	
  through	
  December	
  2013).	
  	
  The	
  EA/
FONSI	
  is	
  deficient	
  and	
  a	
  Revised	
  Environmental	
  Assessment	
  must	
  be	
  prepared	
  to	
  fully	
  disclose	
  
the	
  impacts,	
  as	
  required	
  by	
  the	
  Na<onal	
  Environmental	
  Policy	
  Act	
  (NEPA).	
  	
  A	
  commitment	
  to	
  
subs<tute	
  groundwater,	
  some	
  of	
  which	
  is	
  extremely	
  poor	
  in	
  quality,	
  in	
  a	
  region	
  that	
  is	
  suffering	
  
severe	
  environmental	
  and	
  water	
  quality	
  impacts	
  caused	
  by	
  CVP	
  opera<ons,	
  raises	
  serious	
  
ques<ons	
  that	
  deserve	
  careful	
  accoun<ng	
  and	
  analysis.	
  	
  Unfortunately	
  this	
  EA/FONSI	
  fails	
  to	
  
provide	
  such	
  analysis	
  and	
  documenta<on	
  and	
  does	
  not	
  provide	
  a	
  comprehensive	
  analysis	
  of	
  
alterna<ves.	
  	
  	
  

This	
  EA/FONSI’s	
  method	
  of	
  analysis	
  is	
  tantamount	
  with	
  comparing	
  the	
  project	
  to	
  itself	
  when,	
  in	
  
fact,	
  the	
  previous	
  temporary	
  program	
  was	
  never	
  adequately	
  evaluated.	
  This	
  groundwater	
  
subs<tu<on	
  transfer	
  would	
  have	
  cumula<ve	
  water	
  supply	
  and	
  quality	
  and	
  other	
  environmental	
  
effects	
  that	
  are	
  not	
  adequately	
  analyzed	
  here,	
  especially	
  from	
  a	
  water	
  quality	
  impact	
  
standpoint.	
  	
  Discharging	
  this	
  poor	
  water	
  quality	
  into	
  source	
  waters	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  Delta	
  Mendota	
  
Canal	
  as	
  
proposed	
  would	
  
degrade	
  the	
  
waters	
  of	
  the	
  
state	
  and	
  
demand	
  a	
  NPDES	
  
permit.

Absent	
  from	
  the	
  
EA/FONSI	
  are	
  any	
  
of	
  the	
  required	
  
monitoring	
  
reports	
  from	
  the	
  
previous	
  transfer	
  
project.1	
  	
  Under	
  
this	
  project	
  the	
  
water	
  quality	
  
parameters	
  
would	
  allow	
  salt	
  
concentra<ons	
  to	
  
increase	
  100%	
  
and	
  other	
  

Nick	
  Kilb,	
  Bureau	
  of	
  Reclama3on:	
  SJREC	
  Groundwater	
  Subs3tu3on	
  Water	
  Transfer	
  EA/FONSI
July	
  10,	
  2012
Page	
  2

1	
  The	
  2010	
  DraK	
  EA	
  commits	
  to:	
  	
  Downstream	
  blended	
  quality	
  not	
  to	
  exceed	
  700	
  EC	
  (page	
  4	
  of	
  the	
  DEA).	
  
Meanwhile,	
  the	
  2012	
  DraK	
  EA	
  commits	
  in	
  Appendix	
  A	
  to:	
  Blended	
  quality	
  downstream	
  of	
  well	
  shall	
  not	
  exceed	
  700	
  
mg/L	
  TDS.

Source:	
  hkp://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/documentShow.cfm?Doc_ID=9629	
  	
  
Appendix	
  B.

http://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/documentShow.cfm?Doc_ID=9629
http://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/documentShow.cfm?Doc_ID=9629
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contaminants	
  are	
  not	
  indicated.2	
  	
  Without	
  the	
  monitoring	
  reports	
  and	
  the	
  suppor<ng	
  
documenta<on	
  requested	
  to	
  support	
  USBR’s	
  conclusions 3,	
  the	
  public	
  is	
  leK	
  in	
  the	
  dark	
  regarding	
  
this	
  new	
  proposal	
  to	
  sell	
  up	
  to	
  25,500	
  acre	
  feet	
  annually.	
  	
  No	
  informa<on	
  is	
  provided	
  regarding	
  
the	
  impacts	
  of	
  these	
  water	
  sales	
  to	
  downstream	
  users,	
  the	
  San	
  Joaquin	
  River,	
  the	
  South	
  Delta,	
  
the	
  wildlife	
  refuges,	
  water	
  quality,	
  endangered	
  species	
  and	
  the	
  San	
  Francisco	
  Bay	
  Delta	
  Estuary	
  
from	
  these	
  transfers.	
  For	
  example,	
  reduced	
  flows	
  in	
  combina<on	
  with	
  below	
  normal	
  water	
  years 	
  
and	
  transfers	
  out	
  of	
  the	
  basin,	
  are	
  known	
  to	
  have	
  significant	
  impacts	
  on	
  water	
  quality,	
  fish,	
  
wildlife	
  and	
  the	
  flows	
  in	
  the	
  San	
  Joaquin	
  River.	
  In	
  2009,	
  the	
  highest	
  quan<ty	
  of	
  water	
  was	
  
transferred	
  out	
  of	
  
this	
  watershed	
  by	
  
the	
  SJREC	
  since	
  
2000	
  [see	
  below].	
  	
  
This	
  is	
  the	
  same	
  
year	
  selenium	
  
levels	
  on	
  the	
  San	
  
Joaquin	
  River	
  
spiked	
  above	
  safe	
  
drinking	
  water	
  
levels	
  and	
  
consistently	
  were	
  
in	
  excess	
  of	
  safe	
  
levels	
  for	
  spawning	
  
salmon	
  See	
  Figure	
  1.

The	
  cumula<ve	
  impacts	
  of	
  this	
  transfer	
  and	
  other	
  transfers	
  and	
  assignments	
  of	
  water	
  within	
  this 	
  
watershed	
  are	
  not	
  analyzed.	
  	
  See	
  Figure	
  2,	
  below.

The	
  proposed	
  transfer	
  program	
  for	
  2012-­‐2013	
  is	
  extremely	
  vague	
  about	
  the	
  specific	
  transfers	
  
that	
  would	
  occur.	
  	
  There	
  is	
  likle	
  or	
  no	
  analysis	
  provided.	
  With	
  so	
  likle	
  specific	
  informa<on,	
  the	
  
water	
  transfers	
  cannot	
  be	
  properly	
  evaluated.	
  Substan<a<ng	
  documents	
  requested	
  were	
  not	
  
provided.	
  The	
  poten<al	
  far-­‐reaching	
  impacts	
  on	
  the	
  San	
  Joaquin	
  River,	
  San	
  Francisco	
  Bay	
  Delta	
  
Estuary	
  supplies,	
  water	
  quality	
  in	
  the	
  lower	
  San	
  Joaquin	
  River	
  and	
  the	
  South	
  Delta,	
  New	
  
Melones	
  opera<ons,	
  refuge	
  supply	
  channels,	
  and	
  endangered	
  species—among	
  many	
  poten<al	
  
impacts—remain	
  undisclosed	
  and	
  unevaluated.	
  	
  	
  The	
  full	
  range	
  of	
  alterna<ves	
  is	
  not	
  considered.

1. Impact	
  Analysis:	
  	
  The	
  EA/FONSI	
  claims	
  there	
  would	
  be	
  no	
  impact	
  from	
  the	
  proposed	
  
transfer	
  program	
  without	
  providing	
  any	
  details	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  transfers,	
  analyzing	
  the	
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2	
  	
  See	
  footnote	
  2	
  above.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  an	
  important	
  difference.	
  	
  The	
  first	
  transfer	
  commitment	
  would	
  be	
  consistent	
  with	
  
average	
  EC	
  concentra<ons	
  in	
  the	
  Main	
  Canal,	
  the	
  second	
  transfer	
  proposed	
  under	
  this	
  EA	
  could	
  allow	
  more	
  than	
  
100%	
  increase	
  in	
  TDS	
  in	
  the	
  Main	
  Canal	
  over	
  current	
  average	
  concentra<ons	
  (from	
  305	
  mg/L	
  current	
  average	
  to	
  
700	
  mg/L	
  proposed	
  commitment).	
  	
  

3	
  See	
  July	
  9th	
  request	
  for	
  ground	
  water	
  monitoring	
  documents	
  relied	
  upon	
  to	
  reach	
  the	
  EA	
  and	
  FONSI	
  conclusions	
  

not	
  provided	
  to	
  the	
  public	
  for	
  review.
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impacts	
  of	
  the	
  exis<ng	
  “temporary”	
  transfer	
  program,	
  or	
  providing	
  any	
  of	
  the	
  monitoring	
  
data	
  promised	
  under	
  the	
  previous	
  program.	
  	
  Furthermore,	
  without	
  analysis	
  or	
  details,	
  the	
  
documents	
  claim	
  there	
  are	
  no	
  cumula<ve	
  impacts	
  despite	
  the	
  large	
  number	
  of	
  proposed	
  
or	
  exis<ng	
  transfers	
  from	
  the	
  same	
  contractors	
  or	
  the	
  assignment	
  of	
  CVP	
  contractors	
  to	
  
others.	
  [See	
  Figure	
  2,	
  akached,	
  for	
  a	
  sample	
  of	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  approved	
  water	
  sales	
  to	
  
other	
  districts	
  in	
  the	
  South-­‐of-­‐Delta	
  region.]	
  

	
  	
  
2. Compliance	
  with	
  other	
  laws:	
  	
  The	
  EA/FONSI	
  states	
  the	
  proposed	
  ac<on	
  would	
  deliver	
  

water	
  through	
  exis<ng	
  facili<es	
  to	
  a	
  vague	
  list	
  of	
  water	
  contractors	
  and	
  refuges	
  that	
  
already	
  receive	
  delivered	
  water	
  and	
  therefore	
  the	
  proposed	
  ac<on	
  would	
  have	
  no	
  
impacts.	
  	
  	
  At	
  a	
  <me	
  when	
  the	
  CVP	
  has	
  failed	
  to	
  meet	
  its	
  obliga<ons	
  under	
  the	
  CVPIA	
  to	
  
double	
  salmon	
  popula<ons,	
  and	
  when	
  salmon	
  restora<on	
  measures	
  cri<cal	
  to	
  mee<ng	
  
the	
  CVP’s	
  mi<ga<on	
  responsibili<es	
  are	
  in	
  process,	
  the	
  project’s	
  failure	
  to	
  consider	
  a	
  full	
  
range	
  of	
  alterna<ves	
  and	
  impacts	
  to	
  salmon	
  are	
  especially	
  egregious.	
  	
  Absent	
  from	
  this	
  
EA/FONSI	
  analysis	
  is	
  informa<on	
  regarding	
  the	
  predicted	
  flow	
  reduc<ons	
  in	
  the	
  San	
  
Joaquin	
  River	
  at	
  	
  Vernalis	
  due	
  to	
  these	
  water	
  sales.	
  	
  No	
  informa<on	
  is	
  presented,	
  nor	
  are	
  
the	
  required	
  monitoring	
  results	
  provided	
  to	
  support	
  the	
  conclusion	
  that	
  this	
  reduc<on	
  in	
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flows	
  will	
  not	
  have	
  an	
  impact	
  on	
  the	
  San	
  Joaquin	
  River	
  and	
  other	
  downstream	
  beneficial	
  
uses.	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
   The	
  status-­‐quo	
  premise	
  of	
  this	
  non-­‐analysis,	
  exemplified	
  by	
  the	
  EA/FONSI’s	
  vague	
  
assurances	
  and	
  poor	
  excuses	
  for	
  its	
  lack	
  any	
  impact	
  analysis,	
  lacks	
  any	
  defensible	
  
substance	
  and	
  leaves	
  only	
  a	
  comparison	
  of	
  ac<ons	
  that	
  are	
  essen<ally	
  exactly	
  the	
  same.	
  	
  	
  
The	
  increased	
  concentra<ons	
  and	
  poten<al	
  increase	
  in	
  selenium	
  concentra<ons	
  from	
  
discharges	
  into	
  the	
  Mendota	
  Canal	
  and	
  other	
  source	
  canals	
  is	
  not	
  analyzed.	
  	
  Nor	
  are	
  the	
  
poten<al	
  impacts	
  from	
  the	
  degrada<on	
  of	
  this	
  water	
  quality	
  analyzed	
  especially	
  with	
  
regard	
  to	
  the	
  endangered	
  Giant	
  Garter	
  snake.

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  The	
  CVPIA	
  does	
  not	
  mandate	
  that	
  water	
  transfers	
  occur.	
  	
  To	
  the	
  contrary,	
  it	
  
expressly	
  confers	
  discre<on	
  on	
  USBR	
  aKer	
  environmental	
  impacts	
  and	
  weighing	
  of	
  fish	
  
and	
  wildlife	
  impacts	
  and	
  water	
  needed	
  for	
  those	
  beneficial	
  uses	
  has	
  taken	
  place	
  before	
  
the	
  Bureau	
  provides	
  its	
  approval	
  for	
  flexible	
  water	
  transfers.	
  As	
  draKed,	
  the	
  Bureau’s	
  EA/
FONSI	
  fails	
  to	
  consider	
  adequately	
  the	
  scope	
  of	
  the	
  region	
  and	
  its	
  affected	
  environment	
  
when	
  the	
  Bureau	
  ignores	
  these	
  other	
  issues.	
  The	
  Bureau	
  fails	
  to	
  analyze	
  water	
  
conserva<on	
  alterna<ves	
  that	
  might	
  consider	
  different	
  yet	
  reasonable	
  and	
  feasible	
  mixes	
  
of	
  recycled/reclaimed	
  water,	
  increased	
  efficient	
  irriga<on	
  methods	
  and	
  technologies,	
  or	
  
other	
  op<ons	
  for	
  assis<ng	
  the	
  Transfer	
  Recipient	
  Districts	
  with	
  improving	
  their	
  supplies	
  
despite	
  low	
  2012	
  water	
  supply	
  alloca<ons	
  from	
  the	
  CVP.	
  

NEPA	
  requires	
  USBR	
  to	
  disclose	
  the	
  impacts	
  from	
  these	
  vague	
  water	
  sales	
  and	
  to	
  
conduct	
  a	
  thorough	
  analysis	
  of	
  providing	
  this	
  transferred	
  water	
  to	
  other	
  beneficial	
  uses	
  or	
  
implemen<ng	
  water	
  conserva<on	
  measures.	
  	
  Most	
  of	
  conserva<on	
  measures	
  have	
  been	
  funded	
  
by	
  USBR	
  or	
  State	
  grants.	
  	
  Thus,	
  alterna<ves	
  chosen	
  for	
  analysis	
  and	
  their	
  benefits	
  described	
  
from	
  these	
  measures	
  funded	
  by	
  taxpayers	
  should	
  accrue	
  to	
  the	
  public	
  trust	
  values	
  and	
  public	
  
beneficial	
  uses	
  rather	
  than	
  to	
  a	
  select	
  group	
  of	
  industrial	
  farming	
  opera<ons	
  such	
  as	
  Westlands.	
  	
  	
  	
  
For	
  example,	
  under	
  the	
  exis<ng	
  EA/FONSI	
  readers	
  are	
  not	
  told	
  how	
  much	
  of	
  this	
  water	
  will	
  be	
  
delivered	
  to	
  Westlands	
  Water	
  District,	
  which	
  has	
  a	
  massive	
  pollu<on	
  problem	
  that	
  violates	
  
federal	
  and	
  state	
  an<-­‐degrada<on	
  policies.	
  	
  Pusng	
  water	
  on	
  these	
  toxic	
  soils	
  increases	
  
pollu<on	
  and	
  harms	
  other	
  beneficial	
  uses.	
  	
  USBR’s	
  failure	
  to	
  undertake	
  a	
  substan<ve	
  analysis	
  of	
  
this	
  surface	
  water	
  transfer	
  and	
  groundwater	
  subs<tu<on	
  project,	
  along	
  with	
  the	
  cumula<ve	
  
impacts	
  of	
  numerous	
  other	
  such	
  water	
  transfer	
  projects	
  iden<fied	
  in	
  the	
  EA/FONSI	
  and	
  their	
  
compliance	
  with	
  all	
  these	
  other	
  environmental	
  laws,	
  perpetuates	
  a	
  pakern	
  and	
  prac<ce	
  that	
  
violates	
  NEPA	
  with	
  impunity.	
  	
  

In	
  short,	
  the	
  EA/FONSI	
  ignores	
  most	
  of	
  this	
  Project’s	
  impacts,	
  limits	
  the	
  Study	
  Area	
  just	
  
to	
  the	
  lands	
  receiving	
  the	
  water	
  deliveries,	
  fails	
  to	
  update	
  the	
  water	
  needs	
  assessment	
  for	
  
districts	
  that	
  are	
  selected	
  to	
  receive	
  the	
  water,	
  and	
  provides	
  limited	
  informa<on	
  on	
  impacts	
  to	
  
areas	
  from	
  where	
  the	
  water	
  is	
  taken.	
  	
  The	
  EA/FONSI	
  ignores	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  each	
  water	
  delivery	
  
requires	
  a	
  water	
  diversion,	
  and	
  that	
  each	
  water	
  diversion	
  has	
  an	
  environmental	
  impact	
  on	
  its	
  
water	
  sources.	
  	
  In	
  this	
  case,	
  the	
  water	
  is	
  stored	
  in	
  Shasta	
  Reservoir	
  and	
  diverted	
  to	
  the	
  SJREC.	
  	
  
The	
  impacts	
  of	
  this	
  con<nued	
  diversion,	
  as	
  opposed	
  to	
  reducing	
  these	
  water	
  diversions	
  and	
  the	
  
impacts	
  caused,	
  are	
  not	
  analyzed,	
  which	
  is	
  all	
  the	
  more	
  galling	
  and	
  absurd	
  because	
  even	
  this	
  
baseline	
  has	
  been	
  shown	
  repeatedly	
  to	
  have	
  egregious	
  water	
  quality,	
  land	
  produc<vity,	
  and	
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ecological	
  effects,	
  all	
  of	
  which	
  go	
  unexamined	
  in	
  this	
  EA/FONSI.	
  	
  The	
  EA/FONSI	
  is	
  also	
  deficient	
  
in	
  its	
  explana<on	
  of	
  the	
  programs,	
  amounts	
  and	
  loca<ons	
  that	
  will	
  be	
  used	
  to	
  produce	
  the	
  
transferable	
  water.	
  	
  Water	
  quality	
  effects	
  are	
  not	
  even	
  called	
  out	
  separately	
  from	
  “water	
  
resources”	
  given	
  the	
  profound	
  implica<ons	
  that	
  even	
  pumping	
  Firebaugh	
  Canal	
  Water	
  District	
  
groundwater	
  would	
  have	
  in	
  the	
  absence	
  of	
  any	
  mixing	
  to	
  dilute	
  its	
  “oKen	
  exceeding	
  3,000	
  mg/l	
  
of	
  total	
  dissolved	
  solids).”	
  If	
  FCWD	
  is	
  allowed	
  to	
  pump	
  up	
  to	
  5,000	
  AF	
  of	
  such	
  poor	
  quality	
  water,	
  
from	
  what	
  source	
  of	
  fresh	
  water	
  will	
  dilu<on	
  of	
  this	
  water	
  be	
  provided	
  by	
  either	
  SLWD	
  and	
  
WWD,	
  and	
  if	
  mixed,	
  what	
  effects	
  will	
  that	
  have	
  on	
  their	
  supplies	
  and	
  on	
  groundwater	
  quality	
  in	
  
their	
  service	
  areas?	
  The	
  EA/FONSI	
  fails	
  to	
  recognize,	
  let	
  alone	
  take	
  up	
  for	
  analysis	
  such	
  a	
  logical	
  
ques<on.	
  

These	
  are	
  inexcusable	
  deficiencies	
  for	
  any	
  EA/FONSI,	
  but	
  par<cularly	
  for	
  one	
  prepared	
  
by	
  a	
  Federal	
  Agency	
  with	
  primary	
  responsibility	
  for	
  protec<ng	
  the	
  public	
  trust.	
  	
  Finally,	
  there	
  is	
  
no	
  reference	
  to	
  required	
  compliance	
  with	
  the	
  California	
  Environmental	
  Quality	
  Act.

Thank	
  you	
  for	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  comment	
  and	
  for	
  your	
  considera<on	
  of	
  our	
  comments.

Carolee	
  Krieger
Board	
  President	
  and	
  Execu<ve	
  Director
California	
  Water	
  Impact	
  Network

Bill	
  Jennings
Execu<ve	
  Director
California	
  Spor^ishing	
  Protec<on	
  Alliance

Jonas	
  Minton
Senior	
  Water	
  Policy	
  Advisor
Planning	
  and	
  Conserva<on	
  League

Bruce	
  Tokars
Salmon	
  Water	
  Now

Chief	
  Greywolf/Jeff	
  Kelley
The	
  Modoc	
  Na<on

Frank	
  Eggers
North	
  Coast	
  Rivers	
  Alliance
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Andrew	
  Orahoske
Conserva<on	
  Director
Environmental	
  Protec<on	
  Informa<on	
  Center

Michael	
  Warburton
Public	
  Trust	
  Alliance

Conner	
  Everts
Execu<ve	
  Director
Southern	
  California	
  Watershed	
  Alliance

Larry	
  Glass
President
Northcoast	
  Environmental	
  Center
SAFE	
  Alterna<ves	
  for	
  our	
  Forest	
  
Environments

Larry	
  Collins
President
San	
  Francisco	
  Crab	
  Boat	
  Owners	
  Associa<on
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From: Patricia Schifferle
To: Kilb, Nicholas D
Cc: Lucero, Pedro A (Pete)
Subject: RE: Extension Request For Comments RE: Reclamation Releases Draft Environmental Documents for Central

Valley Project Water Transfer
Date: Tuesday, July 10, 2012 4:52:15 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

Dear Mr. Kilb:
 
Thank you for getting back to me.  As mentioned, these documents were referenced in USBR’s
NEPA document.  I am assuming they were use or are in USBR’s possession to be used as a
reference document to meet the federal requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act.
 
On behalf of the non-profit groups listed below, please provide these documents either in hard
copy or electronically.  I would be helpful since they were used to justify federal conclusions and
decisions, to obtain these documents before the decision is made and to obtain the documents
prior to the final EA.
 
The organizations listed have no commercial purpose for the use of these documents.  They are
using the documents to provided public comment and to educate the public.  They request a fee
waiver of any copying charges.  Please let me know if it is necessary to file a FOIA request to obtain
these references cited in the USBR’s NEPA document
 
Here is my Federal Express number  
 
Please send the documents to 
 
Thank you in advance for your assistance.
 
Regards,
Patricia Schifferle
  
 
From: Kilb, Nicholas D [mailto:NKilb@usbr.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 10, 2012 10:39 AM
To: Patricia Schifferle
Subject: RE: Extension Request For Comments RE: Reclamation Releases Draft Environmental
Documents for Central Valley Project Water Transfer

Dear Ms. Schifferle,
 
In regard to the  Firebaugh well identified in the Draft EA as Well #5, the well has been identified
by the District as the Fordel/City of Mendota M-2 well.  Several historical water quality
measurements have been taken for this well, and the results are disclosed in Luhdorff & Scalmanini
and Kenneth D. Schmidt and Associates, 2011.  Since that document is only one file, I have
attached it to this email.
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As mentioned previously, while it was evaluated in the 2010-2011 EA/FONSI for a similar action,
the well was not pumped for transfer as a part of the previous program.  Additional water quality
measurements would be required before the well could be pumped as part of the Proposed
Action, as described in the Draft EA/FONSI.  
 
This additional well identification, water quality, and use information will be included in the Final
EA.
 
Thank You,
Nicholas (Nick) Kilb
Natural Resources Specialist, NEPA Team
Bureau of Reclamation
South-Central California Area Office
1243 "N" Street  
Fresno, CA 93721-1813
559-487-5044
nkilb@usbr.gov

From: Kilb, Nicholas D 
Sent: Monday, July 09, 2012 4:15 PM
To: 'Patricia Schifferle'
Subject: RE: Extension Request For Comments RE: Reclamation Releases Draft Environmental
Documents for Central Valley Project Water Transfer

Dear Ms. Schifferle,

Thank you for expressing your concern.  Below please find responses to your inquiry. Due to
technical limitations, the requested documents that are available in digital format would require a
substantial number of e-mails to be sent, with one individual file attachment per email.  I have
listed which documents are available digitally – please let me know if you require each document,
or if some would be more important than others regarding your evaluation.
 

1. EA/FONSI-09-031 is available digitally as 2 files.
2. EA/FONSI-09-067 is available digitally as 5 files.
3. SEA/FONSI-09-114 is available digitally as 3 files.
4. A lab report is available for the one well in CCID that was used for transfer in 2010. It is

available digitally as 1 file.
5. The referenced comment relied upon statements in KDSA 2011b.  The Final EA will include

a citation for clarity.
6. The referenced comment relied upon statements in Luhdorff & Scalmanini and Kenneth D.



Schmidt and Associates, 2011.  The Final EA will include additional discussion of the
findings therein.

7.  See Below.
Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates (KDSA). 1997a. Groundwater Flows in the
San

Joaquin River Exchange Contractor's Service Areas. Prepared for San Joaquin
River Exchange Contractor's Water Authority, Los Banos, California.
is not available in digital format; however a hardcopy is available for inspection at the
Central California Irrigation District Main Office, 1335 West I Street, Los Banos, CA.

Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates (KDSA). 1997b. Groundwater Conditions in
and Near the Central California Irrigation District. Prepared for Central California
Irrigation District, Los Banos, California.
is not available in digital format; however a hardcopy is available for inspection at the
Central California Irrigation District Main Office, 1335 West I Street, Los Banos, CA.

Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates (KDSA). 2007. Update on Groundwater
Conditions in the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractor's Service Area. Prepared
for San Joaquin River Exchange Contractor's Water Authority, Los Banos,
California
is not available in digital format; however a hardcopy is available for inspection at the
Central California Irrigation District Main Office, 1335 West I Street, Los Banos, CA.

Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates (KDSA). 2011a, Report on Results of
Groundwater Monitoring for CCID 2010 Pumpage Program. Prepared for Central
California Irrigation District, Los Banos, California
is not available in digital format; however a hardcopy is available for inspection at the
Bureau of Reclamation South-Central California Area Office, 1243 N Street, Fresno, CA.

Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates (KDSA). 2011b. Groundwater Conditions
and

Water Transfers in the Exchange Contractor's Service Area West Of The San Joaquin
River. Prepared for San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority,
Los Banos, California
is available digitally as 1 file.

Luhdorff & Scalmanini (LSCE) and Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates
(KDSA),

2011, Mendota Pool Group Pumping and Monitoring Program: 2010 Annual Report.
Prepared for San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority,
Paramount Farming Company, and Mendota Pool Group.
is available digitally as 1 file.

North State Resources, Inc., Stetson Engineers, Inc., Merritt Smith Consulting,
and Alex Horne Associates, 1999. Panoche Creek Corridor Project Feasibility Study
– Draft Report. Authorized by the Bureau of Reclamation.
is not available in digital format; however a hardcopy is available for inspection at the
Bureau of Reclamation South-Central California Area Office, 1243 N Street, Fresno, CA.



8. Well #5 was not pumped for credits in 2010-2011 under the previous program, and as
such was not tested.  I am working with the District to locate any historical tests performed
on this well, and will provide them as soon as they are available.

 
 
 
Thank You,
Nicholas (Nick) Kilb
Natural Resources Specialist, NEPA Team
Bureau of Reclamation
South-Central California Area Office
1243 "N" Street  
Fresno, CA 93721-1813
559-487-5044
nkilb@usbr.gov

From: Patricia Schifferle [mailto:pacificadvocates@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, July 09, 2012 12:18 AM
To: Ponce, Fernando; Kilb, Nicholas D; Lucero, Pedro A (Pete)
Cc: jminton@pcl.org; tstokely@att.net; deltakeep@me.com; zgrader@ifrfish.org;
bwright@friendsoftheriver.org; barbara@restorethedelta.org; 'Barbara V'; 'Tom Stokely'; 'Carolee
Krieger'; 'Jim Metropulos'; mjatty@sbcglobal.net
Subject: RE: Extension Request For Comments RE: Reclamation Releases Draft Environmental
Documents for Central Valley Project Water Transfer

Dear Mr. Kilb:

We appreciate the extra 3 working days provided to receive comments regarding the proposed
groundwater pumping and surface water exchange program envisioned by Reclamation.     Despite
the extra 3 working days, ultimately the total of 7 working days to provide comment on such a
complex interplay between surface diversions from the Delta Estuary, Shasta Reservoir, utilizing as
yet undisclosed ground water pumps, of unknown water quality is insufficient.  We request your
assistance to provide information relied upon in the Draft EA to reach the conclusion of no impact

and yet not available for public review.  Since the new deadline of July 10th is just two days away,
your prompt assistance to provide these documents to the public would be appreciated.  Without
the information the public would be barred from sufficient information to make informed
comments on the proposed transfer of public taxpayer funded water supply to further subsidize
large industrial farms on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley and the potential resultant
pollution created from irrigating these toxic soils.
 
The DEA and FONSI refer to several documents that are not available or the location is not readily



apparent.  Please provide the following referenced documents:
 

1.  EA-09-031 plus the FONSI
2. EA-09-067
3. SEA 09-114
4. Monitoring reports including the water quality and quantity for each of the wells pumped

under the previous ‘transfer’ program and where the water was transferred.
5. The referenced monitoring data by  Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates documents referred

to at page 15 to 16: “The depth to shallow groundwater, less than 10 feet deep, has
been monitored intensively since 1984. Studies performed by Kenneth D. Schmidt &
Associates (KDSA) between 1997 and 2011 indicate that the predominant trend in the
Exchange Contractor’s service area is a long term constancy of water levels.”

6. The referenced subsidence data by Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates documents referred
to at page 18:  The Mendota Pool Group has subsidence data for the Mendota Pool area.
Their data has shown that shallow wells typically do not affect subsidence. Their most
recent report shows that inelastic compaction in the Mendota Pool area for 2010 was 0.002
feet per year (Luhdorff & Scalmanini and Kenneth D. Schmidt and Associates, 2011).

7. The following referenced reports relied upon to reach the FONSI and conclusions in the
Draft EA:

Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates (KDSA). 1997a. Groundwater Flows in the
San

Joaquin River Exchange Contractor's Service Areas. Prepared for San Joaquin
River Exchange Contractor's Water Authority, Los Banos, California.

Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates (KDSA). 1997b. Groundwater Conditions in
and Near the Central California Irrigation District. Prepared for Central California
Irrigation District, Los Banos, California.

Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates (KDSA). 2007. Update on Groundwater
Conditions in the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractor's Service Area. Prepared
for San Joaquin River Exchange Contractor's Water Authority, Los Banos,
California

Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates (KDSA). 2011a, Report on Results of
Groundwater Monitoring for CCID 2010 Pumpage Program. Prepared for Central
California Irrigation District, Los Banos, California

Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates (KDSA). 2011b. Groundwater Conditions
and

Water Transfers in the Exchange Contractor's Service Area West Of The San Joaquin
River. Prepared for San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority,
Los Banos, California

Luhdorff & Scalmanini (LSCE) and Kenneth D. Schmidt & Associates
(KDSA),

2011, Mendota Pool Group Pumping and Monitoring Program: 2010 Annual Report.
Prepared for San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority,
Paramount Farming Company, and Mendota Pool Group.

North State Resources, Inc., Stetson Engineers, Inc., Merritt Smith Consulting,
and Alex Horne Associates, 1999. Panoche Creek Corridor Project Feasibility
Study – Draft Report. Authorized by the Bureau of Reclamation.

8. Finally Firebaugh proposes to pump water from well number 5 into the Delta Mendota



Pool.  Please provide the water quality measurements of this water including selenium and
other contaminants so that the public can be informed regarding the contaminants that are
potentially being dumped into this water supply canal.
 

Please provide these documents electronically by Monday so we can meet this condensed time
frame of analyzing these NEPA documents in 7 days.  Again to fully analyze this transfer and the
implications not only of the alternatives upon the source areas of the proposed transfers, impacts
to groundwater supplies and potential pollution created from the transfers themselves, it is
imperative  to have the information relied upon in the Draft EA to reach the conclusion the
proposed transfers will have no impact.
 
Thank you for your consideration and assistance.
 
Patricia Schifferle
Director
Pacific Advocates

 
 
From: Patricia Schifferle [mailto:pacificadvocates@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2012 4:49 PM
To: 'Fernando Ponce'; 'nkilb@usbr.gov'; 'Lucero, Pedro A (Pete)'
Cc: 'jminton@pcl.org'; 'tstokely@att.net'; 'deltakeep@me.com'; 'zgrader@ifrfish.org';
'bwright@friendsoftheriver.org'; 'barbara@restorethedelta.org'
Subject: Extension Request For Comments RE: Reclamation Releases Draft Environmental Documents
for Central Valley Project Water Transfer

Dear Mr. Kilb:
 
On behalf of the following public interest groups we request an extension of the time allotted for
public review and comment regarding this transfer of up to 25,000 acre feet.  Providing 4 working
days to comment on the proposed Environmental Assessment regarding the transfer of water is
unreasonable.  Such a short time frame right before a major federal holiday is not in keeping with
the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act’s goals of seeking informed public
comment so that a measured federal decision can be reached in accordance with federal laws.
 
Thank you for your consideration of this request.
 
Regards,
Patricia Schifferle
Director
Pacific Advocates
 



EA-12-006 Appendix C 

 

Appendix C Water Quality Results, 
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