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San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors 
25-Year W ater Transfer Program, 2014–2038 

The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) and the San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contractors Water Authority (Authority) distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a 
joint Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) on the 
Water Transfer Program for the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water 
Authority, 2014–2038, on June 16, 2011, to 225 agencies and individuals. On July 6, 
2011, a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a joint EIS/EIR was published in the Federal 
Register (Volume 76, No. 129, pages 39436-39437). The NOP announced the public 
scoping meeting and requested that comments on the content of the EIS/EIR and the 
project be submitted by July 20, and the NOI in the Federal Register requested comments 
by August 10, 2011. Reclamation issued a press release on June 29, 2011 to announce the 
upcoming NOI and public scoping meeting.  Furthermore, notices were placed in two 
newspapers of general circulation in the project area: the Modesto Bee on June 22, 2011, 
and The Los Banos Enterprise on June 24, 2011. The scoping meeting was held on 
Wednesday, July 13, 2011, from 5:00 pm to 7:00 pm at the Miller & Lux Building, 
830 6th Street, Los Banos, CA. 93635. 

This report summarizes the oral and written comments received during the scoping 
period. It lists the commenting agencies and individuals and summarizes the comments 
that affect the scope or content of the EIS/EIR. Summary minutes of and attendance at 
the scoping meeting are included as Attachment A1. Written comments are included as 
Attachment A2. Also provided as Attachment A3 is the letter from the State 
Clearinghouse acknowledging receipt of the NOP and distributing it to selected state 
agencies. 

Oral Comments 
The following members of the public participated in the scoping meeting on July 13, 
2011: Lance Johnson, Madera Irrigation District; John Beam, Grassland Water District; 
and Steve Ottemoeller, Friant Water Authority. Oral comments were provided by Mr. 
Ottemoeller and are summarized below: 

•	 What type of water is to be transferred under the Proposed Program: substitute 
supply and San Joaquin River water? 

•	 What type of exchanges could occur under the Proposed Program? 

Mr. Lance Johnson commented that Madera Irrigation District wanted to participate in 
the Program. 

Written Comments 
The following agencies, organizations, and individuals provided written comments 
during the scoping period; those organizations’ representatives also providing oral 
comment at the scoping meeting are noted in italics: 

Federal Agencies 
•	 U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Susan K. Moore 
•	 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX, Environmental Review 

Office, Communities and Ecosystems Division, Laura Fujii 
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San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors 
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•	 National Park Service, Partnerships Programs, Debbie Allen 

State Agencies 
•	 Department of Transportation, Office of Community Planning, Joshua Pulverman 
•	 Native American Heritage Commission, Katy Sanchez 
•	 State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Rights, Bay-Delta Unit, 

Anne Snider 

Local and Regional Agencies 
•	 Central Delta Water Agency, Daniel A. McDaniel 
•	 Friant Water Authority, Ronald D. Jacobsma 
•	 South Delta Water Agency, John Herrick 
•	 Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee, Raul Mendez 

Organizations and Individuals 
•	 San Joaquin Tributaries Association, Tim O’Laughlin 

Written comments included in this section are those that affect the content of the 
EIS/EIR. They address a range of concerns about alternatives, potential impacts, and the 
scope of the analysis in the EIS/EIR. Some of the comments received were informational 
or directed to other related (or unrelated) projects and programs and policies of the lead 
agencies. These informational or other comments, i.e., those not related to the Proposed 
Program or related project that would be part of a cumulative impact analysis, are not 
repeated or summarized here. 

2.1 General Comments 

•	 How does the Proposed Program compare to the previous 10-year program? 
•	 Identify approval process for the water transfers and/or exchanges 
•	 Develop an approved monitoring plan 

2.2 Project Alternatives 

•	 Range of alternatives should consider curtailing water supply demand and 

desalination options
 

•	 Evaluate shorter term contracts 
•	 Reduce transfer water to the wildlife refuges 
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San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors 
25-Year W ater Transfer Program, 2014–2038 

2.3 Environmental Impact Analysis and Mitigation 

•	 Evaluate impacts of tailwater recovery and other conservation measures 
•	 Evaluate impacts of land fallowing: groundwater recharge, habitat modification, 

economy, greenhouse gases, crops elsewhere, and water supply 
•	 Evaluate and quantify impacts to agriculture production as a result of temporary 

land fallowing and to other parties not involved in previous transfers 
•	 Consider possible mitigation as giving agricultural use priority in the Proposed 

Program 
•	 What is the potential for degradation of water quality in the San Joaquin River 
•	 Evaluate the potential for impacts to San Joaquin River flows and fish, including 

SJRRP flows and efforts to restore salmon and steelhead 
•	 Potential for impacts in combination with other foreseeable actions on water 

quality in the Grassland wetland supply channels and river 
•	 Effects on rice acreage in the vicinity of the Grasslands area and giant garter 

snake 
•	 Evaluate impacts to Mud Slough South and Salt Slough 
•	 What are the impacts to the Delta water quality 
•	 What is the impact of continued irrigation of the transferee area of use, including 

salt loads and drainage issues 
•	 Analyze effects on groundwater and soil salinity 
•	 Evaluate effects of applied tailwater with elevated EC levels 
•	 Address consumptive use issues 
•	 Describe the environmental and socioeconomic results of past annual transfers 
•	 Address impacts to water supplies of other CVP contractors and need for 

Reclamation to deliver Exchange Contractors supply from San Joaquin River (via 
releases from Friant Dam) 

•	 Consider changes to New Melones Reservoir operations 
•	 Evaluate impacts to water right holders that are required to release water from 

east-side reservoirs to meet water quality objectives 
•	 Address impacts to recaptured water SJRRP flows from storage of transferred 

water 
•	 Monitor and comply with water quality objectives in 2006 Bay-Delta Plan 
•	 Analyze compliance with SWRCB’s Resolution 68-16 (commonly referred to as 

the SWRCB’s ‘Anti-Degradation Policy”) 
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25-Year Water Transfer Program, 2014-2038
 
Public Scoping Meeting Notes
 

Wednesday, July 13, 2011
 

The Water Transfer Program for the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority, 2014 
to 2038 Public Scoping Meeting was held on Wednesday, July 13, 2011.  The meeting was called to 
opened for presentation and public comment at 5:15 p.m. 

The following parties were present:  Steve Chedester, San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors 
Water Authority (Exchange Contractors); Joann White, Exchange Contractors; Chris White, Central 
California Irrigation District (CCID); Jeff Bryant, Firebaugh Canal Water District (FCWD); Randy 
Houk, Columbia Canal Company (CCC); Tim Rust, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BOR); Brad 
Hubbard, BOR; Erma Clowers, BOR; Susan Hootkins, Cardno Entrix; Lance Johnson, Madera 
Irrigation District; John Beam, Grassland Water District; and, Steve Ottemoeller, Friant Water 
Authority 

Hand-outs included: Power point presentation, copy of Notice of Preparation (NOP), copy of 
Federal Register notice, sign in sheet, Comment Form, and Speaker Card. 

The meeting began with Steve Chedester welcoming attendees and introducing Susan Hootkins, lead 
consultant. 

Susan Hootkins provided a power point presentation outlining the current transfer program and the 
proposed 25-year document.  Introductions were also provided by all in attendance.  After her 
presentation, Ms. Hootkins opened the meeting for public comment. 

Steve Ottemoeller asked if the water that is being transferred is CVP substitute supply.  In response, 
Steve Chedester confirmed that it would be.  Mr. Ottemoeller further questioned if the Exchange 
Contractors are receiving water from the San Joaquin River, would that water be used for transfers, 
and if so, will that be covered in the document. It was determined that all water will be covered 
under the transfer program. 

Mr. Ottemoeller also asked if the Friant Water Authority contractors are covered in the document.  
Mr. Chedester confirmed that they are included; and, by referring to the large Project Area map 
displayed at the meeting, pointed to the area of the potential recipients which included Friant 
contractors. 

An explanation was asked by Mr. Otemoeller of the potential exchanges that could take place under 
the transfer program.  Mr. Chedester provided an example that could possibly take place as follows: 
in an agreement with Santa Clara Valley Water District involving 
use of the San Luis Reservoir where water could be exchanged for operational flexibility. It was 
also asked and confirmed that an exchange could also be done with Kern County Water Agency. 

Lance Johnson stated that Madera Irrigation District is interested in continuing to be a participant in 
the program. 

With no further comments provided, the public meeting concluded at 5:45 p.m. 
1 





 

 

  

  

 
 	    
 	  

  
 	  

 
 	  
 	  
 	  

 

 
 	  
 	   
 	  
 	  

 
 	  

 

Attachment A2 

Public Scoping Comment Letters 

Federal Agencies 
•	 U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Susan K. Moore 
•	 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX, Environmental Review 

Office, Communities and Ecosystems Division, Laura Fujii 
•	 National Park Service, Partnerships Programs, Debbie Allen 

State Agencies 
•	 Department of Transportation, Office of Community Planning, Joshua Pulverman 
•	 Native American Heritage Commission, Katy Sanchez 
•	 State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Rights, Bay-Delta Unit, 

Anne Snider 

Local and Regional Agencies 
•	 Central Delta Water Agency, Daniel A. McDaniel 
•	 Friant Water Authority, Ronald D. Jacobsma 
•	 South Delta Water Agency, John Herrick 
•	 Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee, Raul Mendez 

Organizations and Individuals 
•	 San Joaquin Tributaries Association, Tim O’Laughlin 





 
 

eriorUnited States Departn1ent of the Int 

FISH A D WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605 

Sacramento, Cal ifom ia 95825- 1846 
In Reply Refer To: 
81420-2011-TA-070 1 

To: 	 U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Mid Pacific Region, 

Sa<.:ramento, California (Attn: Mr. Tim Rust) j fVl f '-( t o 


To: 	 San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority, 

Los Banos, California (Attn: Ms. Joann White) 


4t..l...:U:L ' I\... Y( 	) 7L(j(}LJ.;__ 

From: 	 Field Supervisor, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Offi ce 

Sacramento, California 


Subject: 	 Scoping Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the 25-Year Extension 
of the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority's Water 
Transfer Program 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) submits these scoping comments on the 
proposed extension of the current 10-ycar water transfer program (Transfer Program) of the 
San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority (SJRECWA) for a 25-year period 
(water years 2014 through 2038). We received your Notice ofPreparation (NOP) of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/R) for this project from 
the SJRECWA and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) on June 20, 20 11. The 
NOP notes that written responses must be sent no later than 30 days after the receipt of the 
notice. 

The Service provides these comments and recommendations under authority of, and in 
accordance with, provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR Part 1500), 

t ' and ~jthin associated guidance from the President 's Council on Environmental Quality. Our 
t focuS!in providing these comments is to assist Reclamation and the SJRECWA in their efforts 
• to" .:::,inake decisions that are based on understand ing of environmental consequences, and 
. take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the environment" [40 CFR Part 1500. 1(c)]. We 

are a'l ~o providing comments pursuant to section 7(a) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, 
as am~nded (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.)(Act). 

The DpiS/R will evaluate the annual development of up to 150,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) 
of sub.stitute water from water conservation measures, including tailwater recovery, and 


Q:l'temporary land fallowing. The developed water would be transferred to the San Joaquin 


Valley wildlife refuges and wetlands, to other Central Valley Project )'?,:';l,;~,:~~~r__- --n-.0 
. ·-	 1..,..AKE PRIDE~~_, i ·~::~7~:L_~ ·~.·...J._~~i_ .-~·-·-j

IJ 	 ~~ .· ; , . ; . 1 ~ ... · :! 1.1q . 1 r~ { 1 · ./. J 

IN A M ERICA~.-~~.&------~- ;· -,--:~;Lr··-,,'i~:..:.-- ;;..0()/ 7 . ~~, 	 ·· . 7 7-;.7 · 
.1-'\:. 	 -~ f , ... - , t . • (Jv 

to~te i np~: ;;: -;;;i;-::::-:;.::~~...:-~ r 
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to two State Water Project contractors for municipal and industrial and/o r agricultural uses 
consistent with existing contract amounts . 

Our primary concerns arc related to: 1) effects of the Transfer Program on rice acreage in the 
vicinity ofthe Grasslands Area; 2) impact of the tailwatcr recovery component of the Transfer 
Program. when combined with other reasonably foreseeable actions, on water quality in the 
Grassland wetland supply channels and the San Joaquin River; and 3) e±D cts related to other 
operationa l c oncerns. Additionally. because o f the potential effects ment ioned ahove that 
could impact habitats used by the federally listed giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas), we 
are recommending that Reclamation initiate forma l consultation for this action with the 
Service purs uant to section 7(a)(2) of the Act. 

Discussion and Recommendations: 

1) Potential Effects of the Transfer Program on rice acreage in the Grasslands Area. 
Since 1988 t here has been a regional reduction in agricultural acreage planted in rice ncar the 
vicinity o ft e Grassland s wetl ands. This impairs or obstructs connectivity o f popu lations of 
giant garter s nakes in the south Grasslands with other known populations (e.g .. Mendota, 
Volta). For e xample, data from County of Fresno Annual Cro p Repmi s show that the acreage 
p lanted in rice in Fresno County has declined hy more than 60% since 1988 (Table 1. below) 
(crop repo rt s ava ilabl e at: http://w\.vw .co .fresno .ca .us/Depmim ent Page.aspx?id=33743). The 
most significant reducti on in rice acreage has occ utTed since 2005 . Available data suggest 
that the reduction in rice acreage may be related to the implementation of two separate 
transfer programs of the SJRECWA (a 10-Ycar and a 25-Year Program) that uti lize in part 
land fallow ing and changes in cropping pattems to free up water to be transferred to other 
CVP di stricts (USBR and SJRECWA 2007: USBR 2004). The acreage dedicated to growin g 
rice in Fresno County is found predom inate ly in the SJRECWA Service Area (i.e., Central 
Califo rnia Irrigation District (CCID) and f irebaugh Canal Water District (FCWD)). 

The draft Recovery Plan for giant garter snakes concluded that maintenance o f ri ce culti vation 
is important to the continued ex istence of the spec ies . In addition, the Recovery Pla n 
proposes reco very task s to protect rice lands, to deve lop methods to assure water deliveries to 
support giant garter snakes, and to develop programs to promote maintenance of historic 
cropping p attern s that benefit the snake (USFWS 1999). As was noted in the Drought Water 
Bank and Environmenta l Water Account biological opinions (Servi ce File Nos. 08 -F-1 596- 1 
and 03 -F-03 21 , respectively), fallowin g of rice fi e lds reduces the amount and availability oJ;...., 
habitat, includi ng summer water for the snake. Fa llowing results in dim inished prey = 
av ailability b y red ucing the amount of flooded rice fie lds that act as seasonal marshes to 2: 
produce h igh numbers of tadpoles, frogs and mosquitofish . Effects associated wi th reduce(; 
availab le summer water and rice field habitat also includ e displacement of indi vidual giant N 

garter snakes from Camiliar habitat areas and re sult in giant garter snakes foraging over a .., 
wider area . G iant garter snakes may move to other areas of suitable habi tat, but may :::J: 

encounter increased morta lity from vehicles, predation, a nd human disturbance while ':: 
m igrating to new areas. Fallowing of rice fie lds will not on ly temporarily remove hab itat, ~t 
will a lso have adverse effects on reproduction, rec rui tment, and survival of the snake that w ill 
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continue to affect giant garter snake populations well beyond the project time frame. The 
reduced hab itat available and more widely dispersed prey and habitat resources will cause 
snakes to either be displaced or move over a much wider area to meet the ir habitat needs 
resulting in increased mortality from predation and roadkill and increased competition with 
other g iant garter snakes for limited resources. 

Table l. Acreage in Rice Production in Fresno County Over the l)ast 20 years: 
1988-2008 (from County of Fresno Annual crop Reports) 

Year Acreage in Rice 
Production 

Difference from 1988 
Rice Acreage 

Percent Change in Rice 
Acreage sin ce 1988 

2008 2800 -4,200 -60% 
2007 2690 -4,3 10 -62% 
2006 3590 -3,4 10 -49% 
2005 5450 -1,550 -22% 
2004 6600 -400 -6% 
2003 5 180 -1 ,820 -26% 
2002 5790 -1 ,2 10 -17% 
2001 5620 -1 ,3 80 -2 0% 
2000 6 160 -840 -12% 
1999 5800 -1 ,200 -17% 
1998 5800 -1,200 -17% 
1997 5400 -1,600 -23% 
1996 5800 -1,200 -1 7% 
1995 6500 -500 -7% 
1994 6200 -800 -11 % 
1993 7200 +200 +3% 
1992 5700 -1 ,300 -1 9% 
1991 5700 -1,300 -1 9% 
1990 6200 -800 -1 1% 
1989 6100 -900 -1 3% 
1988 7000 -- --

Recommendation: The DEIS/R should evaluate the impact of the Transfer Program on 
the extent ofrice acreage in Fresno and Merced Counties. 

2) Effects of water transfer programs on water qual ity in the Grassland wetland supply 
channels and San Joaquin River. Several transfer programs (the SJRECWA 1 0-ycar Transfer 
Program and 25-Year Transfer/Groundwater Pumping Proj ect and short-term groundwater 
exchanges and transfers) have been implemented si nce 2005 that can directly impact flow and 
indirectly impact water quality in the Grassland wetland supply channels and the San Joaquin 
River. Of particular concem is the effect of the Transfer Program combined with the effects 
of other projects on the achievement of water qual ity objectives and Total M ax imum Daily 
Loads (TMDLs) in the Grass land wetland supply channels and the San Joaquin River. 
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San .Joaquin River Exchange Contractors 10-Year Tran~fer Project (Service Fi le No., 04
l-21 62). I n 2004, Reclamation fi nal ized an EIS/R on the SJRECW A 1 0-ycar Transfe r 
Program (SJRECWA EIS/R; US BR 2004). This program allows for the transfer of up to 
130,000 AFY of substitute water annuall y to several potentia l agricu ltural, municipal and 
wetland users for a period of 10 years. The project has develope d up to 130,000 AFY of 
wate r duri ng non -cri tical years, with up to 80,0 00 AfY of water made availab le t rou gh 
conservati on (includi ng tailwatcr recovery) and groundwater (up to 20,000 AFY) an d up 
to 50.000 AFY of wate r made availab le th rou gh crop idling/temporary land fall owi ng. 
During cr itical years, up to 50,000 AFY of water may be made availab le th rough crop 
fallowi ng, and no water is to be made availab le from conservation/tai lwater recovery and 
gro undwater reso urces. The pro posed DEIS/R described in the NOP would extend this 
I 0-year Transfer Program by an add itional 25 years . 

The Serv ice is concerned that the 1 0-year Transfer Program has the potenti al to degrade water 
qual ity in the Grass land wetland su pp ly channels by reduc ing the quantity and timing of 
tailwate r d ischar ges into those channel s. Tailwater is surface drainage from the agric ultural 
lands of the SJR EC WJ\ and is generally good quality and low in se lenium. functionally, 
tailwater c an serve to di lute subsur face drain age discharges that are high in se lenium in the 
Grassl and wetland channels . Modeling the effects of the 1 0-ycar Transfer Program in the 
SJ RECWA EIS/R predic ted up to a 4 7 pt:rcent fl ow reduction in Mud Slough (So uth) and Salt 
Slough during the late spri ng and in dry and below normal wate r years. The largest reductions 
in flow were predicted to occur during April (36 percent) and May (47 percent) as shown in 
Tab le 6-5 ofthe SJRECWA EIS/R (U SBR 2004) . The Final SJRECWA EJS/R did not 
compare the freq uenc y of such flow reductio ns between the "with proj ect'' and " without 
project condi ti ons'·. The effec t of reduced f1 ows in lud and Salt Sloughs on seleni um 
concentrations in these channels was likewise not analyzed (Steve Leach, Senior Biologist, 
URS Corpo ration. pers. comm. 2006). TheSe vice anticipates that a red uction of tail water 
flows combined with continued se lenium inputs in the Grassland wetland channels cou ld 
result in higher seleni um concentrations and potentiall y a greater fre quency of occurrence of 
water quality objecti ve exceedances in these channels. 

A recent Grass land Bypass Project (GBP) month ly monitoring report for Augus t 2009 
documented elevated selenium co ncentrati ons in a Grass land wetland supply channel (Agatha 
Canal) associated with low flow cond itions in that channe l (Table 2; SBR et al., 201 0). 
These spikes in seleni um concentrati ons in water from Agatha Canal were likely a resu lt of 
continued unregulated discharges into the Grassland wetland channels combined with low 
flow conditions likely associated with effect s of water transfer and groundwater exchange 
progran1s in the Grasslands vicinity that can reduce flows in the Grassland wetland channels. 
A more detai led description of the se water transfe rs and exchanges is provided in the 
Grassland Bypass Project Biologi cal Opin ion (Service File No. 09-F-1036), Envi ronmental 
Base line Section, pages 107-11 1 (avai lab le at: 
http : //~rvvw.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/nepa proj details.cfm ?Project ID=3513 ). 
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Table 2. Weekly water quality monitoring at Station K (Agatha Canal), 

July-September 2009. 


' 
Spec ific Selen ium 

PARAMETER fl ow Conduct<1n ce j!_otal) Boron 

·········-···DATA ···i:iNI'fsSOU···RCE ·······- ·· ···-·-
CVRWQCB C~RI'IO CIIRI'IO-CB ........... CB 

---~~--- -·· ·-····· · ·-·-····-· .. ---·-····--- ... ...... ·····················-··-· ·····-····-··· -·· ······ ·· ·····--..-- ·--····· 
~Sicm ~giL mgll 

Jul-06-2009 15 716 1.9 07 

Jul-13-2009 0 528 ~ . 1 0.4 

.Jul-20-2009 0 621 i_ 1 0.5 

Jul-27-2009 0 1.030 1.9 1.1 

Aug-032009 (I 24M 4.8 3.8 

Aug-10-2009 0 4.150 26.1. 6.7 

Aug-1 7-2009 0 1.5€/.1 2.7 2.7 
Aug-24-2009 0 1,080 1.5 1.6 

Aug-3 1-2009 80 970 2.3 0.9 

Sep-08-2009 ,~<
l~ 570 0.6 0.2 

Sep-14-2009 165 570 <0.4 0.2 

Sep-21 -2009 175 61 0 0.6 0.2 

Sep-21\-2009 ~75 580 0.5 02 

Note· T hO? p.,_.k in sel-enium is caused by no ftow conditions a: this sit<> 

Modeling of the effect of the preferred alternative in the SJRECWA EIS/R also predicted a 
reduction in flows in the San Joaquin River at Vernalis. These reductions were estimated to 
vary from 0 to 11 percent. During the late spring out-migration period for anadromous fish, 
flows were estimated to be reduced by 3 to 8 percent (Table 4-44 of the SJRECWA EIS/R). 
Summer flow reductions were estimated to be as high as 11 percent in July. Smaller (2 
percent) reductions were predicted in the fall when salmonids begin to migrate upstream in 
the San Joaquin River. Reclamation determined these reductions in flow did not have a 
significant effect on the flow or water quality in the San Joaquin River because flow 
reductions were still within the range of inter-annual variations in monthly river flow as 
shown in Table 4-1 ofthat document (USBR 2004). 

Spikes of selenium in water at Hi lls Ferry on the San Joaquin River, with water concentrations 
above existing water qual ity objectives were documented during August 2009 through 
January 20 I0 (Table 3). Elevated concentrations of selenium in the San Joaquin River could 
be problematic to efforts to restore salmon runs to the upper San Joaquin River ecosystem 
through the San Joaquin River Restoration Program. 



Table 3. Weekly water quality monitorin g from the San .Joaquin River at Hills Ferry, 
August 2009 through .January 2010. 

PARAMETER 

DATA SOUR CE 
UNITS 

A~~<~-~0'~ 

AL13···j .2f.Jc~ 
A~.tg-18 ·20Co9 

Aa~-25-20()3 

SEi>~1-2.DcY3 

Sep-{\9-2.D~ 

SeP·' 5-LDC~ 

Sep-22-LDCo9 

~-~-2.DIY:I 

:)ct-Oi-2009 

8ct-21-2'JCI9 

J Ct-27-2009 

Spe-cific 
Conductan~ 

SLDWWA 

~Sicm 

' .250 

2.420 

'..2iD 

".eM:' 
11.3.90 

nJo 
2~10 

' .9'0:l 

••.£<7Q 
, .920 

2.810 

• 610 

Selenium 
(totalf 
8LOMWA 

!Jgll 

1.~· 

20.3 

! ~ 

-

~0.5 
~ . 

1.7 

13.6 

..... 

1-

14,_., 

2.9.0 

8 3 

2f 
20.6 

l2.2 
2f. 

.... 

-

-

-
-

Boron 
SLOWWA 

mg/L 

'J 7 

28 

1.0 

1.5 

08 

1.7 

3.0 

2.l 

14 

1.5 

1.9 

1.2 

Nov--04-2009 

NO't10-2009 

N~v-18-2009 

No'l-25-2009 

Dec-0220()9 

Dec--09-2009 

Dec-222009 

Jan- 122010 

Jan-20-2010 

! 

I 

I 720 

2.200 
2.020 
1.420 
1.640 

1630 
1.740 
2.230 
2 220 

9.7 

16.8 

23.0 
11.4 

10 2 

16.6 
17.5 

14.0 
52.0 

! 

20 
26 
1.5 

1.2 

1.9 

1.4 

1.5 

2.7 
2.5 
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Outs1de of norma! range . 

ln an analysis of the effects of San Luis Unit selenium contamination on federally-listed 
species, Beckon and Maurer (2008) found that seepage and flood flows carryi ng agricultural 
drainwater from the San Luis Unit into the San Joaquin River may impact Chinook salmon 
and steel head and could impair efforts to restore them to upstream reaches of thi s ri ver. 
Cen tral Valley Chinook salmon and steel head are among the most scnsiti ve of fish and 
wildlife to selenium exposure. They are especially vulnerable during j uvenile life stages 
when they migrate and rear in selenium-contaminated Central Valley rivers and the San 
Francisco Bay/Delta estuary. Within the San Joaquin River its tributaries and sloughs which 
catTy agricultural dra in water, concentrations of se lenium in invertebrates, small (prey) fish, 
and larger predatory fi sh common ly reach levels that cou ld kill a substantial portion of young 
salmon (Beckon eta!. 2008) . If juvenile salmon, on their downstream mi gration, are exposed 
to selenium-laden foo d items for long e nough, salmon may bioaccumulate se lenium to toxic 
leve ls. Based on existing water qual ity data for selenium in specific re aches of the San 
.Joaqu in River, as shown in fig ure 1 below, Beckon and Maurer (2008) concluded that th ere 
remains a substantial ongo ing risk to migrating juvenile Chinook salmon and steel head in the 
San Joaquin River. 
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Fig ure t. Selenium concentrations m eas ured in th e San .Joaquin River at HillsFerry 
(data from th e Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Boa rd ). 
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San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors 25-Year Transfer/Groundwater Pumping Project 
(Service File No., 07-I-15 80). In 2008 the SJREC WA and Reclamation imp lemented a 25 
year transfer program involvi ng up to 20,000 AF Y by means of ground water substitution and 
conservation/rotational crop fallowing. Based on the groundwater analysis o f the 
Envi ronmental Assessment/Initi al Study (EAIIS) (Appendix A) the action includes a 
maximum groundwater pumpi ng regime of 15,000 AFY. The groundwater-pumping proj ect 
consists of up to 15 new wells (and 5 existing wells) located in FCWD a nd the Camp 13 area 
of CCID ; adjacent to the CCID 's Main and O utside Canals and the D elta Mendota Canal 
(D MC), and downs lope of and adjacent to the San Joaq uin River Improvement Project's 
d rainage reuse area of the GBP. The groundwater is pumped from the up per aquifer above a 
depth of 350 feet (above the Corcoran clay) but be low the drainage impaired shallow 
gro und water, blended with s urface water deliveries into two CCID canals (O utside and Mai n) 
to ensure adeq uate water quality for irrigation needs, and then delivered downstream for 
agricultural use and refuge water supplies. The pumped groundwater is substi tuted fo r CVP 
surface water del ivery primar ily from the DMC (USBR and SJ RECWA, 2007) . 

As noted in the EA/IS for this project gro undwater substi tution (pumping gr o undwater in the 
drainage impacted area of FCWD and CCID) wi ll likely reduce quality (increase total 
dissolved solids) of water delivered to Grasslands wetlands and refuges. As previously 
di scussed by the Service, the effects of groundwater degradation an d associated impacts to 
downstream refuge water quality were not adeq uately addressed in the EA/IS for this project. 
Further, this transfer program utilizes land fallowing or tai lwater recapture and canal lining 
for up to 5,000 AFY which could have an added effect (beyond what was considered in the 
1 0-year transfer program EIS/R) on reducing dilution f1ows in the Grassland wetland chmmcl s 
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resulting i n further water quality degradation (increases in selenium, boron, an d salt 
concentrations) in those waters (USFWS 2007). 

Short-term tran.~fers and gro undwater exchanges (Service File No. TA-2010-0527). In 2009 
and again in 2010, Reclamation proposed the approval of 1-ycar and 2-year (respectfull y) 
transfers and groundwater exchanges of up to 20,500 AFY of CVP water from CCID to the 
transfer recipient districts San Luis , Panache , Del Puerto and Westlands Water D is tricts that 
would be exchanged with well water pumped from within CCID and the transfer of up to 
5,000 AFY of CVP water from FCWD to TRDs San Luis and Westlands Water Districts that 
wi ll be exchanged wi th well water pum ped from wi thin FCWD. The groundwater wou ld be 
pumped from CCID and FCWD from the upper aq uifer, and above the Corcoran Clay layer, at 
a depth of between 180 to 240 feet, and blended with surface-water deliveries. For the CCI D 
transfer, landowners wou ld pump from up to 23 wells, interspersed throughout district into 
district conveyance facilities. For FCWD, landowners would pump ground water from four 
wells di rectly into the Intake Canal and one well would discharge water directl y into Mendota 
Pool ncar the Intake Canal. Some of the wel ls in CCID are located in the drainage-impacted 
area of the district; all of the we lls in FCWD are located in a drainage-i mpacted area. The 
Proposed Action wo uld tl·ee-up a commensurate q uantity of water from CCID and FCWD 
supp lies equivalent to the quantity developed from groundwater pumping. 

Recomme ndation : The Service recommends that the SJREC WA and Reclamation consider 
this new water quali ty information from the GBP data reports in the DEIS/R. In addition, the 
DEIS/R should assess the effects of the T ransfer Program cumulatively with other water 
tran sfers and gro undwater cxc angc pro grams in the vicinity that can red uce the flows and 
degrade water quality in the Grasslands wetlands channels and San Joaquin River and impact 
compliance w ith water quality obj ecti ves. The DEIS/R should provide information and 
analysis on cumulative impacts of past and present and reasonab ly foreseeab le future projects 
on achievement of water qual ity objectives and T MDLs in the Grassland wetland supply 
channels and the San Joaquin River. Specificall y, the DEIS/R shou ld compare the frequency 
of flo \\' reductions in the Grassland wetl and channels between the "with project" and "without 
proj ect co nditions". The effect o f reduced fl ows in Mud and Salt Sloughs on selenium 
concentrations in the e channels should also be analyzed. Further, the DEIS/R should analyze 
the effects of potential flO\v reductions in the San Joaquin River associated with the Transfer 
Program on comp liance with water quality objecti ves (e.g., salin ity and selenium), and on 
efforts to restore salmon to the upper San Joaquin Ri ver associated with the San Joaquin River 
Restoration Program. 

3) Potential Changes to New Me lones Operations Should be Considered . The Federal 
Circuit Court of Appeals issued a decision in 2009 that could further complicate efforts to 
meet salinity and selenium standards in the San Joaquin River (Stockton East Water District v. 
U.S. , 07-51 42 available at: bttp ://W\:vw.cafc .uscourts.gov/images/stories/opinions-ordcrs/07
5142.pdt). This decision could result in changes to operations of New Me lones Reservoir, 
including the quantity of water available from New Melones that is available to he lp achieve 
salinity o bj ectives in the San Joaquin R iver. 
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In 1973, the State Water Resources Control Board (S WRCB) initially approved 
Reclamation's application for a permit to appropriate water fro m New Melo nes Reservo ir, 
subj ect to twen ty-five conditions and limitations. Among other things, the SWRCB m andated 
annual releases from New M elones of 98,000 acre-feet for fishery an d wi ldl ife purposes. The 
SWRCB al so establ ished water quality standards and estimated that annual releases of up to 
70,000 acre-fe et would be necessary to meet those standards. Taking into account these s tate 
imposed requirements, Reclamation prepared a plan for operation ofNew Melones. As 
detai led in a 198 0 report, Reclamation estimated that 180,000 acre-feet of water would be 
avai lable annuall y for agricultural and mun icipal and industrial uses after other anticipated 
needs, including state-mandated releases for fishery and wi ldlife purposes and water quali ty, 
were satisfi ed. While Reclamation anticipated when it signed the 1983 contracts with 
Stock ton East Water D is trict and Central San Joaquin Water Co nservation Di strict that water 
qual ity standards mandated by th e state wou ld be attained with annual releases of 70,000 acre
feet from ew Melones, significantly greater releases were necessary in later years to meet 
those standards. As the tria l court found, " the ever-increasing imposi tion of addit iona l 
obligations for sal inity and fisheries water releases led to a clash of manag em ent objectives 
and priorities, th e unpredictabi lity of avai lable water supply, and an inherent co nflict between 
deman ds for consumpti ve use by plaintiffs and en vironmental concerns." Stockton, 75 Fed . 
Cl. at 338. Ultimately the changin g prioriti es "required Reclamation to alter t he manner in 
which it made operational decisions regarding the allocation of water to th e Stockton East 
et.al. (C ontracting Parties) pursuant to the 1983 Contracts ." !d. at 338 -39. 

T he Federal Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that the Districts and Rec lamation have binding 
contracts for specified quantities of water which Reclamation is obligated to prov ide. The 
Court found that Reclamation fa iled to provide tho se specified quantities in the years at issue. 
The first defense raised by the U.S. Government, that Reclamation had implicit authority to 
reall ocate the water in the New Mel ones uni t in response to a change in law and policy, was 
found to not be a valid defense on thi s record . The second defense raised by the U.S. 
Government, that the shortages were the result of causes " beyond the control of the Uni ted 
States" s uch as to absolve it under the contract provis ions, specificall y Articles 9(a) and 12(d), 
again , with the exception of water years 1994 and 1995 (drought years), on thi s record fai led 
for lack of proof. 

Recom mendation: The DEIS/R shou ld evaluate potential changes in operatio ns of N ew 
Melones Reservoir (associated with Stockton East Water District v. US, 07-5142), combined 
with the continuation of the Grassland Bypass Project and its discharges to the San Joaqu in 
River, and the Tail water Recovery compo nent of the proposed 25-Year Transfer Program on 
compliance with salini ty and se lenium water quality object ives in the San Joaquin River. 

To ass ist with the development of an EI S/R for the proposed Transfer Program, we ask that 
the comments and recommendations from the previous conespondence listed below be 
considered. Copies ofany of these documents can be made avai lable upon request: 

• 	 Serv ice 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 
Di strict to San Luis, Panache, Del Puerto and Wcstlands Water Districts, and Up to 
5,000 acre-feet of Central Valley Project Water fro m Fi rebaugh Canal Water Di strict 
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to San Luis and Westlands Water Districts, DEA-10-12 (Serv ice f ile No. 20 10-TA
0527, dated Apri l 9, 201 0); 

• 	 The GBP Biological Opinion (Service File No. 09-F-1 036, dated Dece mber 18, 2009 ); 
• 	 Service comments to the SWRCB on the San Joaquin River Selenium Control Plan 

Basin Plan Amendment (da ted September 22, 2009); 
• 	 National Marine Fisheries Service commen ts to the SWRCB on the San Joaq uin River 

Selenium Control Plan Basin Plan Ame ndment (dated September 22, 2009); 
• 	 Service co mments on the Central Valley Regional Water Qua lity Control Board's 

March 2010 Draft Staff Report Concerning the Proposed Bas in Plan Amendm ents to 
the Water Qual ity Contro l Plan for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River 
Basins to Address Selenium Control in the San Joaquin River Basin (dated May 9, 
2009) ; 

• 	 Service comments on the GBP DEIS (dated March 23, 2009); 
• 	 Service co mments on the Draft EA/IS for 25-Year Groundwater Pumpin g/ Water 

Transfer Project for the SJRECW A. 

We apprec iate the opportun ity to subm it these scop ing comments. If you have any questions 
or comments, please co ntact Mr. Mark Littlefi eld, Mr. Dan Russell, or Ms. Joy Winckel o f my 
staff at (9 16) 41 4-6600. 

cc: 
Laura Fuj i and Eugenia McNaughton, United States Environmental Protecti on Age nc y, San 

Francisco, CA 
Rhonda Reed, Nati onal Marine Fisheries Service , Sacramento , 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 Bano s, CA 
Rudy Schn agl, Ce ntral Val ley Regional Water Quality Control Board, Sacramen to, CA 
Jul ie Vance, Ca lifo rnia Department of Fish and Game, Fresno, CA 
Bi ll Cook, Californ ia Department of Fish and Game , Los Banos, CA 
David Widell, Grassland Water District, Los Banos, CA 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

.M. t. 2011 

Mr. Brad Hubbard 
Bureau of Reclamation 
2800 Cottage Way, MP-410 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Subject: 	 Scoping Comments for the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority's 
25-Year Water Transfer Program 2014 to 2038, California 

Dear Mr. Hubbard: 

The Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Notice of Intent to prepare an environmental 
impact statement for the above action. Our review is pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 
Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and our NEPA review 
authority under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. · 

EPA advocates sustainable water supply management which balances existing water supply with 
demand, and preserves and restores aquatic ecosystem services. Sustainable water use makes efficient 
use of currently developed water through conservation, use efficiencies, reuse, and recycling; manages 
ground water to avoid long-term overdraft and reduction in quality; encourages users to diversify water 
management strategies; and promotes compatible multiple benefits of water use (for example, 
productive agriculture and wildlife habitat). Voluntary water exchanges and transfers, which have no 
significant socioeconomic or environmental impacts, can increase the reliability of scarce existing water 
supplies and provide for flexibility in the allocation, management, and use of the water supply. 

EPA submitted comments on the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority's 10-Year 
Water Transfer Program, 2005 to 2014. These comments, which are relevant to the proposed 25-year 
water transfer program, are incorporated by reference and enclosed. The Draft EIS (DEIS) should 
describe the environmental and socioeconomic results of past annual transfers and the 2005 to 2014 · 
Water Transfer Program. 

The NOI states that transfers may provide water for Bureau of Reclamation's Wildlife Refuge Water 
Supply Program. We encourage the project proponents to focus on ways in which the proposed water 
transfer program can benefit wetlands along the San Joaquin River. Additionally, given that the NOI 
lists land fallowing as one source of transfer water, we encourage the DEIS to explore ways in which 
fallowing could be encouraged in areas near the River where the direct and indirect effects of River 
flows, such as an increase in shallow groundwater, have conflicted with farming practices. The proposed 
alternatives and impact analysis should examine the potential for complementing the San Joaquin River 
Restoration Program. The water transfer program should seek to avoid any adverse effects on the River 
or on activities and plans associated with River restoration. 



Groundwater and surface water are interrelated components of the San Joaquin River's hydrology. 
Potential groundwater effects should be fully analyzed in the DEIS. The DEIS should clearly 
demonstrate that use of transfer water would not contribute to, or aggravate, existing adverse effects of 
water use such as agricultural drainage, soil salinity, and land subsidence in the San Joaquin Valley. 

EPA appreciates the opportunity to provide scoping cdniments for this project. When the DEIS is 
released for public review, please send one hard copy and two CD to the address above (Mail Code: 
CED-2). If you have any questions, please contact me at (415) 972-3852 or at fujii.laura@epa.gov. 

Sincerely, 

'\~~ 
Laura Fujii 
Environmental Review Office 
Communities and Ecosystems Division 

Enclosures: 

EPA comments on the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority Water Transfer 

Program, 2005 to 2014. 


cc: 	 Mark Littlefield, US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Joy Winckel, US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Rudy Schnagl, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Joann White, San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION JX 


75 Hawthorne Street 

San Francisco, CA 94105 


August 13, 2004 

Mr. Bob Eckart 
Bureau of Reclamation 
MP-150 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA. 95825 

Subject: 	 Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Water Transfer 
Program for the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water 
Authority 2005- 2014 (CEQ# 040278) 

Dear Mr. Eckart: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced 
document pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations ( 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the 
Clean Air Act. Our detailed comments are enclosed. 

We commend the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) and Exchange Contractors for proposing
to provide water for transfer to improve water supply reliability for areas served by the Central 
Valley Project (CVP). If carefully implemented, this purpose can be carried out while also 
attending to other issues in the region, notably management of agricultural drainage and water 
quality to protect beneficial uses. In the San Joaquin Basin, because of the interrelated problems 
of short water supplies, instream flow deficits, and water quality impairments; actions such as the
transfer proposal which could alter the distribution, timing, and quality of water in the Basin, 
need careful design and coordination with other water quality, quantity, and drainage programs. 
Providing these concerns are adequately taken into account, we support waler management 
practices that increase the reliability of scarce existing water supplies and provide for flexibility 
in the allocation, management, and use of the water supply. 

We note that the DEIS provides limited information about water quality issues which the 
Exchange Contractors and potential in-basin transfer recipients are trying to address and which 
could affect the transfer proposal. The Final EIS (FEIS) should discuss the relationship between 
the proposed transfer program and measures currently underway in the San Joaquin Valley for 
water quality improvement, such as the salt/boron Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
program, management of agricultural drainage, and implementation of the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board irrigated lands conditional waiver requirements. The FEIS should also 
explain if there are potential direct and indirect effects to wetlands from conservation measures 
(e.g., modification of tail water recovery ponds and construction of pump stations). Although the 



Federal Activities Office 
Cross Media Division 

Enclosures: 
Summary of EPA Rating Definitions 
EPA's Detailed Comments 

cc: Dale Garrison, US Fish and Wildlife Service 
John Brooks, US F ish and Wildlife Service 
Dennis Wescott, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Joann Toscano, San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority 
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DEIS implies that the CVP purposes for which transfer water is being considered exclude 
enhancing San Joaquin River instream flows, the FEIS should identify current studies and plans 
in which BORis involved or is aware of relating to restoration of the San Joaquin River. Finally, 
the FEIS should provide additional information on cumulative impacts of past and present water 
transfer programs and land retirement programs. 

Because of the need for full disclosure of San Joaquin Valley water quality, agricuilural 
drainage, irrigated lands condWonal waivers, and restorati on issues; concems with impacts to 
efforts to resolve these issues, and potential impacts to wetlands from conservation measures, we 
have rated the Proposed Action as Environmental Concems- Insufficient Information (EC-2). 
Please see the enclosed Rating Factors for a description of EPA's rating system. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. When the FEIS is released for public 
review, please send two copies to the address above (mail code: CMD-2). If you have any 
questions, please contact me or Laura Fujii, the lead reviewer for this project. Laura can be 
reached at 415-972-3852 or fujii.laura@epa.gov. 

;;e:;g~ 
Lisa B. Hanf, Manager 



SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS 


This rating system was developed as a means to summarize EPA's leve l of concern with a proposed action. 
Tite rat ings are a combination ofalphabetical categories for eva luation ofthe environmental impac ts of the 
proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the ElS. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACf OF THE ACTION 

"LO" (Lack ofObjections) 
The EPArevie w has not identified any pote ntial environmental _impacts requiring substantive changes todte 
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application ofmitigation measures that could be 
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. _- · 

"ECtt (Envirotutrental Concuns) . 
The E~A review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the 
environment. Corrective measUres may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of 
mitigation meastires thatcan reduce the environmental impact. EPAwould like to workwith the lead agency 
to reduce these impacts. · 

"E01 
' (EnvironmoUal OIJjedioiiS) 

The EPA review has identified significant envirorunental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide 
adequate protection for the enVironment Corrective measures may requ~ substantial chao.ges to the 
preferred alternative or consideration ofsome other project alternative (including dte no action alternative 
or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

"EU" (EnvironmentaUy Uns(!iisfactory) 
. The EPA review has identi,fied adverse environmental impacts that areofsufficient magnitude that dtey are 

unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work 
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the pOtentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at 
ti;le fina l EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ. 

ADEQUACVOFTHEIMPACTSTATEMENT 

CaJegory 1" (.Adequate) 
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the.environ.mental impact(s) ofdte preferred alternative and 
those .ofthe alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection.is 
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information. 

"Category 2" (Instifft.cient Information) 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should 
be avoided .in order to fully protect the· environment, or the EPA review« has identified new reasonably · 
available alternatives that are widtin the spectrum of alternatives analysed in th~ draft EIS, which could reduce 
the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion 
should be included in the fmat EIS. 

"Category3" (Inadequate) 
EPA does not believe that tile draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the 
action. or the EPA reviewer has identified new~ reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum 
of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in ordtt to reduce the potentially significant 
env(conmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, ana lyses, or discussions 
are of such. a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the 
draft EIS is adequate for d1e purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and dtus should b~ formally 
revised and made available for public ·comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the 
potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

*From EPA Manuall640, '"'Policy and Procedures for the Review ofFedecal Actions lmpacting the Environment." 
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS FOR THE DEIS WATER TRANSFER PROGRAM FOR THE SAN 
JOAQUlN RIVER EXCHANGE CONTRACTORS WATER AUTHORITY 2005-2014, SAN JOAQUIN 
VALLEY, CA, AUGUST 13, 2004 

Water Resources 

l. Reaches of the San Joaquin River and tributaries are listed as "impaired" pursuant to 
Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act for a number of pollutants. A total maxi mum monthly 
load (TMML) reduction program is in place for selenium, and high priority total maximum daily 
loads (TrviDLs) are now being developed by the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(Regional Board) for salt/boron, low dissolved oxygen, and pesticides. T hese efforts are 
complemented by the Regional Board's Conditional Waiver Program for managing discharges 
from irrigated lands, which is currently focused on putting monitoring in place. Implementation 
of monitoring and actions to manage salinity and other pollutants is likely to influence the 
Exchange Contractors' conservation activities, regardless of the transfer program, although this is 
not discussed in the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS). Improving water quality and 
flows along the San Joaquin River system is a c.omplex problem. Shifts in the timing and 
intensity of water use, improved conjunctive use of surface and ground water, improved 
coordination and routing of existing supplies, and water conservation can contribute to solutions. 

Recommendations: 
The Final EIS (FEIS) should address the potential relationships between the water 
transfer program and water quality goals for the San Joaquin River (River), 
including TM:MIJTrviDLs and the irrigated lands conditional waiver program. 

The FEIS should disclose actions which the Exchange Contractors have taken (existing 
condi tions baseline) and might expect to take (under future "no projec t" conditions) to 
manage their agricultural drainage water. For example, explain if activities pursuant to 
the Regional Board water quality programs or drainage management programs would be 
undertaken in the future, even if the transfer program is not pursued. Discuss possible 
constraints and issues associated with discharges of water. 

Explain whether implementation actions for water quality and drainage management 
actions (e.g. , T~s and Conditional Waiver Program) are directly linked to, and 
dependent on, the transfer program. 

2. Elements of the transfer program involving grdundwater pumping and tailwater and spill 
recovery may have the potential to alter the quality of water available for irrigated lands, 
including refuges which receive water by means of the Exchange Contractor conveyance system. 
For example, the DEIS provides a brief description of groundwater water quality, mentioning 
areas of high salinity, but does not contain enough detail to understand whether, in blending 
pumped groundwater with surface supplies, there is potential to introduce additional loads of 
salts, particularly into water which is transferred to other users in the Basin such as the San 
Joaquin Valley refuges (refuges). 
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Achieving a salt balance which safeguards continued agricultural productivity in the San 
Joaquin basin is a challenging problem whic h is being addressed by a number of parties at the 
local, state, and federal levels. The Regional Water Quality Control Board 's work on a TMDL 
for salinity/boron has identified excess salt/boron loading in the Basin, although an 
implementation program to address this problem has not yet been fully developed. While the 
transfer proposal could help the Exchange Contractors manage salinity in their area, it could be at 
the expense of transferees such as the refuges . The iss ue of high salinity levels in refuge supplies 
and difficulties thi s poses for refuge salinity management was raised by the Field Supervisor for 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, Wayne White, in a letter to Robert Schneider, Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board this year (January 20, 2004). 

We note also that the Mendota Pool is listed by the State Water Resources Control Board 
as "impaired" for selenium associated with agricultural irrigation, agricultural return flows, and 
groundwater withdrawals [CWA 303(d) list, July 2003], although this is not mentioned in the 
DEIS. Providing wetlands with low selenium (maximum 2 ppb) waters is a priority of the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Recommendation: 
The evaluation of potential water quality impacts of increased inputs of 
groundwater and recovered tail water should be expanded in the FEIS. Explain 
whether the proposed project could increase the proportion of tail water and 
groundwater in water reaching refuges (as transfers, or indirectly), streams, the 
San Joaquin River, or other water users. 

3. Water quality monitoring specific to thi s project, as well as monitoring already conducted 
by the lead agencies and others, is not discussed in the DEIS. Environmental consequences on 
surface water resources states that negative effects would occur, but will be mitigable to minimal 
effects with transfer approval process measures (e.g., Table 4-63, Summary of Effects of 
Alternative C, pg. 4-81). Existing surface and ground water quality of the region is of concern. 
Any action which could potentially affect water quality and efforts to improve it, should be 
careful1y monitored Water quality monitoring is also important to validate assumptions of 
potential effects of the water transfer program. 

Recommendations: 
The FEIS should describe the monitoring in place or planned to track potenti al 
effects of the transfer program and support the finding that negative effects of the 
action are mitigable. The monitoring program should include monitoring of 
ground water quality, and monitoring of surface waters, in addition to the Vernalis 
compliance point. 

Provide information on water quality monitoring that will be used to track changes in 
salinity, boron, and selenium concentrations in "blended" supplies used within the 
Exchange Contractor area and transferred/conveyed to other users. 
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4. The environmental effects of the water transfer program depends, in part, on the 
relationship between the disposition of transfer water, San Joaquin River flows and water quality, 
and New Melones Reservoir operations (e.g., pgs 4-22 to 4-26). For instance, in some transfer 
scenarios, development of transfer water via reuse of tailwater reduces agricultural return flows 
to the San Joaquin River, reducing overall San Joaquin River flows that could trigger a release 
from New Melones Reservoir, reducing the storage level of New Melones Reservoir. The level of 
storage in New Melones Reservoir is a key component of the CVP because water releases from 
this reservoir are used to meet flow and water quality requirements at the Vernalis compliance 
point. 

Recommendations: 
The FEIS should include a diagram and supporting text to desctibe the operational 
relationship between the transfer water, San Joaquin River water quality and 
flows, and the operation of New Melones Reservoir. 

The FEIS should also disclose the ability of New Melones Reservoir to meet 
water quality standards, flow requirements, and water supply needs, including a 
short description of past experience with New Melones Reservoir operations. 

5. The evaluation of effects selectively focuses on State Water Resources Control Board and 
CALFED requirements such as the Vernalis flow and salinity objectives, and "Delta supplies" 
(inflows from the San Joaquin River). Potential water quality and flow impacts to other 
beneficial uses, such as those above and within Mud and Salt Sloughs, and upstream of Vernalis 
should also be addressed. 

Recommendation: 
The FEIS should provide more information on conditions in, and potential 
impacts to, reaches of the river above and within Mud and Salt sloughs. 
Additionally, explain whether transfers to parties downstream of the Mendota 
Pool might be conveyed through the River channel reaches where surface flows 
are linked to operation of the Mendota Pool. 

6. Although the DEIS describes Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, it does not 
describe the requirements of, or compliance with,· the Federal Guidelines for Specification of 
Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Materials (40 CFR 230), promulgated pursuant to Section 
404(b )( 1) of the Clean Water Act (CW A). Proposed water conservation measures, such as lining 
of canals, modification of tail water ponds, and construction of groundwater pumps, could trigger 
the need for a Section 404 permit pursuant to the above 404(b)(l) Guidelines. 

Recommendation: 
The FEIS should clarify whether the conservation actions being considered will 
require a Section 404 permit. If yes, the FEIS should address the 404(b)(l) 
Guidelines and fully disclose compliance with these requirements. 
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Allocation of Transfer Water 

1. The proposed action would transfer up to 130,000 acre-feet/year (af/yr) of water from the 
San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors to Central Valley Project (CVP) water service 
contractors, municipal and industria] (M&I) contractors, and San Joaquin Valley wildlife refuges. 
Included are lands on the west side of San Joaquin Valley which may have problems with 
agricultural drainage and high soil salinity. Some of these lands are also the sources of selenium 
and boron, which are San Joaquin River water quality contaminants of significant concern. CVP 
water should not be committed to areas with serious drainage problems or lands that contribute to 
the selenium and boron water quality problem (notably, portions of the west side San Joaquin 
Valley). 

Recommendations: 
The FEIS should clearly describe the process and criteria for detenni ning 
allocations of transfer water. For example, describe who makes the decision 
(Bureau of Reclamation or Exchange Contractors or both), and how and when the 
decision is made to allocate transfer water to the refuges, agriculture, and M&I 
contractors. Describe th e criteria fo r determining the proportion of annual 
allocation to each type of recipient. 

The use of transfer water should maximize beneficial uses and minimize adverse 
effects of the transfer. The FEIS should explai n whether there are procedures in 
place to preclude allocation of transfer water to lands that contribute to 
agricultural drainage problems or selenium and boron water quality problems. 

2. The DE1S states that allocation of transfer water to San Joaquin Valley wildlife refuges 
for Levcl4 refuge water will provide significant beneficial effects (pg. 6-21). Suitable water 
quality must be a component of refuge supplies (see Water Resources Comment #2). We observe 
that the DEIS future "no project" conditions assume that substitute refuge supplies would be 
purchased. However, there is no information regarding potential sources or quality of these 
alternative supplies. 

Recommendation: 
Given the significant beneficial effects of transfer water for the wildlife refuges, 
the FEIS should consider permanent dedication of a portion of transfer water of 
suitable quality to Level 4 water for refuges. 

3. The DEIS states that water transfers out-of-basin are subject to the reduction in 
consumptive use/irretrievable loss criteria of the CVPIA, the 1993 Transfer Guidelines, and State 
law (pg. 2-18). However, these requirements are not well defined. As a result, it is difficult to 
determine the effect these criteria have on the allocation of transferred water. 

Recommendation: 
An explanation of "reduction in consumptive use" and "irretrievable loss" criteria 
should be provided in the FEIS, to supplement the quote provided from the 
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Interim Guidelines for implementation ofWater Transfers . It would be helpful to 
explain the purpose of these criteria; discuss how "reduction in consumpti ve use" 
and "irretrievable loss" are defined and measured; and explain how these criteria 
affect the quantities of water that can be transferred. 

4. EPA scoping comments regarding fundin g, recommendations of the Environmental 
Water Account Science Review Panel, and impacts on the Environmental Water Account, are not 
addressed in the DEIS. We recommend the FEIS address these comments, if feasib le . 

Recommeruia.Jions: 
If feasible, funding needs and funding sources for Exchange Contractors' 
conservation measures and water users purchase of transfer water should be 
identified. The FEIS should also document applicable recommendations from the 
2002 Environmental Water Account Science Review Panel, and describe how the 
project affects Environmental Water Account (EWA) assets and operations. 

Cumulative Impacts 

1. The proposed project is for a I 0-year transfer program which transitions the current 
annual transfer program into a long-term transfer program. The Exchange Contractors have 
conducted annual transfers since 1999. The DEIS does not appear to incorporate into the 
environmental effects evaluation the past and present impacts and trends of the current annual 
transfer program. 

Recommendation.· 
The FEIS cumulative impacts analysis should incorporate information on present 
and past effects and trends of water transfers by the Exchange Contractors. 

2. The Westlands Irrigation District has proposed retirement of up to 200,000 acres and the 
Bureau of Reclamation has a land retirement program that could retire up to 7,000 acres (pg. 7-
18). The proposed 10-year transfer program, which includes temporary fallowing of up to 20,000 
acres/year of farm land, could have significant cumulative impacts to agricultural land use and a 
disproportionate impact on low-income and minority groups (pg. 9-6), if other large-scale land 
retirement programs were implemented at the same time. 

Recommendation: 
If there is a disproportionate impact to low-income and minority groups and 
agricultural land use caused by cumulative impacts of temporary fallowing of 
agricultural land, the FEIS should describe potential mitigation measures for these 
impacts. 

3. Although the transfer program by itself might not have a significant cumulative effect on 
flows and sensitive species in Mud and Salt Sloughs, the DEIS states that phase out of the 
Grassland Bypass Project and other potential fl ow reductions could be cumulatively significant 
(pg. 6-25). 
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Recommendation: 
The FEIS should describe possible mitigation measures for potential cumulative 
impacts to sensitive species from flow reductions in Mud and Salt Sloughs. 

Biological Resources 

1. The DEIS describes the regulatory requirement to consult with the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service (FWS) and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries (NOAA 
Fisheries) pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. A number of special-status and 
listed species may occur in the project area. 

Recommendation: 
The FEIS should disclose the status of consultation with FWS and NOAA 
Fisheries and issues of concern to these agencies, if any. For instance, describe if 
rhere are concerns with potential impacts to riparian habitat and the giant garter 
snake. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IX 


75 Hawthorne Street 

San Francisco, CA 94105·3901 


January 18, 2005 

Mr. Bob Eckart 
Bureau of Reclamation 
MP-150 
2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA. 95825 

Subject: 	 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Water 
Transfer Program for the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors 
Water Authority 2005- 2014 (CEQ# 040575) 

Dear Mr. Eckart: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced 
document pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the 
Clean Air Act. 

EPA reviewed the Draft EIS (DEIS) and rated it as Environmental Concerns- Insufficient 
Infonnation (EC-2) (letter dated August 13, 2004). We expressed concerns regarding impacts 
from changes in the distribution, timing, and quality of water in the San Joaquin Basin. We 
recognize and appreciate the additional infonnation that has been included in the Final EIS 
describing related projects in the area. However, we have continuing concerns about the 
cumulati ve impacts of past and present water transfer programs and land retirement programs. 

We also continue to recommend that the proposed action be based on validated analyses 
of the past and present effects and trends of water transfers by the Exchange Contractors. We 
note that the environmental effects of the proposed action depend, in part , on the disposition of 
transfer water, San Joaquin River tlows and water quality, and New Melones Reservoir 
operations (DEIS, pp 4-22 to 4-26). We also remain concerned that elements of the water 
transfer such as groundwater pumping and tailwater and spill recovery may have the potential to 
alter the quality of water avai lable for irrigated lands. The FEIS concludes that tail water 
recapture will reduce salt loading to the River, contributing to an overall water quality 
improvement. However. we note that the larger problem of managing salt balance in the basin 
remains, since withholding tail water from the River does not remove salts from the watershed. 
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Tailwater recapture may further complicate the implementation of the Total Maximum Daily 
Loads (Tl\IDLs) for salt and boron. 

We recognize that improving water quality and flows along the San Joaquin River system 
is a complex problem. A few available solutions invqlve shifts in the timing and intensity of 
water use. improved conjunctive use of surface and ground water, improved coordination and 
routing of existing supplies, and water conservation. However, actions which the Exchange 
Contractors have taken (existing conditions baseline) and might expect to take (under future "no 
project" conditions) to manage their agricultural drainage water were not included in the Draft or 
Final EIS. The relationship of water quality improvement measures. drainage management 
actions (e.g .• Total Maximum Monthly Loads [TMMLs] and Conditional Waiver Program), and 
the transfer program remains unclear. 

As we stated in our comments on the DEIS, reaches of the San Joaquin River and 
tributaries are listed as "impaired" pursuant to Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act for a 
number of pollutants. Despite this impairment, the FEIS did not fully identify current studies and 
plans (including those in which Reclamation is involved) related to San Joaquin River 
restoration. These plans may affect management options. We note that the FEIS includes 
information on the Upper San Joaquin Conceptual Restoration Plan (p. 1-10), but does not 
consider restoration strategies directed by the Department of Water Resources. 

Providing wetlands with adequate supplies of high quality waters is important for 
restoring and protecting wildlife refuges within the San Joaquin River basin. We note that water 
transfers to refuges would not neccesarily improve the quality of these supplies, which are 
currently high in Total Dissolved Solids (TDS). Moreover, conclusions regarding potential 
impacts on flow and associated beneficial uses (FEIS, p. 6-25) may need to be reconsidered after 
Reclamation completes the Section 7 consultation process with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this FEIS. When the Record of Decision is 
signed, please send one copy to the address above (mail code: CMD-2). If you have any 
questions, please contact me or Summer Allen, the lead reviewer for this project. Summer can be 
reached at 415-972-3852 or allen.summer@cpa.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~~?!:::r 
Federal Activities Ofr~ ';e 

Cross Media Division 

Main ID# 004267 

cc: John Brooks, US Fish and Wildlife Service 
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Joann Toscano, San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority 
Dennis Wescott, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Joy Winckel, US Fish and Wildlife Service 





From:   Joann White [jtoscano@sjrecwa.net] 
Sent:   Wednesday, August 17, 2011 3:17 PM 
To:     Susan Hootkins; Steve Chedester 
Subject:        FW: DEC-11/0130:San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority's  
25-Year Water Transfer Program 2014 to 2038, California 

FYI 

-----Original Message-----
From: Debbie_Allen@nps.gov [mailto:Debbie_Allen@nps.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2011 3:02 PM 
To: Joann White; bhubbard@usbr.gov 
Cc: Alan_Schmierer@nps.gov; waso_eqd_extrev@nps.gov;  
Susmita_Pendurthi@ios.doi.gov; Patricia_Port@ios.doi.gov 
Subject: Fw: DEC-11/0130:San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water  
Authority's 25-Year Water Transfer Program 2014 to 2038, California 

PWR has no comment regarding subject document. 

Debbie Allen 
National Park Service 
Partnerships Programs, PWR 
1111 Jackson Street #700 
Oakland, CA 94607 
510/817-1446 
510/817-1505 Fax 

"Don't dwell on what went wrong.  Instead, focus on what to do next. 
Spend 
your energies on moving forward toward finding the answer."  -- Denis 
Waitley 
----- Forwarded by Debbie Allen/OAKLAND/NPS on 08/17/2011 02:59 PM  -----

Dale_Morlock@nps.

 gov 

To 
             07/12/2011 01:02  Debbie_Allen@nps.gov 

PM 
cc  

Subject
                                       DEC-11/0130:San Joaquin River

                                       Exchange Contractors Water 

file:///S|/...20SJR%20Exchange%20Contractors%202/0200%20Public%20Scoping/Public%20Comments/NPS%20Comment_071220 



  

        

                                       Authority's 25-Year Water 
Transfer
                                       Program 2014 to 2038, California

            NPS External Affairs Program: ER2000 Program Email 
Instruction Sheet
                          United States Department of the Interior

                    National Park Service Environmental Quality Division

                                  7333 W. Jefferson Avenue

                                  Lakewood, CO 80235-2017

                          EIS/Related Document Review: Detail View

                            http://er2000/detail.cfm? ernum=15903 
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      Document Information 

Record #15903 

      ER Document Number

                          DEC-11/0130

      Document Title

                          San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water 
Authority's
                          25-Year Water Transfer Program 2014 to 2038, 
California

 Location

 State

 County

 California

                                                 Alameda County

 California

                                                 Contra Costa County

 California

                                                 Fresno County

 California

                                                 Imperial County

 California

 Kern County 

file:///S|/...20SJR%20Exchange%20Contractors%202/0200%20Public%20Scoping/Public%20Comments/NPS%20Comment_071220 



 California

                                                 Kings County

 California

                                                 Madera County

 California

                                                 Merced County

 California

                                                 Monterey County

 California

                                                 San Benito County

 California

                                                 San Joaquin County

 California

                                                 Santa Clara County

 California

                                                 Santa Cruz County

 California

                                                 Stanislaus County

 California

                                                 Tulare County

      Document Type

                          Notice of Intent, Prepare a Environmental 
Impact Statement,   
                          Environmental Impact Report

      Doc. Classification

                          Water Project

 Applicant 
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                          Bureau of Reclamation


      Web Review Address


      http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2011-07-06/html/2011-16838.htm

      http://www.usbr.gov/newsroom/newsrelease/detail.cfm ?RecordID=36603 

http://www.usbr.gov/projects/Project.jsp? proj_Name=Central+Valley+Proj

 ect

      Document Reviewers

      WASO Lead Reviewer

      WASO Reviewers

                 Thomas Flanagan(2310), Nancy Brian(2340), Kerry 
Moss(2360), David
                 Vana-Miller(2380), Patricia F Brewer(2350), Steven 
Elkinton(2220),
                 Bill Commins(2200), Paul Wharry(2033), Dale 
Morlock(2310), Tokey
                 Boswell(2510), John Wullschleger(2380), Gary 
Rosenlieb(2310), Bill
                 Hansen(2380), Charlie Stockman(2510) 
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      Regional Lead Reviewer


                 Alan Schmierer (PWR-O)


      Regional Reviewers


                 Alan Schmierer(PWR-O), Martha Crusius(PWR-O), Debbie 
Allen(PWR-O),
                 Mietek Kolipinski(PWR-O), Lee Kreutzer(PWR-O), Michael 
Elliott(PWR-O)

      Cultural Lead Reviewer


                 Daniel Odess


      Cultural Reviewers


                 Daniel Odess

 Action

 Lead Bureau

                    Bureau of Reclamation

      Response Type 
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                    Regional Response

 Instructions

                    Comments to Lead DOI Bureau. NPS Lead consolidates 
NPS comments,
                    prepares comment/no comment memo, and emails to Lead 
DOI Bureau
                    with copy to EQD (WASO-2310). See DI Remarks Section 
below for

 specifics.

      Topic Context

                The Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 
(Reclamation) and
                the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water 
Authority (Exchange
                Contractors) propose to prepare a joint EIS/EIR for a 
twenty-five year
                water transfer program (Program).

                The action would be to execute agreements for water 
transfers among
                Reclamation, Mid- Pacific Region; Central Valley Project 
(CVP) and
                State Water Project (SWP) contractors; and the Exchange 
Contractors for
                water service years 2014 to 2038.

                The Program would consist of the annual development and 
transfer of up  
                to 150,000 acre-feet of substitute water (maximum of 
100,000 acre-feet  
                of conserved water and a maximum of 50,000 acre-feet 
from land
                fallowing) from the Exchange Contractors to other CVP 
contractors, to
                Reclamation's Refuge Water Supply Program (RWSP) for 

file:///S|/...20SJR%20Exchange%20Contractors%202/0200%20Public%20Scoping/Public%20Comments/NPS%20Comment_071220 



    

     

  

     

    

   

           






delivery to the
                San Joaquin Valley wetland habitat areas (wildlife 
refuges), and/or
                State Water Project (SWP) contractors.

                The proposed Program would assist Reclamation in 
optimizing the use of
                limited existing water resources for agriculture, fish 
and wildlife
                resources, and municipal and industrial purposes.

      DI Remarks

                Reviewers: Please Email comments to NPS Lead Alan 
Schmierer (PWR-O),
                Alan_Schmierer@nps.gov by August 1, 2011.

                NPS Lead: Alan Schmierer please consolidate NPS comments 
(no comment)
                in memo format and send directly to BOR, Sacramento, CA,

                bhubbard@usbr.gov by August 10, 2011, with copy to:

 waso_eqd_extrev@nps.gov, Susmita_Pendurthi@ios.doi.gov 
and patricia_    

port@doi.gov

                Applicant Address for Alan Schmierer: Brad Hubbard, 
Bureau of
                Reclamation, 2800 Cottage Way, MP -410, Sacramento, 
California, 95825.   
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 CONTACTS:

                Brad Hubbard, Project Manager, Bureau of Reclamation.

 * Telephone: (916) 978-5204.

 * email: BHubbard@usbr.gov

                Joann White, San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors 

Water Authority.


 * Telephone: (209) 827-8616.

 * email: jwhite@sjrecwa.net

      Email Comment Address


 bhubbard@usbr.gov


 Workflow 
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      Send Comments to Lead Office:   PWR-O


 Send to: Alan Schmierer (PWR-O) by 08/01/11


      Lead DOI Bureau:   Bureau of Reclamation


      DUE TO:   Lead Bureau by 08/10/11


      DATE DUE OUT:  08/10/11


      OEPC Memo to EQD: 07/12/11


      Comments Due To Lead WASO Div:


      Comments Due Out to


      OEPC/Wash or Applicant: 08/10/11


                                           Comments Due To Lead Region: 
08/01/11
                                           Comments Due in EQD:

                                           Comments Due to REO:

      Tracking Dates

      Rcvd. Region Comments:


      Comments Sent to OEPC, REO, or Applicant:
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      New Instructions:


      Recvd. Ext. Letter:


      Reg. Cmts. to Bureau:


      Cmts. Called In:


                                                    Comments Sent to EQD 
Chief:
                                                    Comment Letter/Memo 
Signed:
                                                    Recvd. Extension:

                                                    Sent Add. Info:

                                                    Reg. Cmts. Listed:

                                                    Rcvd. Bureau Cmts:

      Tracking Notes

      Reviewer Notes

 Documentation 
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       Document Last Modified: 07/12/2011

       Complete: False

                                              Date Created: 07/12/2011

                                              Date Last Email Sent: 
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STATE Of CALIFORNIA BUSINESS IRANSPORTAT!ON AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMUND G BRQWN Jr. Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION . .
DIVISION OF TRANSPORTATION PLANNING @P.O. BOX 942874, MS-32 . 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-000 I 
PHONE (916) 653-0808 Flex your power! 
FAX (916) 653-4570 Be energy efficient/ 
ITY 711 
www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/ 

July 15, 2011 

Joann White 

San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority 

P .O. Box 2115 

Los Banos, CA 93635 


Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the 25-Year Water Transfer Program for the San Joaquin 
River Exchange Contractors Water Authority (2014-2038) (SCH No. 2011061057) 

Dear Ms. White: 

The California Department ofTransportation (Caltrans) appreciates the opportunity to comment 
on the Notice ofPreparation (NOP) for the 25-Year Water Transfer Program for the San Joaquin 
River Exchange Contractors Water Authority (Exchange Contractors) 2014-2038. The Exchange 
Contractors as Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the 
Bureau ofReclamation as Lead Agency under the National Environmental Protection Policy 
(NEPA), will prepare a joint Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
(EISIEIR) for an extension of the current 1 0-year water transfer program for a 25-year period. 

Caltrans has responsibility for the maintenance and operation ofState and Interstate highways 
within California. Any proposals that would affect the State Highway System are ofconcern to 
the Department. This proposal may potentially interface with facilities in otu· charge located in 
Caltrans Districts 6 and 10, which include Fresno, Madera, Merced and Stanislaus counties. 

Encroachment Permits 
Please be advised that any work or traffic control that encroaches on State right-of-way (ROW) 
requires an encroachment permit issued by the Department. Further information is available on 
the following website : http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/developserv/permits/. 

To apply, a completed encroachment permit application, environmental documentation, and five 
(5) sets ofplans clearly indicating State ROW must be submitted to the Encroachment Permits 
office in the appropriate Caltrans District to ascertain whether such a permit will be required. 
Traffic-related mitigation measures should be incorporated into the construction plans during the 
encroachment petmit process. 

Enclosed for your reference is a map of the Cal trans Districts and Counties within California, 
providing contact information for each District's Encroachment Permits office. 

"Caltran.f improves mobility across California " 



Joann White 
San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority 
July, 15 2011 
Page2 

Please let me know ifl can be ofany assistance. My telephone number is 916.653.0808, and 
I can be reached via e-mail at: josh.pulverman@dot.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Joshua Pulverman 
Statewide Local Development-Intergovernmental Review Coordinator 
Office ofCommunity Planning 

c: State Clearinghouse, Governor's Office ofPlanning and Research (OPR) 
J. Jaramillo, District 10- Office ofMetropolitan Planning 
W. Stroud, District 10 Environmental 

Enclosure 

"Cal trans 1mpro~·es moblluy across California" 



APPENDIX G 

District Encroachment Permit Offices 


District 01 

1656 Union Street(95501) 

P. 0 Box 3700 

Eureka, CA 95502-3700 

(707)445-6385 

(707)445·6317FAX 


D01- Satellite Office 

90 W. Lake Mendoctno Dr. 

Ukiah, CA 95482 

(707)463-4743 

(707)463-4736FAX 


District 02 

1657 Riverside Drive (96001) 

P. 0. Box 496073 

Redding, CA 96049-6073 

(530)225-3400 

(530)225-3097 FAX 


District 03 
703 "B" Street 
P.O. Box 911 

Marysvtlle, CA 95901 

(530)741-4403 

(530)741-4236FAX 


Modoc 

2 

l ns~an 

District 04 

11 1 Grand Avenue, 6th Floor 

P. 0 . Box 23660 

Oakland, CA 94623-0660 

(510)622-0724 

(510)286-4712FAX 


District 05 

so Higuera Street 

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-5415 

(805)549-3152 

(805) 549-3062 FAX 

District 06 

1352 W, Olive Avenue 

Fresno, CA 93728 

(559)488-4058 

(559)445-6510 FAX 


District 07 

100 South Main Street, Su~a 100 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

(213)897-3631 

(213)897·0420FAX 


D07 - Satellite Office 

950 County Square Drive, Su~ 112 

Ventura, CA 93003 

(805)650.7179 


District 08 

464 W 4th Street MS 619 

San Bernardino, CA 92401-1400 

(909)383-4526 

(909)383-4224 FAX 


District 09 

500 South Main Street 

Bishop, CA 93514 

(760)872-0674 

(760)872·5215FAX 


District 10 

1976 E. Charter Way/MLK Jr Blvd (95205) 

P 0 . Box 2048 

Stockton, CA 95201 

{209)948-7891 

(209}948-7232 FAX 


District 11 

4050 Taylor St MS 110 

San Diego, CA 92110 

(619)686-61 58 

(619)688-6157FAX 


District 12 

3347 Michelson Drive .. Suite 100 

lrvme, CA 92612 


Mailingaddress. 

3337 Michelsen Drive .. Suite 380 

Irvine, CA 92612-8894 

(949)724-2445 

(949) 724-2265 FAX 

7 

9 

S!ln Bcm<11 dlno • 
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l~ivcrsido 
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• EastomKemCountyand NortnemSanBemardlnoCounlyfall undef009'sJurisdiction.Pleasecontact!heofficeffyouhave11!1Yquestions. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA edmund G B rown Jr I Governor 

, 
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364 RECEIVED 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
(916) 653-4082 JUN 2~ 2011 
(916) 657-5390 - Fax 

S.J.R.E.C.W.A. 
June 22, 2011 

Joann White 
San Joaquin river Exchange Contractors Water Authority 
P.O. Box 2115 
Los Banos, CA 93635 

RE: SCH# 2011061057 25-Year Water Transfer Program for the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority ; 
Fresno, Madera, Merced and Stanislaus Counties. 

Dear Ms. White : 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) referenced above. The 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an historical resource, which includes archeological resources, is a significant effect requiring the preparation of an EIR 
(CEQA Guidelines 15064(b)). To comply with this provision the lead agency is required to assess whether the project will have 
an adverse impact on historical resources within the area of project effect (APE), and if so to mitigate that effect. To adequately 
assess and mitigate project-related impacts to archaeological resources, the NAHC recommends the following action s: 

./ Contact the appropriate regional archaeological Information Center for a record search. The record search will determine: 
Ifa part or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural resources . 
If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE . 
If the probability is low, moderate , or high that cultural resources are located in the APE . 
If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultu ral resources are present. 

./ If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing the 
findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey. 

The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted immediately 
to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and 
associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum , and not be made available for public 
disclosure. 
The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the appropriate 
regional archaeological Information Center . 

./ Contact the Native American Heritage Commission for: 
A Sacred Lands File Check .. USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle name, township, range and section required. 
A list of appropriate Native American contacts for consultation concerning the project site and to assist in the 
mitigation measures. Native American Contacts List attached. 

./ Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence. 
Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation of accidentally 
discovered archeological resources, per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) § 15064.5(f). In areas of 
identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American, with 
knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing activities. 
Lead agencies should includ e in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in 
consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans. 
Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in their mitigation plan. 
Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(e), and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the 
process to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a 
dedicated cemetery . 

~c:~ly, ~ 

J~chez 5 
Program Analyst 
(916) 653-4040 

cc: State Clearinghouse 





State Water Resources Control Board 

Division of Water Rights 

I 001 I Street· Sacramento, California 95814• (916) 341-5300 
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 2000 • Sacramento, California • 95812-2000 

Linda S. Adams FAX (916) 341 -5400 • http://www. waterboards.ca.gov/ waterrights Edmund G. Brown Jr. 
Acting Secretary for Governor 

Environmental Protection 

July 21, 2011 

Ms. Joann White 

San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority 

P.O. Box 2115 

Los Banos , CA 93635 


Dear Ms. White: 

COMMENTS ON NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE 25-YEAR WATER TRANSFER 
PROGRAM 

This letter responds to your Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact 
Statement/ Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) dated June 17, 2011, and received by the 
State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) on June 23, 2011 . The NOP 
indicates that the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors (Exchange Contractors) as Lead 
Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation (Reclamation) as Lead Agency under the National Environmental Protection 
Policy, will prepare a joint EIS/EIR for an extension of the current 10-year water transfer 
program for a 25-year period (with some modifications-in water development and use), for water 
years 2014-2038. 

The purpose of the proposed water transfer program (Program) is to allow the annual transfer 
and/or exchange of Central Valley Project (CVP) water from the Exchange Contractors to 
continue after February 28, 2014 (water year 2013), to consider alternatives of additional 
conservation water transfers under specified conditions, and to provide for the alternative of 
delivery of transfer water to additional areas and contractors not included in the 1 0-year 
program EIS/EIR. 

The proposed Program will evaluate project alternatives involving multiple sources of developed 
water and multiple users of that water. The Exchange Contractors propose to develop water 
from a conservation/tailwater recovery program and crop idling/temporary land fallowing. 

Pursuant to CEQA, the State Water Board is a responsible agency for this project. The State 
Water Board administers water rights in California , including those of the State Water Project 
(SWP) and CVP, and may impose requirements related to approval of any transfers of water as 
authorized under California law. In addition , the State Water Board also has primary authority 
over the protection of the state's water quality, including development and implementation of 
water quality objectives currently included in the 2006 Water Quality Control Plan for the 
San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary (2006 Bay-Delta Plan). 

California Environmental Protection Agency 
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Ms. Joann White -2-	 July 21, 2011 

As a responsible agency under CEQA, the State Water Board must review and consider the 
environmental effects of the project identified in the EIR that are within its purview and reach its 
conclusions on whether and how to approve the project involved . (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 
§ 15096, subd. (a) .) Water transfers and/or exchanges may require approval by the State 
Water Board and must not injure any other legal user of the water nor unreasonably affect fish , 
wildlife, or other instream beneficial. uses. A water transfer petition should be submitted to the 
State Water Board for all applicable transfers and/or exchanges per this Program. Petitions 
should be submitted on the form entitled "Petition for Long Term Transfer of Water/Water 
Rights" available on the Division of Water Rights website. 

Any approval of a water transfer and/or exchange may include terms similar to those identified 
below: 

a. 	 Exchange Contractors shall provide a final water transfer summary report of all transfers 
and/or exchanges to be completed under this Program. For each transfer and/or 
exchange, the summary report shall include the parties involved, the amount of water 
transferred and/or exchanged, the dates the transfer and/or exchange began and 
ended, the original point of diversion of the water, and the original and changed places 
of use. 

b. 	 Exchange Contractors shall submit detailed month ly reports of all water transferred 
and/or exchanged under the provisions of this Program in accordance with a reporting 
plan developed by Exchange Contractors. The plan must be approved by the Deputy 
Director prior to initiating operations under this Program . The report for each transfer 
and/or exchange shall include the parties to the transfer and/or exchange, the amount of 
water transferred and/or exchanged, how the water was made available , the facilities 
required to implement the transfer and/or exchange , anticipated changes to streamflow 
or agricultural drainage from the transfer and/or exchange, and how the transfer and/or 
exchange affected the overall water supply of the agency receiving the transfer and/or 
exchange. 

c. 	 CVP water deliveries shall not exceed quantities contained in long-term supply 
agreements with Reclamation (for CVP) and Department of Water Resources (for 
SWP). 

d. 	 Transfers and/or exchanges under this Program shall not result in the net decrease of 
San Joaquin River or Sacramenta River fl0w over the period of the transfer and/or 
exchange. 

e. 	 In order to facilitate monitoring of changes to streamflow and agricultural drainage, 
Exchange Contractors must provide ongoing reporting of streamflow and salinity during 
the period of time this Program is in effect. The monitoring plan must be approved by 
the Deputy Director prior to initiating operations under this Program . Exchange 
Contractors shall consult with Division of Water Rights staff to develop the plan, 
including selection of appropriate monitoring locations, reporting frequency and data 
reporting format. 

California Environmental Protection Agency 
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f. 	 Pursuant to California Water Code sections 100 and 275, and the common law public 
trust doctrine, all rights and privileges under this Program, includ ing method of diversion , 
method of use, and quantity of water diverted, are subject to the continuing authority of 
the State Water Board in accordance with law and in the interest of the public welfare to 
protect public trust uses and to prevent waste, unreasonable use, unreasonable method 
of use , or unreasonable method of diversion of said water. 

The continuing authority of the State Water Board may also be exercised by imposing 
specific requirements in addition to those mentioned above with a view to eliminating 
waste of water and to meeting the reasonable water requirements of permittees and 
licensees without unreasonable draft on the source. · 

The draft EIR must address compliance with water quality objectives included in the 
2006 Bay-Delta Plan and any other effects that the proposed project may have on water quality 
or flow conditions in the San Joaquin River and Delta , including potential impacts on salinity 
concentrations and on other water right holders. In addition , the draft EIR should address 
compliance with biological opinion requirements and other requirements related to protection of 
species listed pursuant to the State and federal Endangered Species Acts . 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP. Please send a copy of the draft EIR for 
this Program to the State Water Board for our rev iew, when it is available. For any questions or 
further correspondence, please contact me at (916) 445-5997 or asnider@waterboards.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

o~1woLt\-t 
Anne Snider 
Environmental Scientist 
Bay-Delta Unit 

ec: 	 Tim Rust 

Bureau of Reclamation 

trust@usbr.gov 


California Environmental Protection Agency 
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CENTRAL DELTA WATER AGENCY 
235 East Weber Avenue • P.O. Box 1461 • Stockton, CA 95201 
Phone 209/465-5883 • Fax 209/465-3956 

DIRECTORS 
George Biagi, Jr. 
Rudy Mussi 
Edward Zuckerman 

COUNSEL 
Dante John Nomel/ini 
Dante John Nomel/ini, Jr. 

July 18, 2011 

Via Email trust@usbr.eov, Via Email jwhite@sjrecwa.net, 
Facsimile No. (916) 978-5290 Facsimile No. (209) 827-9703 
and First Class Mail and First Class Mail 

Tim Rust 	 Joann White 
U.S. Bureau ofReclamation San Joaquin River Exchange 
Mid Pacific Region Contractors Water Authority 
2800 Cottage Way, MP-410 P.O. Box215 
Sacramento, C 95825-1898 Los Banos, CA 93635 

Re: 	 Scoping Comments for 25 Year Water Transfer Program Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Rust and Ms. White: 

Please accept these comments of the Central Delta Water Agency ("CDWA") on the 
scope of the proposed Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS")/Environmental Impact Report 
("EIR") to be prepared by the Department of the Interior, Bureau ofReclamation ("USBR") and 
the San Joaquin Exchange Contractors Water Authority ("Exchange Contractors"), for the 25
y ear Water Transfer Program. 

It is stated the USBR and the Exchange Contractors are preparing a joint Environmental 
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for a proposed 25-year extension 
(Proposed Action) ofthe current 10-year Exchange Contractors Central Valley Project (CVP) 
water transfer program, which expires February 28,2014. The Proposed Action contains 
unspecified modifications in water development and use to the current program's water transfer 
portfolio. The Proposed Action performance period will be the water years 2014 through 2038. 

It is further stated that the water transfers under the Proposed Action would occur 
between the Exchange Contractors and unspecified CVP and Non-CVP water contractors and 
wildlife refuges largely within California's San Joaquin Valley, but may also include water users 
south and east of the San Francisco Bay and east ofMonterey Bay. The purpose of use is not 



Tim Rust 
Joann White 2 July 18,2011 

specific. The Proposed Action would allow the annual transfer of Exchange Contractor's CVP 
water to continue after the Water Year 2013. The Proposed Action considers unspecified, 
additional water conservation derived alternatives under unspecified conditions. 

The project is not clearly defined. 

Please accept these comments concerning the scoping ofthe EIS/EIR. 

1. 	 A Complete and Adequate Description of the Project Has Not Been Provided. 

The project description states that it would evaluate the annual development of 150,000 
acre-feet ofsubstitute water from "conservation measures, including tail water recovery, and 
temporary land fallowing. 

In order to provide a complete and adequate ability to provide scoping comments, the 
project should be more fully and completely described. The project should be clarified to state 
whether the past practices are or are not part of this project. 

2. 	 Full Analysis of the Impacts from Use of Conservation Measures, Including 
Tailwater Recovery. 

With regard to the investigation and evaluation of impacts and potential impacts, one of 
the critical direct and indirect impacts which the EISIEIR should fully evaluate is the use ofthe 
conservation measures, including tail water recovery. The potential impacts of tailwater recovery 
will be far reaching, and should be reviewed for consistency with riparian rights, in-stream flow 
needs, groundwater recharge, river accretions and assimilative capacity of surface and 
groundwater and Delta outflow. Further, the EIS/Em. should investigate, discuss, analyze, and 
ultimately mitigate to the extent feasible, the potential impacts from tailwater recovery. 

Also, the EIS/EIR must evaluate potentially substantial and cumulative impacts in all of 
the areas directly or indirectly affected by all conservation measures. 

3. 	 Full Analysis Should Be Made of the Short and Long-Term Effects of 
Cropland Idling. 

Cropland idling, or fallowing, creates a whole host of issues that must be analyzed, 
including but not limited to the following: 

A. Lack of groundwater recharge by percolation and return surface flows to 
waterways from surface irrigation. 

B. Habitat modification for species benefitting from farming, including 
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waterfowl. 

C. Economic impacts to the communities from loss of farm employment and 
adverse impacts on the local business community dependent upon actual 
farming. 

D. 	 Greenhouse gas effects, including carbon sink and sequestration relative to 
active farming, and effects ofcropping changes in the area ofsupply and 
the area ofusage. 

E. 	 The impacts ofhaving food supplies grown at other than existing 
locations, including the need for rice to be grown elsewhere. 

F. 	 The loss of availability ofwater supply for other local uses on the land 
from which the water is transferred. 

4. 	 Full Analysis ofthe.Drainage Impacts from Use of Transferred Water. 

With regard to the investigation and evaluation ofimpacts and potential impacts, the 
EISIEIR must fully evaluate the direct and indirect impacts ofthe use of transferred water in the 
already drainage impaired San Joaquin Valley. The transfer ofwater requires in-depth study of 
the drainage in all areas of delivery which directly or indirectly drain surface and subsurface 
waters, and, hence, the various pollutants contained in such waters and irrigated lands, into any 
waterways. Such waters directly or indirectly drain into watetWays, including the San Joaquin 
River and upslope areas which generate hydraulic pressure which thereby increase the drainage 
ofwaters from the downslope lands into groundwater and the San Joaquin River. Waterlogging 
of the lowlands in the CVP service areas is a substantial issue, worsened by the project. The 
potential for such impacts is widely recognized and well-established. 

The proposed project necessitates that the EIS/EIR investigate, discuss, analyze, and 
ultimately mitigate to the fullest extent feasible, the potential impacts from water use that would 
not occur absent the transfer and thereby increase impacts on the water quality of the San Joaquin 
River. A true "no project'' alternative must be evaluated. 

It is well-recognized that drainage directly or indirectly into the San Joaquin River can 
and does contain numerous contaminants which must be properly investigated and evaluated 
(e.g., selenium, boron, molybdenum, other trace elements, etc.). Any increase in these 
contaminants that may arise from the project must be evaluated. The EIS/EIR must evaluate 
potentially substantial and cumulative impacts in all of the areas directly or indirectly affected by 
the project, including but not limited to the Delta. 
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5. Consideration of Federal Anti-degradation Laws. 

The Federal Environmental Protection Agency ("EP N') requires all states to adopt an 
"antidegradation policy" similar to the State Water Resources Control Board's ("SWRCB') 
Resolution 68-16. (40 C.P.R. 131.12.) Resolution 68-16 is intended to and implements Water 
Code section 13000, requiring the SWRCB to regulate all "activities and factors which may 
affect the quality ofthe waters ofthe state" such that they "attain the highest water quality which 
is reasonable." 

The SWRCB's Resolution 68-16 (commonly referred to as the SWRCB's 
"Anti-Degradation Policy") provides in pertinent part: 

"Whenever the existing quality ofwater is better than the quality 
established in policies as of the date on which such policies become effective, 
such existing high quality will be maintained until it has been demonstrated to the 
State that any change will be consistent with maximum benefit to the people of 
the State, will not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial use of 
such water and will not result in water quality less than that prescribed in the 
policies." 

The EIS/EIR must analyze compliance with these requirements and explain the proposed 
project's impacts upon San Joaquin River and Sacramento River water quality and water quality 
in all waters into which transferred waters may drain or supply, including, but not limited to, 
drainage from lands irrigated by water supplied by the project as well as water supplied by others 
and other sources. The significant potential for degradation ofSan Joaquin River and 
Sacramento River water quality and water quality elsewhere is a great concern, and the same 
must be fully analyzed and evaluated. Further, it must be detennined whether the project meets 
the specific requirement that it be "consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the State, 
will not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial use ofsuch water and will not 
result in. water quality less than that prescribed in the policies." 

The transfer presents a number of troubling issues due to the substantial risk of 
impairment ofother waters. This needs to be thoroughly investigated and analyzed in the 
EISIEIR. 

6. The San Luis Act ofJune 3, 1960, Public Law 86-488, 77 Stat. 156. 

Public Law 86-488 specifically requires: 

"Construction of the San Luis unit shall not be commenced until the 
Secretary has ... received satisfactory assurance from the State ofCalifornia that 
it will make provision for a master drainage outlet and disposal channel for the 
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San Joaquin Valley, as generally outlined in the California water plan, Bulletin 
Numbered 3, of the California Department of Water Resources, which will 
adequately serve, by connection therewith, the drainage system for the San Luis 
unit, or has made provision for constructing the San Luis interceptor drain to the 
delta designed to meet the drainage requirements of the San Luis unit as generally 
outlined in the report of the Department ofthe Interior, entitled 'San Luis Unit 
Central Valley project,' dated December 17, 1~56." (Emphasis added.) 

The drain for removal ofsalts from the valley has never been constructed, yet over a 
million acre feet ofwater per annum from the San Luis Unit was committed to use. With every 
acre foot ofwater delivered to the San Joaquin Valley through the Delta Mendota Canal and San 
Luis Unit, there is delivered a significant qllillltity of salt which is retained in the San Joaquin 
Valley or returned to the Delta via the San Joaquin River. The substantial degradation of the San 
Joaquin River from such drainage is well-understood and recognized. 

The project will result in further impairment ofwater quality, and in doing so, will merely 
increase the volume ofsalt in the groundwater and return flows. Moreover, in the absence ofthe 
project it is reasonable to anticipate a reduction or change in cropping patterns and a reduction in 
lands in transferee areas under cultivatio~ thereby reduCing ground and surface water quality 
impairment. Of course, the EISIEIR needs to fully investigate and analyze all of these issues. 

Without the required drain, the EIS/EIR must evaluate the project's impact, including 
cumulative impacts, ensuing from the continued irrigation of the transferee area ofuse, and the 
impacts ofincreasing irrigation in areas that would not otherwise be irrigated in the absence of 
the project. The EISIEIR should examine and explain how the proposed project as well as 
existing conditions are consistent with and in compliance with PL 86-488. 

7. 	 The EISIEIR Should Include A Range of Alternatives, including a No Project 
Alternative. 

The EIS/EIR should evaluate a range ofreasonable alternatives, including but not limited 
to the following: 

1. No Project. 

2. Reducing and curtailing water supply demand, including the reduction and 
elimination of the irrigation supply to drainage impaired lands, and 
alteration of farming practices, including cropping, in the transferor and 
transferee area. 

The EISIEIR should also include, in the context of the analysis ofsome of the foregoing 
alternatives or otherwise, an extensive discussion ofdesalinization options in order to promote 
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regional self-sufficiency and, hence, improved water reliability that would obviate the need for 
the project. Such a discussion would be in furtherance of Water Code section 12946 which 
provides: 

"It is hereby declared that the people of the state have a primary interest in 
the development ofeconomical saline water conversion processes which could 
eliminate the necessity for additional facilities to transport water over long 
distances, or supplement the services to be provided by such facilities, and 
provide a direct and easily managed water supply to assist in meeting the future 
water requirements of the state." 

Opportunities for environmentally friendly desalinization of ocean waters as well as brackish 
ground waters should be thoroughly examined. 

8. 	 Full Analysis ofImpacts In the Delta. 

In addition to the San Joaquin River water quality issues from return flows and 
accretions, hydraulic pressures, and waterlogging, other impacts outside and within the Delta 
should be fully evaluated. This would include effects upon Delta water use due to the periodic 
imposition of Term 91 conditions to protect the transferee water supply during transfers, thereby 
depriving Delta water users of the ability to use water during July through September. 

9. 	 Evaluate Conditions That May Be Reasonably Anticipated to Exist in the 
Future. 

The EIS/EIR should include an analysis ofthe present and future water needs including 
environmental water needs and the needs to offset overdraft ofgroundwater within the 
watersheds oforigin (See Water Code section 11460) and determine the availability ofsurplus 
water. Water not needed by the transferors may be needed by others within the watersheds of 
origin. 

Even more so since no drainage solution has been implemented, the EISIEIR should 
evaluate i:mpacts ofthe project against the background ofa variety ofscenarios and outcomes, 
including but not limited to, the lack of a drain ever being implemented, substantially inadequate 
supplies in the transferor and transferee areas, implementation of the SWRCB Flow Study, the 
project's enablement ofcontinued fanning and cropping practices and urbanization that are not 
otherwise supportable by adequate supplies ofwater, and land retirement. 

10. 	 CVPIA Analysis. 

The EIS/ElR should include an analysis ofhow the transfers will impact water purchases 
by the CVP to enable compliance with the Central Valley Project hnprovement Act. 
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11. Calfed Bay Delta Authorization Act. 

The EIS/EIR should include an analysis of how transfers will impact CVP compliance 
with the California Bay Delta Authorization Act, October 25, 2004, Public Law 1 08-361, 118 
Stat 1681, section 103(d)(2)(D). 

12. Evaluation ofShorter-Term Contracts. 

The project should evaluate the benefits and detriments ofshorter term contract 
alternatives. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope of the EIS/EIR. We look forward 
to the receipt of a comprehensive EIS/EIR. 

Very truly yours, 

DAM:kk 





Harvey A. Ba iley 
Chairman o flhe Board 

Nick Canata 
Vice Chairman 

Tom Runyon 

Secretary/rreasurer 

Ronald D. J acobsma 

Cenera/Man. 1ger 

o. Zac ka ry Smith 
General Counsel 
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Lindmore I. D. 
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Lm•er Fule River J.D. 

Madera I.D. 


Orange Co•e I. D. 

Pitley I. D. 


Porterville I. D. 

Sauce/i/o I. D. 


Shafter -Wasco I. D. 

Stone Corroii.D. 


Tea Pol Dome ~V.D. 


Terra Bella I. D. 

Tuh1re J.D. 


July 20, 20 ll 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Joann White 
San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority 
P.O. Box 2115 
Los Banos, CA 93635 
jwhite@sjrecwa.net 

Brad Hubbard 
U.S. Bureau ofReclamation, Mid-Pacific Region 
2800 Cottage Way, MP-410 
Sacramento, CA 95825-1898 
bhubbard@usbr.gov 

Re: Comments on Scope ofEIS/EIR for 25-year Extension of Exchange Contractors' 
CVP Water Transfer Program 

Dear Ms. White and Mr. Hubbard, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope of the environmental 
documentation regarding the proposed 25-year extension of the Exchange 
Contractors' CVP Water Transfer Program. The Friant Water Authority (FWA) 
understands that one or more of its member agencies have benefited from the current 
Exchange Contractor transfer program and anticipates that one or more FW A 
members are likely to benefit from an extended transfer program. 

However, the water supply for the Friant Division of the CVP bears a unique 
relationship with the Exchange Contractors' water rights and water supply and Friant 
Division contractors pay the costs for substitute water delivered to the Exchange 

Maw omce Sacramen!o QUice 
854 N. Harvard Avenue 1107 9'" Street, Suite 702 

Lindsay, CA 93247 Sacramento, CA 95814 

Phone: 559-562-6305 Phone: 916-346-4165 
Fax: 559-562-3496 Fax: 916-346-3429 

Website: www.friantwater.org 



Ms. Joann White 
Mr. Brad Hubbard 
July 20,2011 
Page 2 of2 

Contractors. Therefore, FWA requests that the following issues and concerns be addressed in the 
subject EIR/EIS either as part of the Project Description or the analysis of potential impacts: 

L. 	 There should be no alteration of any conditions of the Exchange Contractors' Purchase 
and Exchange Contracts with USBR as a result of this program. 

2. 	 The Transfer Program should result in no changes in SLDMWA O&M cost allocation 
procedures, including provisions that Friant Contractors do not pay for the cost of any 
water transferred by the Exchange Contractors to other entities. 

3. 	 The Transfer Program should not result in any changes in USBR cost allocation to CVP 
contractors. 

4. 	 The Transfer Program should not result in any changes in USBR operations that would 
adversely impact the water supplies of any other CVP contractors. 

5. 	 The Transfer Program cannot result in or contribute to the need for Reclamatio n to 
deliver Exchange Contractor supplies from the San Joaquin River via releases from Friant 
Dam. 

6. 	 Storage of any transferred water in SLR under agreements that post-date the San Joaquin 
River Restoration Program should not take priority over recaptured San Joaquin River 
Restoration Flows. 

We also believe the project description should be clear regarding what water is being transferred. 
If, as described in the Notice of Preparation, the water to be transferred is CVP water that 
otherwise would have been delivered to the Exchange Contractors as substitute supply but for the 
actions being taken to develop the water for transfer, then the project description should specify 
that water cannot be developed for transfer under this program when Exchange Contractor water 
supply needs are being met from non-CVP water reaching the Mendota Pool. It would appear to 
us that the transfer of non-CVP water diverted pursuant to the Exchange Contractors' water 
rights should occur under a different mechanism and authority than the one described in the 
Notice of Preparation. 

If yo u have any questions regarding these scoping comments, please to not hesitate to contact 
Steve Ottemoeller at 559-562-6930 or sottemoeller@friantwater. org. 

Sincerely/ 

~cobsma 
General Manager 

RDJ :tm 



SOUTH DELTA WATERAGENCY 
4255 PACIFIC AVENUE, SUITE 2 
STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 95207 

TELEPHONE (209) 956-0 150 
FAX (209) 956-0 154 

E-MAIL Jherrlaw@aol.com 
Directors: 

Jerry Robinson, Chairman 
Robert K. Ferguson, Vice-Chaimtan Counsel & Manager: 
Nata1ino Bacchetti John Herrick 
Jack Alvarez 
Mary Hildebrand 

July 20, 2011 

Via E-M ail jwhitc@s jrccwa.nct 
Ms. Joann White 
San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority 
P. 0. Box 2115 
Los Banos, CA 93635 

Via E-Mail tru st@ usbr .gov 
Mr. Tim Rust 
Bureau of Reclamation 
Mid Pacific Region 
2800 Cottage Way MP-410 
Sacramento, CA 95825-1898 

Re: NOP 25-Year Water Transfer Program 

Dear Ms. White and Mr. Rust: 

The South Delta Water Agency recommends the following issues be examined in the 
EIR/EIS process: 

1. Any transferred water which affects drainage or seepage into the San Joaquin River 
may result in an increased salt load or an increase in the concentration of salts entering the River. 
Hence, the water quality in the River in the River before the transfers and after the transfers must 
be evaluated to determine in the project will adversely affect the environment. For example, if 
the transfer water remai ned in the Exchange Contractor system, it would provide flow and 
dilution to the San Joaquin River, as it would at least in part not be consumed and would not 
concentrate the salts in the water. However, if that water is transferred to wetlands, more ofit is 
conswned, resulting in greater concentration of the salts. As the wetlands' drainage enters the 
River, the water quality in the River would then be worse than if the water had remained in the 
Exchange Contractor's system. 
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2. If the transferred water is not delivered to purchasers who drain to the San Joaquin 
River, less flow in the River would then result, also potentially causing an adverse effect on the 
environment. The impacts on where the purchaser's drainage ends up must also be evaluated. 

3. Currently the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board is addressing 
San Joaquin River water quality (salt) under a TMDL and is in the process of addressing water 
quality under a new Basin Plan Amendment which will include salinity standards upstream of 
Vernalis. Any impacts on these processes, especially the current obligations, time lines, and 
restrictions of the TMDL must be examined. The project proponents should not undertake 
actions which make the Bureau's compliance under the TMDL more difficult or actions that 
would frustrate, or make more difficult the setting and enforcement of upstream salinity 
standards. 

4. Similarly, the SWRCB has constituted a process that is evaluating the need to 
increase River flows for the protection offisheries. The Bureau and the Exchange Contractors 
should not undertake a project which would result in any further decrease in River flows which 
would likely add to the anticipated burden on other parties to supply the greater fishery flows. 

5. The project proponents need to explain how the proposed project complies with the 
restrictions on transfers contained in CVPIA Section 3405 (a) (1) (I). The referenced subsection 
requires that all CVP transfers be ofwater that would have been consumptively used or lost to 
beneficial uses. The clear meaning and intent of this statute is to insure that transfers do not 
encourage the increased use and demand on uses of water. Since the supply is limited, especially 
in the CVP and SWP systems, transfer water that does not result from a decrease in use by the 
seller simply increase the net use of water. When the Exchange Contractors institute water 
conservation or drainage recovery, they do not decrease their consumptive use ofwater. If they 
sell their "conserved" water, they in fact add a new consumptive use demand on the same supply 
of water. Not only is this bad policy, but it is the very thing the above referenced statute attempts 
to preclude. 

6. The Exchange Contractors have a priority ofdelivery under the CVP system. If 
they do not need all of the water delivered to them, the "excess" would be part of the CVP 
system and allocated under the appropriate rules. Hence, by selling the water they received under 
a priority, buyers are getting priority water, potentially at the expense ofother contractors. 
Similarly, if the Exchange Contractors do not need all of their contract water, exports out of the 
Delta may not need to be as high during certain times. Each of these has potential impacts on the 
environment which need to be evaluated. 

7. The Sacramento and San Joaquin watersheds produced only a limited amount of 
flow each year. The Weber Foundation Report estimated that these watersheds produced 
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approximately 17.6 MAF each year in a repetition of the 1928-34 drought, but that the in-basin 
(non-export) needs of those watersheds each year of that same six year period were 25.6 MAF. 
This means there is an approximate 8 MAF shortage in each year under those scenarios before 
any water is available for export. As the year types vary, so too would the amount of exports 
available for the projects. Any proposed transfer ofCVP water over a 25 year period must first 
be reconciled with the supply shottages of the CVP and SWP systems. It is incumbent on the 
Bureau to identify the amounts available for export under the various year types, then to 
determine in-basin needs including area oforigin and fishery needs before approving a long term 
transfer. If the export supply of the seller (based on current Califomia water rights priorities) 
does not exist in some years, and is substantially less than current contract amounts, the 
environmental impacts of such transfer could be significant, ifnot illegaL 

We look forward to discussing these issues and reviewing the draft documents as they are 
being produced. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 

Very truly yours, 

Lt~L 
JUN 
HERRICK 





 

RECEIVED 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICE 

Richard W. RobinsonAUG Zl ! Ult ChiefExecutive Officer 

Patricia Hill ThomasS.J.R.E.C.W.A. 
Chief Operations Officer/ 

Assistant Executive Officer 

Monica Nino-Reid 
Assistant Executive Officer 

Stan Risen 
Assistant Executive Officer 

1010 1dhStreet, Suite 6800, Modesto, CA 95354 
P.O. Box 3404, Modesto, CA 95353-3404 
Phone: 209.525.6333 Fax 209.544.6226 

STANISLAUS COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 

A ugust 9, 2011 

Joann White 
San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contractors Water Authority 
P.O. Box 2115 

Los Banos, CA 93635 


SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL REFERRAL- SAN JOAQUIN RIVER EXCHANGE 
CONTRACTORS WATER AUTHORITY- NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR THE 25-YEAR WATER TRANSFER PROGRAM 

Ms. W hite: 

The Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee (ERC) has reviewed the 
subject project and has determined that it may have a sig nificant effect on the 
environment in the area of agriculture resources . The ERC recommends t hat you 
evaluate and quantify th e envi ronmental impacts: (1) to agricultural production due to 
the proposed crop idling/temporary land fallowing ; and (2) to agricultural production due 
to delivery of transfer water to additional areas and contractors not included in the 10
year program EIS/EIR. 

In addition, the ERC suggests possib le mitigation as giving agricultural use priority in 

the proposed 25-year water transfer program. 


The ERC appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project. 

Sincerely, 

~ ~ 
Raul Mendez, Senior Management Consu ltant 
Environmental Review Committee 

cc: ERC Members 

RM :kg 





 

 

 
 

  
 

 
 

  
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
   

 
 

 

 
  

 
 

O’Laughlin & Paris LLP Attorneys at Law 

SENT VIA ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION/FIRST-CLASS MAIL 

August 10, 2011 

Brad Hubbard 
Project Manager 
Bureau of Reclamation 
2800 Cottage Way, MP-410 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
bhubbard@usbr.gov 

Re: Comments on the Scope of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contractors Water Authority’s 25-Year Water Transfer Program 

Dear Mr. Hubbard: 

These comments on the Scope of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (“EIS/EIR”) for the San Joaquin River Exchange 
Contractors Water Authority’s (“SJRECWA”) 25-Year Water Transfer Program are submitted on 
behalf of the San Joaquin Tributaries Association (“SJTA”), comprised of the Oakdale Irrigation 
District, South San Joaquin Irrigation District, Modesto Irrigation District, Turlock Irrigation 
District and Merced Irrigation District. These comments identify four major concerns that the SJTA 
feels must be addressed in the environmental analysis for this 25-year water transfer: 1) water quality, 
2) in-Delta impacts, 3) dependency on dilution flows from the San Joaquin River Restoration 
Program (“SJRRP”), and 4) effect new flow objectives for the San Joaquin River Basin will have on 
the impacts of the proposed transfer. 

1. San Joaquin River Water Quality 

The impacts of this proposed water transfer on water quality in the San Joaquin River and 
Delta need to be included in the environmental analysis. As the majority of the water proposed to be 
transferred, up to 100,000 acre-feet (“AF”) of the 150,000 AF total, will consist of recaptured 
tailwater, it may already contain elevated electrical conductivity (“EC”) levels. Upon transfer to 
wildlife refuges, this water will remain stagnant for several months, during which time salts and trace 
elements naturally occurring in the soil will leach into this water, further increasing the EC levels.  

In 2002, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board for the Central Valley Region 
issued the TMDL for salt and boron in the San Joaquin River at Vernalis, which required 
management of wetland discharges to the San Joaquin River because “[d]ischarges from managed 
wetlands also contribute to the [Lower San Joaquin River’s] salt and boron load.” (Total Maximum 

117 Meyers St., Suite 110 
Post Office Box 9259 

Chico, California  95927-9259 

530.899.9755 tel 
530.899.1367 fax 
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Daily Load for Salinity and Boron in the Lower San Joaquin River, January 2002, p. 11.) The extent of this 
contribution, however, is relatively unknown.  Only recently have studies been initiated to ascertain 
the effects of a delayed drawdown of managed wetlands to match peak assimilative capacity in the 
San Joaquin River. (See Wetland Response to Modified Hydrology with Respect to Salinity Management: 
Biological Monitoring, Grassland Water District, Cal Fed Agreement: P0640003-01, July 1, 2010, p. 3.) 
As these initial studies have not gone beyond the idea of adjusting the timing of discharges of salt 
loads into the San Joaquin River, a constant element in managing and maintaining required levels of 
EC for TMDL compliance is the dependency upon east-side reservoir releases. (Final Report for 
Adaptive, Coordinated Real-time Management of Wetland Drainage, 2005-2006 Consolidated Grants – 
Proposal 50 Coastal Non-Point Source Pollution Control, SWRCB Agreement No. 04-312-555-1, 
Berkeley National Laboratory, July 27, 2010, p. 1.) 

Additionally, migratory and/or resident waterfowl populations may further impact water 
quality because waterfowl waste, which often contains viable bacteria and pathogens, can directly 
affect water quality. (See The Impact of Waterfowl on Water Quality - Literature Review, Fleming & Fraser, 
Ridgetown College, University of Guelph, Ontario, Canada, September 2001.) While there is little 
conclusive evidence at this time, the impacts of waterfowl waste to water quality appear to vary with 
species, population density, feeding habits, dilution capacity of the water body, and time of year. (Id. 
at 10-11.) Moreover, waterfowl species diversity tends to increase when wetland drainage is delayed. 
(Final Report for Adaptive, Coordinated Real-time Management of Wetland Drainage, 2005-2006 Consolidated 
Grants – Proposal 50 Coastal Non-Point Source Pollution Control, SWRCB Agreement No. 04-
312-555-1, Berkeley National Laboratory, July 27, 2010, p. 25.) 

Studies are few and data is limited, therefore the environmental impacts of wetland drainage 
on EC levels and waterfowl pollution on water quality are not known and must be evaluated in the 
EIS/EIR. Specifically, the EIS/EIR must evaluate the impacts of the continued application of 
tailwater with elevated EC levels to wetlands, the increased level of EC – due to leaching – in water 
discharged from wetlands, varying the timing of discharges, and waterfowl waste. 

A fastidious and comprehensive evaluation of the water quality impacts associated with the 
proposed water transfer must be considered and, to the extent necessary, the significant impacts 
must be mitigated. However, the other water right holders within the San Joaquin River Basin, 
including the SJTA’s members, are required to release water from east-side reservoirs to meet water 
quality objectives. As such, the EIS/EIR must evaluate the impacts to these water right holders 
should they be required to make water available in amounts, quality or timing different from their 
current obligations as a result of the proposed transfer. 

One possible alternative that should be considered and evaluated in the EIS/EIR is a 
transfer of only 70,000-80,000 AF to the wildlife refuges and the release of the remaining transfer 
water into the San Joaquin River when simultaneously draining the water from the wildlife refuges, 
as the dilution may improve water quality. 
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2. Impact on the Delta 

 As this proposed water transfer involves additional pumping from the Delta at the Banks 
Pumping Plant, the impacts on water quality, fish and existing consumptive uses in the Delta must 
be evaluated in the EIS/EIR. By pumping additional water via Banks, the San Joaquin River flow 
may be impacted in the Delta. Both the Delta smelt and the salmon OCAP biological opinions have 
been issued because the current conditions in the Delta have negatively affected these fish. Thus, the 
impacts of this additional pumping on Old and Middle River flows must be evaluated. 

Additionally, water quality in the Delta must be studied. Although the water proposed to be 
transferred is, in theory, from the Sacramento River, the Department of Water Resources modeling 
has shown that the majority of the water pumped at Banks in the Delta consists of water that comes 
from the San Joaquin River, which is of much poorer quality than Sacramento River water. Thus, 
the EIS/EIR must evaluate the effects that the increase in pumping, application, and discharge of 
this poorer quality water will have, especially since its quality will only continue to deteriorate as it is 
pumped, used and discharged continuously.   

Furthermore, the EIS/EIR must evaluate whether the United States Bureau of Reclamation 
(“Bureau”) has a permit or license to pump San Joaquin River flow at Banks. The water rights, 
exchanges, and contracts that are the basis for this proposed transfer must be clearly delineated. 
Given the timing of the proposed transfer of water, the EIS/EIR must identify whether the 
SJRECWA will be transferring water pursuant to its pre-1914 appropriative direct diversion right or 
whether the water is simply Bureau water for which SJRECWA has contracted to exchange. 

3. Dependency on SJRRP Flows 

The SJRRP expects to restore flows to the San Joaquin River from Friant Dam to the 
confluence of the Merced River, while also restoring a self-sustaining Chinook salmon fishery in the 
river. In 2009, the first interim flows were released from Friant Dam. These interim flows will 
continue to be released until full restoration flows are released on January 1, 2014. This program, 
however, is still in development and the full restoration flows have not yet been determined.  

Any dependency the parties to this proposed water transfer may have upon these additional 
flows, as a means to dilute the potentially polluted water drained from the wildlife refuges, must be 
taken into consideration in evaluating the environmental impacts of the water transfer. Such 
evaluation must include the possibility of no additional flows in the event the SJRRP is not 
implemented, or reduced additional flows if the SJRRP in implemented differently from expected. 
Additionally, if the SJRECWA contemplates receiving full-entitled exchange water from the Bureau 
if the SJRRP is implemented, the impacts of this too must be evaluated in the EIS/EIR. 

4. Bay Delta Plan 

The State Water Resources Control Board (“SWRCB”) is currently engaged in a process to 
review and update the flow objectives contained in the 2006 Water Quality Control Plan for the San 
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Joaquin River Basin. While no such objectives have yet been established, the SWRCB has indicated 
that such objectives will be adopted by 2011. (http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/wateris 
sues/programs/bay_delta/sds_srjf/docs/sds_srjf_timeline.pdf). Moreover, the SWRCB is presently 
informing the interested parties that there likely will be new flow objectives for the San Joaquin 
River, and that such objectives will require a flow at Vernalis of between 20 and 60 percent of 
unimpaired flow for the months of February through June. (http://www.waterboards.ca.go 
v/waterrights/water_issues/programs/bay_delta/bay_delta_plan/water_quality_control_planning/ 
docs/notice_sjr_flow_southern_delta_scoping_mtg_with_attachments.pdf). As such, the EIS/EIR 
must evaluate whether or not water will be available for transfer assuming a requirement that 20-60 
percent of unimpaired flow is required and, if less water is available for transfer than is currently 
contemplated, the impacts associated with a smaller transfer. 

Conclusion 

Until recently, discharges from wetlands have not been studied and little data exists regarding 
their impacts on the environment. Therefore, an extensive, detailed evaluation of the impacts this 
proposed water transfer will have on water quality in the San Joaquin River and on the Delta need to 
be evaluated in the EIS/EIR. Moreover, given the likelihood that the SJRRP will provide at least 
some additional flow to the San Joaquin River, and new flow objectives will be established at 
Vernalis, the EIS/EIR must evaluate the impacts of the proposed water transfer in light of these 
changing conditions. 

Very truly yours, 

O’LAUGHLIN & PARIS LLP 

TIM O’LAUGHLIN 

TO/tb 
cc: SJTA (via email only) 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE ofPLANNING AND RESEARCH 
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 

GOVllRNOn 
 RECEIVED 

No tice of Preparation JUN 2 3 £U11 

S.J.R.E.C.W.A. 
June 20, 20 II 

' 

To: Revie\ving Agencies 

Re: 25-Year Water Transfer Program for the San Joaquin Riv er Exchange Contractors Wa ter Authori ty (2q 14
2038) 

SCH# 2011061057 

At1ached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the 25-Year Water Transfer Program 
for the Sa n Joaqui11 River Exchange Contractors Wa ter Authority (20 14-2 038) dJ·aft EnvirOJUlleJIIa I Jmpact Report 
(ElR) . 

Responsible agencies must transmjt their comments on the scope and con tent of the NOP, focusin g on s pecific 
infom1ation related to their own stanuory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead 
Agency. T his is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a 
timely mmmer. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the 
environmental review process. 

Please direct your comments to: 

Joann W hite 

San J oaquin Rh·er Exc h :mgc Co ntractors Water Auth orit y 

P .O. Box 211 5 

Los Ban os. CA 93635 


with a copy to the State Clearinghou~e in the Office of.Pianning and Research. Pl eas~ refer to the SCH number 

If you have any questions about the environmental document re,·iew process, please call the State C learinghouse at 
(916) 445-0613. . 

Scott Morgan 

Director, State 

~
Clearinghouse 


 ~
At1achments 
cc: Lead Agency 

1400 lOth Street P.O. Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812·3044 
(916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 



Document Det ails Rep o rt 
St at e Clearingho use Dat a Bast. 

SCH# 2011061057 
Project Title 25-Year Water Transfer Program for the San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority 

Lead Agency {2014-2038) 

San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority 

Type NOP Notice of Preparation 

Description The purpose of the proposed Program is to allow the annual transfer and/or exchange of CVP water 

from the Exchange Contractors to continue after February 28,2014 (water year 2013), to consider 

altern atives of additional conserva tion water transfers under specified conditions, and to provid e for the 

alternative of delivery of transfer water to additional areas and contractors no included in the 10-year 

program EIS/EIR. 

The action/project alternatives to be evaluated in the EIS/EIR involve multiple sources of developed 

water and multiple users of that water. The Exchange Contractors proposed to develop water from a 

conservation/tailwater recovery program and crop idling/temporary land fallowing. 

l ead Agen cy Contact 
Name Joann White 

Agency San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority 
Phone 209-827-861 6 Fax 
email 

Address P.O. Box 2115 
City Los Banos State CA Zip 93635 

Proj ect locat ion 

County Fresno, Madera, Merced, Stanislaus 


City 

Region 


Cross Streets 
Lat / Long 
Parcel No. 
Township Range 	 Section Base 

Proximity t o: 
Highways Hwy 99, 5, 145, 33, 152 

Airports 
p-:~...- .. .,. Yt><: 

Wate!Ways ::;an Joaqum, ~tanis1aus, I <.~oJUmne & Merceo t<1vers 
Schools 

Land Use Open Space, Agriculture, Wildlife Refuge 

Project Issues 	 Agricultu ral Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Economics/Jobs; Other 

Issues; Vegetation; W ater Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Growth Inducing; 

Landuse; Cumulative Effects 

Reviewing Resources Ag ency; Department of Bo ating and W aterways; Central Valley Flood Protection Board; 

Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Department of Fish and Game, 

Region 4 ; CA Department of Public Health; Delta Protectio n Comm ission; Native American Heritage 

Commission; Public Utilities Commission; State Lands Commission; Ca llrans, District 6; Caltrans, 

District 10; State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Quality; State Water Resources 

Control Board, Division of Water Rights 

Date Received 	 06/20/2011 Start ofReview 06/20/2011 End ofReview 07/19/2011 

Note: Bl::lnkc: in r~.,•~ 1:~•-'~ -- • · •· • ... . . . _, ____,;,...., nrrwirlP.d by lead agency. 



ZOll0610~7 

Water Quality Control· 
{RWQCB) 

0 RWQCB1 
Cathleen Hudson 
North Coast Region (1) 

0 RWQCB2 
Environmental Document 
Coordinator 
San Francisco Bay Region (2) 

0 RWQCB3 
Central Coast Region (3) 

D RWQCB4 
Teresa Rodgers 
Los Angeles Region (4) 

0 RWQCBSS 
Central Valley Region (5) 

0 RWQCB5F 
Central Valley Region (5) 
Fresno Branch Office 

0 RWQCBSR 
Central Valley Region (5) 
Redding Branch Office 

0 RWQCB6 
Lahontan Region {6) 

0 RWQCB6V 
Lahontan Region (6) 
Victorville Branch Office 

0 RWQCB7 
Colorado River Basin Region (7) 

0 RWQCB8 
Santa Ana Region (8) 

0 RWQCB9 
San Diego Region (9) 

0 Other ______ _ 

Last Updated 6/13/11 

NOP Distribution List 	 County: fy.ewo Vl«ce). 1 '1"Y;t.vl~s\ctLt~ 1IV~~~ SCH# 

0 Fish & Game Region 1E • Native American Heritage 0 Caitrans, District 8 Regional:lsources Agency Laurie Hamsberger Comm. 	 Dan Kopulsky 
BoardDebbie Treadway 0 Fish & Game Region 2 0 Caltrans, District 9 


Resources Agency Jeff Drongesen ll Public Utilities Commission Gayle Rosander 

Nadell Gayou Leo Wong 
0 Fish & Game Region 3 .. Caltrans, District 10 

Dept. of Boating &Waterways Charles Armor D Santa Monica Bay Restoration Tom Dumas 

Mike Sotelo Guangyu Wang 
lll Fish & Game Region 4 0 Caltrans, District 11 

California Coastal Julie Vance II State Lands Commission Jacob Armstrong 

Commission 
 Marina Brand 

Elizabeth A. Fuchs 0 Fish & Game Region 5 0 Caltrans, District 12 


Leslie Newton-Reed 0 Tahoe Regional Planning Marlon Regisford 

Colorado River Board Habitat Conservation Program Agency (TRPA) 

Gerald R. Zimmerman 
 Cherry Jacques ' Cal EPA0 Fish & Game Region 6 

Dept. of Conservation 
 Gabrina Gatchel 
Jonathan Martis 	 Business, Trans & Housing Air Resources Board

Habitat Conservation Program 


California Energy 0 0 Airport Projects 
Caltrans - Division of0 	 Fish & Game Region 6 liM 
Jim Lerner Commission 	 AeronauticsBrad Henderson 


Eric Knight lnyo/Mono, Habitat Conservati01 Sandy Hesnard 0 Transportation Projects 

Program


Cal Fire 0 Caltrans- Planning Douglas Ito 


ll.llen Robertson Terri Pencovic 
0 	Dept. of Fish & Game M 0 Industrial Projects 
George Isaac ::entrai Valley Flood 	 0 California Highway Patrol Mike Tollstrup 
Marine Region ::>rotection Board Scott Loetscher 


lames Herota Office of Special Projects 
 D State Water Resources ControlOther Departments

Jffice of Historic 0 Housing & Community 
 Board r Regional Programs Unit 

Division of Financial Assistance 
)reservation 	 Food & Agriculture Development 
'on Parsons Steve Shaffer 	 CEQA Coordinator 

Dept. of Food and Agriculture Housing Policy Division 

Dept of Parks & Recreation 


State Water Resources Control
Environmental Stewardship 0 Depart. of General Services 	 It 
BoardSection Public School Construction 


Dept. of Transportation Student Intern. 401 Water Quality 

California Department of 0 Dept. of General Services Certification Unit 

Resources, Recycling & Anna Garbeff Division of Water Quality 

Recovery Environmental Services Sec!io;: 0 Caltrans, District 1 

Sue O'Leary Rex Jackman State Water Resouces Control Board 


Dept. of Public Health 	 Phil Crader •
S.F. Bay Conservation & Bridgette Binning 0 Caltrans, District 2 	 Division of Water Rights • Marcelino Gonzalez 

Steve McAdam 

Dev't. Comm. 	 Dept. of Health/Drinking Water 0 	Dept. of Toxic Substances Control0 	 Caltrans, District 3 CEQA Tracking Center Independent
Dept. of Water Resources Bruce de Terra 

Resources Agency Commissions.Boards 0 Department of Pesticide Regulation
0 	Caltrans, District 4 CEQA Coordinator Nadell Gayou 8 Delta Protection Commission Lisa Carboni 


linda Flack 
 0 Caitrans, District 5
0 Cal EMA (Emergency David Murray 
Conservancy 
Management Agency) 

Dennis Castrillo 
 IJ Caltrans, District 6 


hand Game 
 Michael Navarro 0 Governor's Office of Planning 

Depart. of Fish & Game & Research 0 Caltrans, District 7 

Scott Flint State Clearinghouse 
 Elmer Alvarez 

Environmental Services Division 


Fish & Game Region 1 

Donald Koch 
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