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The final LTCR contracts for the CVCs are anticipated to be posted from October 22 through
December 23, 2004 on the Reclamation Mid-Pacific website and are available for public review
at http://www.usbr.gov/mp/cvpia/3404c/index.htmlis.
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SECTION I
INTRODUCTION

DEVELOPMENT OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

On October 16, 2000, Reclamation published a Draft Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract
Renewal EA. The Draft EA presented an evaluation of the potential impacts and benefits for
Reclamation to renew the long-term water service contracts to deliver water from the CVP to the Cross
Valley contractors for agriculture, municipal, and industrial uses. The Draft EA was available for public
comment through December 8, 2000. Comments submitted to Reclamation on the Draft EA during the
comment period were addressed. To address these comments, portions of the Draft EA required
modifications (clarifications or revisions). Only the sections of the Draft EA requiring changes to address
the comments are presented in this Final EA. The Final EA was prepared to include the following: errata
to the Draft EA (Draft EA modifications), comments received on the Draft EA, and the response to the
comments received on the Draft EA.

SCOPE OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

The Final Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal Environmental Assessment (EA)
consists of the following:

* A discussion of the relationship between the Final and Draft EA (Section I);

* A discussion of the approach and organization applied in the Final EA to address issues
presented in the comment letters and communications (Section I);

* A list of commentors on the Draft EA (Section I);

* A summary of the public involvement efforts (Section I);

¢ Errata to the Draft EA (Section II); and

«  Comments and responses (Section II1).

APPROACH TO ADDRESSING ISSUES PRESENTED IN COMMENT LETTERS

Comment letters and communiques were received by Reclamation during the Draft EA comment period.
Section II contains Errata to the Draft EA - clarifications and revisions to the Draft EA - which were
made in response to those comments. All comments on the Draft EA, regardless of whether they
precipitated modifications to the Draft EA, are presented in Section III. A list of the commentors who
submitted or provided comments on the Draft EA is provided below.

Commentor Name and Affiliation

Brian Hauss
Westlands Water District

John Herrick
South Delta Water Agency

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
Environmental Assessment Page 1 -1
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SECTION I: INTRODUCTION

Drew Caputo
Natural Resources Defense Council2

Arthur Feinstein
Golden Gate Audubon Society

Ralph Modine
Trinity County Board of Supervisors

Byron W. Leydecker
Friends of the Trinity River

Patricia Sanderson Port
US Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

Daniel M. Dooley
Dooley and Herr, Attorneys at Law

Amelia T. Minaberrigarai
Kronick, Moskovitz, Tiedemann, and Girard

Terry Roberts
State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse

Cynthia Koghler
Save the Bay

Grant Davis
The Bay Institute

Deanna Wieman
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX

W.F. “Zeke” Grader
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations

David Steinhauser and Dana Hord
Big Bear Community Development Group

Nannette Engelbrite
Western Area Power Administration

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
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SECTION I: INTRODUCTION

A summary of the public involvement efforts performed during the preparation of the Draft EA for the
renewal of existing long-term water service contracts for the Central Valley Project was presented in
Section 1.0 of the Draft EA. Reclamation mailed the Draft EA to the affected water service contractors,
interested public and private agencies, and individuals on October 16, 2000. A 30-day comment period
was established, which Reclamation subsequently extended for an additional 3 weeks ending Friday,
December 8, 2000.

Reclamation has received and responded to those comments in Sections 11 and 11l of the Final EA.

Reclamation has completed negotiations for the renewal of 8 Central Valley Project long-term water
service contracts with Cross Valley Canal water districts. The proposed contracts were made available
for a 60-day public review and comment period on November 17, 2000. The term of the proposed
negotiated contracts is for a 25-year period, and incorporates Central Valley Project Improvement Act
(CVPIA) provisions.

Cross Valley Canal contracts are 3-party contracts among Reclamation, the State of California
Department of Water Resources, and the various contractors. Negotiations between Reclamation and
the Cross Valley Canal contractors are complete; the State of California and Cross Valley Canal
contractors will continue to negotiate their issues during Reclamation’s 60-day public review and
comment period. Written comments on the proposed negotiated contracts must be received by
Reclamation no later than the close of business on Wednesday, January 17, 2001.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
Environmental Assessment Pagel-3
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SECTION 11

ERBRATA FOR CROSS VALLEY CONTRACTORS LONG-TERM
CONTRACT RENEWAL DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT

CHANGES TO BE MADE THROUGHOUT THE DRAFT EA

Section 1l contains errata o the Draft Cross Valley Contraciors Long-Term Contract Renewal EA -
clarifications and revisions to the Draft EA - which were made in response to those comments. The
erTata are presented to correspond to the sections found in the Draft EA. At a minimum, a page,
paragraph number, or table number comresponding to Draft EA precedes the designated revision(s).

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. p. i, second paragraph. Revise the last sentence to “...presented in the PEIS (Section 1, Table
PN-2).

2. p. iv, Table ES-2, Replace table to include a summary of the potential impacts associated with

the Preferred Alternative.

Table ES-2
Summary of Pqtential Impacts

Resources No Action Alternative Alternative 1 AHernative 2 Preferred Alternative
Surface Water Contractors will Simitar effect as the In most years this Similar effect as NAA
coRtnuE to use available NAA. alternative would result and Alternative 1.
surface water and pump i litle or no change in
ground water. The water use from the
surface water available to MAA. v ofher years,
the cONLTactors is Cross Valiey Contraciors
reduced from the historic woutd terd to switch
levels because of from ground water to
pumping constraints at surface water. This
the Delta and the change will not have an
impacts of this reduction effect on the San
are described in the Joaquin River flows or
PEIS. other streams in the
region. Changes in
surface water use will
not resudt in additional
diversions from the
Della or changes to San
Luis Reservoir storage.
Aliernative 2 will not
affect the deliveries in
the Friant-Kern Canal or
storage in Millerton
Lake,
Cross Valiey Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewat H16/0}
Environmental Assessmxnt Page2 -1
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SECTION li: ERRATA FOR CROSS VALLEY CONTRACTORS

LONG-TERM CONTRACT RENEWAL DRAFT EA

Table ES-2
Summary of Potential Impacts

Resources No Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Preferred Alternative
Water Supply Historic mixed uses of Similar effect as the Minimal changes are Similar effect as NAA
both ground water and NAA. anticipated for irrigated and Alternative 1.

CVP surface water in the
Cross Valley Canal area
are expected to

continue. More emphasis
on ground water use is
expected during periods
when CVP surface water
is limited or expensive.
Overall, the diversions
from the Delta to meet
south of Delta demands

is less under the NAA
than historically
observed.
/
Ground Water During dry conditions, Similar effect as the
ground water usage NAA.

increases in response {0
decreases in surface
water supplies.
Contractors return to
greater surface water
usage after the dry
conditions end.

It is assumed that
Contractors will return
to greater use of CVP
water in

years when water is
available from the Delta
at the conclusion of the
dry period.

acres in most year types
for most of the
subbasins.

Contractors may switch
from ground water to
surface water in certain
years because of tiered
water pricing. The
additional CVP water
purchased by the
Contractors would come
from San Luis Reservoir
and the Delta. The

total diversions from the
Delta are not

anticipated to change
with the tiered pricing.

Some Contractors
receive water from
Millerton Lake through
an exchange with Arvin
Edison Water Storage
District. Changes in
CVP water management
because of this
alternative would not
affect this exchange.

A single year of Similar effect as NAA
decreased ground water and Alternative 1.
pumping will not

adversely or beneficially
affect the ground water
basin. Over the long
term, the ground water
use in subbasin 17 would
decrease. This would
have a beneficial impact
on the ground water
basin.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal
Environmental Assessment
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SECTION II: ERRATA FOR CROSS VALLEY CONTRACTORS

LONG-TERM CONTRACT RENEWAL DRAFT EA

Table ES-2
Summary of Potential Impacts

Resources No Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Preferred Alternative

Water Quality Water quality in the Similar effect as the A decrease in ground Similar effect as NAA
rivers and ground water NAA. water pumping in and Alternative 1.
of the Cross Valley subbasins 17, 18, and 20
Contractor service area is anticipated. This
under the NAA is not decrease in pumping
anticipated to change should have a small, but
from past conditions. unquantifiable, benefit
Factors that tend to to water quality as
influence water quality, farmers switch to better-
such as agricultural quality surface water.
runoff, will be similar to
historic conditions.

However, the average
delivery south-of-the-
Delta is projected to
decline from historic
conditions. This may
increase ground water
demands and result in
application of water of a
lesser quality than
surface water. Continued
application of this water

7z under the NAA may
influence water quality

' over the long term.

Fisheries Water use is expected to Similar effect as the Water would remain in Similar effect as NAA
continue as in the past NAA. Millerton lake until and Alternative 1.
using both CVP surface purchased by Cross
water supplies and Valley users. Water not
ground water. Ground purchased would likely
water has typically been be picked up by other

more important during
dry years when CVP
water is less available.
Therefore no impacts on
fisheries are predicted.

users. It could result in
different timing

in the movement of
water in the Cross
Valley Canal.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal
Environmental Assessment
wp-\Sacdata2\Wprocess\962 1 7\cross_valley\final_ea.wpd

1/16/01
Page2-3



SECTION II: ERRATA FOR CROSS VALLEY CONTRACTORS

LONG-TERM CONTRACT RENEWAL DRAFT EA

Table ES-2
Summary of Potential Impacts

Resources No Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Preferred Alternative
Land Use The Cross Valley Similar effect as the Compared to the NAA, Similar effect as NAA
Contractors account for NAA. in average and dry years and Alternative 1.

approximately 18% of
the irrigated acreage in
the three subregions.

The estimated irrigated
acres in the three
subregions for an average
water year is 1,055,500
acres. In a wet year the
total irrigated acres
increases by about 2,800
acres (0.3%). In adry
year the irrigated acres
decrease by about 23,600
acres (2.2%).

Biological Existing Cross Valley Similar effect as the
management will NAA.

continue under current
conditions. No impacts
to vegetation and
wildlife are expected,
7 since no additional
infrastructure (e.g.,
dams, increased dam
heights, canals, etc.) will
be constructed.
Additionally, under this
alternative, there will be
no increase in deliveries
and no conversion of
existing natural habitat
into farmiand.

there is no change in
irrigated acreage. In wet
years there is a decrease
in irrigated acres by
1,200 (0.1%).

The additional water Similar effect as NAA
cost could result in an and Alternative 1.
increase in the amount

of lands left fallow. If

fallowed lands are

restored to native

conditions, they could

provide habitat for

regional vegetation and

wildlife.

A decrease in some
agriculturat crops (e.g.,
alfalfa and grain crops)
however, could
potentially impact the
amount of nesting and
feeding habitat for
wildlife in the area.
While a reduction in the
amount of alfalfa or
grain acreage could
impact some species,
restoration of these
lands to a more natural
condition would likely
provide benefits to listed
and other species
considered sensitive.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal
Environmental Assessment
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SECTION il: ERBATA FOR CROSS VALLEY CONTRACTORS
LONG-TERM CONTRACT RENEWAL DRAFT EA

Table ES-2

Summary of Potential Impacts

Resources No Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Preferred Alternative
Recreational The existing Cross Simitar effect as the Simmular effect as the Simitar effect as NAA
valley facilities will MNAA, NAA. and Alternatives 1 and 2.
continue o operaie
under current conditions.
The recreationat
resources do nod change.,
Sociceconomic Gross revenue for the Simikar effect as the A reduction of 51 Similar effect as NAA
Cross Valley subregions NAA. million is estimated for and Alternative I,
is about $2.1 mittion and gross revenue of less
produces about 22% of than 1% in all economic
the vailey-wide net stenarios ending in a wel
income. year. The maximum
net revenue changes tess
than 1% in 2ll scenarios.
Total employmens
owtput and place-of-
work income impact is
tess than 19%.
Cultural The NAA would nol Simitlar effect as the Similar effecs as the Similar effect as NAA
result in direct impacts NAA. NAA. and Altematives 1 ard 2.
Jo eligible or culturat
resources. Water
apportioned under the
NAA may be vsed 10
alter the use of a
taniscape, either through
inundation, irtigatiot-
related construction, of
some other change
which could impact
cuitural resources. The
entities responsible at
this levet for potential
inpacts to cehurat
respurces are the
contracting agencies —
the individual water
districts.
Indian Trost NAA is a continuatton Simidar effect as the Similar effect as the Stroilar effect as the
Assets (ITAs) of exisiing conditions, NAA, no impact on NAA, no impact on NAA and Adternasives |

therefore, there would be
no impact to the single
ITA, the Table

Mountain Rancheria,
tocated in the area of the
Cross Valiey Contractors
{Fresne County Water
Works #34),

1TAs.

ITAs.

and 2, no impact on
ITAs.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Confract Renewal
Environmental Assessment
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SECTION Ii: ERRATA FOR CROSS VALLEY CONTRACTORS
LONG-TERM CONTRACT RENEWAL DRAFT EA

Table ES-2
Summary of Potential Impacts

Resources No Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Preferred Alternative
Social The existing Cross Similar effect as the Similar effect as the Similar effect as NAA
Conditions Valley operations do not NAA. NAA. and Alternatives 1 and 2.

change and social
conditions are

unchanged.

Air Quality The existing Cross Similar effect as the Similar effect as the Similar effect as NAA
Valley operations do not NAA. NAA. and Alternatives | and 2.
change and air quality is
unchanged.

Geology and The existing Cross Similar effect as the Over the long term the Similar effect as NAA

Seils Valley operations do not NAA. ground water use in and Alternatives 1 and 2.
change and geology and subbasin 17 would
soil conditions are ] decrease. Retired or
unchanged. fallowed agricultural

production lands will
have a cover crop
planted in the last year
of cultivation.

Visual The existing Cross Similar effect as the Similar effect as the Similar effect as NAA
Valley operations do not NAA. NAA. and Alternatives | and 2.

change and visual
conditions are

+  unchanged.
PURPOSE AND NEED
1. p- 1-1, first bullet, delete “and Agricultural water service contractors located in the Friant
Division”.
2. p-1-2, first bullet, delete “and Municipal water service contractors located in the Friant Division”.
3. p- 2-2, revise Table PN-1 footnote to read: ! Includes County of Tulare subcontracts with

Alpaugh Irrigation District, Atwell Island Water District, Hills Valley Irrigation District, Saucelito
Irrigation District, Smallwood Vineyards, Stone Corral Irrigation District, City of Lindsay,
Strathmore Public Utility District, Styrotek, Inc., and City of Visalia.”

4. p- 2-2, add to Table PN-1 footnote “*” for County of Fresno to read: “* Includes County of Fresno
subcontract to Fresno County Waterworks #34.”

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
Environmental Assessment Page2 -6
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SECTION Il ERRATA FOR CROSS VALLEY CONTRACTORS
LONG-TERM CONTRACT RENEWAL DRAFT EA

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES
1. p. 2-1, last paragraph, last sentence. Revise the text from “...Table D-1" to Table DA-1.”

2. p-2-2, second paragraph, after the first sentence. Add the sentence “The Contractors assert that
compliance with state laws and permits is the basis of the right to continued beneficial use of
water provided under the contracts.”

3. p- 2-2, third paragraph, fourth sentence. Revise the text from “...frequently exceeded...” to
“...frequently exceed...”

4. p-2-8, After the heading Selection of Preferred Alternative, replace the text, Table DA-1, and
Table DA-2 with the following:

“Three alternatives were identified in the draft EA for the renewal of long-term contracts
between Reclamation and the 8 Cross Valley Contractors. The alternatives presented a range of
water service agreement provisions that could be implemented for long-term contract renewals.
The No-Action Alternative consists of renewing existing water service contracts as described by
the Preferred Alternative of the PEIS. In November 1999, Reclamation published a proposed
long-term water service contract. In April 2000, the CVP Contractors presented an alternative
long-term service contract. Reclamation and CVP contractors continued to negotiate the CVP-
wide terms and conditions with these proposals serving as the basis for an analysis of such
‘bookends’. The final contract language and the long-term renewal proposed action represents a
negotiatéd position between Alternatives 1 and 2. The Preferred Alternative falls within the
‘bookends,’ and has the same impact for all resource areas as the NAA and Alternative 1. Table
DA-1 provides the contract provisions of all the alternatives including the Preferred Alternative.
Table DA-2 provides a surnmary of the potential impacts for the alternatives including the
Preferred Alternative.”

Table DA-1
Comparison of Centract Provisions Considered in Alternatives

- No Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Preferred Alternative
Provision Based on PEIS and Based on April 2000  Based on November  Based on Final Negotiated
Interim Contracts Proposal 1999 Proposal Contract
Explanatory Assumes water rights held  Assumes CVP Water Same as NAA Same as NAA
Recitals by CVP from SWRCB for  Right as being held in
use by water service trust for project
contractors under CVP beneficiaries that may
policies become the owners of the
perpetual right.
Assumes that CVP is a Assumes CVP as a Same as NAA Assumes CVP has been relied
significant part of the significant, essential, and upon and considered essential
urban and agricultural water irreplaceable part of the by contractors
supply of users urban and agricultural
water supply of users
Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
Environmental Assessment Page2-7
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SECTION II: ERRATA FOR CROSS VALLEY CONTRACTORS
LONG-TERM CONTRACT RENEWAL DRAFT EA

Table DA-1

Comparison of Contract Provisions Considered in Alternatives

No Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Preferred Alternative
Provision Based on PEIS and Based on April 2000 Based on November  Based on Final Negotiated
Interim Contracts Proposal 1999 Proposal Contract
Assumes increased use of ~ Assumes that CVPIA Same as NAA No Recital concerning this
water rights, need to meet  impaired ability of CVP issue
water quality standards and to deliver water
fish protection measures,
and other measures
constrained use of CVP
Assumes the need for the Assumes implementation  Same as NAA Assumes Secretary through
3408(j) study of yield increase projects coordination, cooperation and
per 3408(j) study partnership will pursue
measures to improve water
supply
Assumes that loss of water  Assumes that loss of Same as NAA
Ao v i i
© mpact ¢ . e . CVP from SWRCB for use by
socioeconomic conditions  adverse socioeconomic .
. water service contractors
and change land use and environmental -
. . . under CVP policies
impacts in CVP service
area
Definitions

“Base Supply” !

"Charges"

""Category 1 and
Category 2"

""Contract Total"

"Landholder"

“Supplemental
Supply”

Not previously defined

Charges defined as
payments required in
addition to Rates

Tiered Pricing as in PEIS

Contract Total described as
Total Contract

Landholder described in
existing Reclamation Law

Not previously defined

Not previously defined

Assumes rewording of
definition of Charges to
exclude both Rates and
Tiered Pricing Increments

Not included

Same as No Action
Alternative

Assumes rewording to
specifically define
Landholder with respect
to ownership, leases, and
operations

Not previously defined

Not previously defined

Same as No Action
Alternative

Tiered Pricing for
Categories 1 and 2

Described as basis for
Category 1 to
calculate Tiered
Pricing

Assumes rewording to
specifically define
Landholder with
respect to ownership
and leases

Not previously defined

Quantity of Project Water
designated in contracts as the
amount determined from
historic deliveries and is
considered relatively reliable
in normal or wet years.

Same as Alternative |

Same as Alternative 1

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Quantity of Project Water
that is in addition to and less
reliable than the Base Supply.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal
Environmental Assessment
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SECTION IIl: ERRATA FOR CROSS VALLEY CONTRACTORS
LONG-TERM CONTRACT RENEWAL DRAFT EA

Table DA-1

Comparison of Contract Provisions Considered in Alternatives

Provision

No Action Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Preferred Alternative

Based on PEIS and
Interim Contracts

Based on April 2000
Proposal

Based on November
1999 Proposal

Based on Final Negotiated

"M&!I Water"'

Terms of Contract -
Right to Use
Contract

Water to be Made
Available and
Delivered to the
Contractor

Time for Delivery
of Water

Point of Diversion
and Responsibility
for Distribution of
Water

Measurement of
Water Within
District

Assumes rewording to
provide water for irrigation
of land in units less than or
equal to 5 acres as M&l
water unless Contracting
Officer satisfied use is
irrigation

Assumes that contracts
may be renewed

Assumes convertibility of
contract to a 9(d) contract
same as existing contracts

Assumes water availability
in any with existing
conditions

Assumes compliance with
Biological Opinions and
other environmental
documents for contracting

Assumes that current
operating policies strives
to minimize impacts to
CVP water users

Assumes methods for
determining timing of
deliveries as in existing
contracts

Assumes methods for
determining point of
diversion as in existing
contracts

Assumes measurement for
each turnout or connection
for facilities that are used
to deliver CVP water as
well as other water supplies

M&I water described for
irrigation of land in units
less than or equal to 2
acres

States that contract shall
be renewed

Includes conditions that
are related to negotiations
of the terms and costs
associated with
conversion to a 9(d)
contract

Similar to No Action
Alternative

Not included

Assumes that CVP
operations will be
conducted in a manner to
minimize shortages and
studies to increase yield
shall be completed with
necessary authorizations

Assumes minor changes
related to timing of
submittal of schedule

Assumes minor changes
related to reporting

Assumes measurement at
delivery points

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Actual water
availability in a year is
unaffected by
Categories 1 and 2.

Same as No Action
Alternative -

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Assumes similar
actions in No Action
Alternative but applies
to all water supplies

Contract

Same as No Action
Alternative

Assumes contracts shall be
renewed subject to conditions
for Ag and unconditioned for
M&l

Sets Dec. 31, 2024 as date on
which determination on
conversion may be made upon
mutually agreeable terms

Similar to No Action
Alternative

Similar to No Action
Alternative. Requires
contractor to be within legal
authority to implement

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as Alternative 2

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal
Environmental Assessment
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SECTION |I: ERRATA FOR CROSS VALLEY CONTRACTORS
LONG-TERM CONTRACT RENEWAL DRAFT EA

Table DA-1

Comparison of Contract Provisions Considered in Alternatives

No Action Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Preferred Alternative

Provision Based on PEIS and Based on April 2000 Based on November  Based on Final Negotiated
Interim Contracts Proposal 1999 Proposal Contract
Assumes Tiered Pricing is  Assumes Tiered Pricing is Assumes Tiered Same as No Action
Rates and Method total water quantity. total water quantity. Pricing is total water  Alternative CVP-wide. Friant

of Payment for
Water

Non-interest
Bearing Operation
and Maintenance
Deficits

Sales, Transfers, or
Exchanges of
Water

Application of
Payments and
Adjustments

1

Temporary |
Reduction - Return
Flows

Constraints on
Availability of
Project Water

Unavoidable

Ground Water
Percolation

Rules and
Regulations

Water and Air
Pollution Control

Quality of Water

Assumes advanced
payment for rates for 2
months.

Assumes language from
existing contracts

Assumes continuation of
transfers with the rate for
transferred water being the
higher of the sellers or
purchasers CVP cost of
service rate

Assumes payments will be
applied as in existing
contracts

Assumes that current
operating policies strives
to minimize impacts to
CVP water users

Assumes that current
operating policies strives
to minimize impacts to
CVP water users
Assumes that some of
applied CVP water will
percolate to ground water

Assumes that CVP will
operate in accordance with
the existing rules

Assumes that CVP will
operate in accordance with
the existing rules

Assumes that CVP will
operate in accordance with
the existing rules without
obligation to operate
towards water quality goals

Assumes advanced
payment for rates for !
month.

Same as No Action
Alternative

Assumes continuation of
transfers with the rate for
transferred water being
the purchasers CVP cost
of service rate

Assumes minor changes
associated with methods
described for
overpayment

Assumes minor changes
associated with methods
described for
discontinuance or
reduction of payment
obligations

Assumes Contractors do
not consent to future
Congressional enactments
which may impact

Same as No Action
Alternative

Assurmnes minor changes
with right to non-concur
with future enactments
retained by Contractors

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

quantity. Assumes
advanced payment for
rates for 6 months.

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Division excludes class 2 water
taken during uncontrolled
season from tiered pricing

Same as No Action
Alternative

Assumes continuation of
transfers with rate for
transferred water being
transferor’s rate adjusted for
additional or reduced costs
related to transfer and adjusted
to remove any ability to pay
relief.

Similar to Alternative 1 but
requires $1,000 or greater
overpayment for refund.

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal
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SECTION Ii: ERRATA FOR CROSS VALLEY CONTRACTORS
LONG-TERM CONTRACT RENEWAL DRAFT EA

Table DA-1

Comparison of Contract Provisions Considered in Alternatives

No Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Preferred Alternative
Provision Based on PEIS and Based on April 2000  Based on November  Based on Final Negotiated
Interim Contracts Proposal 1999 Proposal Contract
Water Acquired by Assumes that CVP will Assux.nes cha'nges . .
the Contractor . . associated with payment  Same as No Action Same as No Action
operate in accordance with . . .
Other than from xisting rule following repayment of Alternative Alternative
the United States ~ ©VSUMETHIES funds
Opipions and PEIS recogn.izes that CVP A.ssumes minor changes Sarne as No Action o A
Determinations will operate in accordance  with respect to references Alternativ Similar to Alternative 1
with existing rules to the right to seek relief ¢
Assumes that
coordination and
i t \Y . .
Coordination and oo andveee Similar to Alermative |
oorcination an Not included p . Not included except parties retain exclusive
Cooperation should be implemented decision makine authorit
and CVP users should & Y
participate in CVP
operational decisions
VP wi . .
Chi?rges for Assume§ that CVP will . Same as No Action Same as No Action Same as No Action
Delinguent operate in accordance with . . .
- Alternative Alternative Alternative
Payments existing rules
[{ VP will . .
Equal Opportunit (;Asz:;::isn t:tcocr d;)n:;!wi th Same as No Action Same as No Action Same as No Action
qual Upportunity p‘ . Alternative Alternative Alternative
4 existing rules
VP wi . .
General . Assume§ that CVP will ‘ Similar to No Action Same as No Action Similar to Ahem_auve 1
N operate in accordance with . . assumes no requirement for
Obligation . Alternative Alternative .
existing rules contractor to levy in advance
i i A that CVP wili . .
C?xfxph.ance with ssume§ a wi . Same as No Action Same as No Action Same as No Action
Civil Rights Laws operate in accordance with . . .
. - Alternative Alternative Alternative
and Regulations existing rules
t VP wi . .
Privacy Act Assumgs hat CVP will . Same as No Action Same as No Action Same as No Action
. operate in accordance with . . .
Compliance .. Alternative Alternative Alternative
existing rules
Contractor to Pay :
t VP will - . . :
Certain Assumgs hat CVP wi . Similar to No Action Same as No Action Same as No Action
A operate in accordance with . . .
Miscellaneous - Alternative Alternative Alternative
Costs existing rules
Assumes conditions
similar to No Action
Assumes compliance with  Alternative with the
Water conservation programs ability to use State Same as No Action Same as No Action
Conservation established by Reclamation standards which may or Alternative Alternative
and the State may not be identical to
Reclamation’s
requiremnents
isti t VP will . . .
Exnstl‘ng or Assume§ hat CVP wi . Same as No Action Same as No Action Same as No Action
Acquired Water or  operate in accordance with Alternative Alternative Alternative
Water Rights existing rules

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal
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SECTION II: ERRATA FOR CROSS VALLEY CONTRACTORS
LONG-TERM CONTRACT RENEWAL DRAFT EA

Table DA-1

Comparison of Contract Provisions Considered in Alternatives

No Action Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Preferred Alternative

Provision Based on PEIS and Based on April 2000  Based on November  Based on Final Negotiated
Interim Contracts Proposal 1999 Proposal Contract
Assumes that CVP will Assumes minor changes Assumes minor
. . changes to language
A operate in accordance with  to language that would
Operation and that would allow

Maintenance by
Non-federal Entity

Contingent on
Appropriation or
Allotment of Funds

Subcontractors

Books, Records,
and Reports

Assignment
Limited

Severability /

Resolution of
Disputes

Officials Not to
Benefit

Changes in
Contractor’s
Service Area

Notices

Confirmation of
Contract

existing rules and no
additional changes to
operation responsibilities
under this alternative

Assumes that CVP will
operate in accordance with
existing rules
Subcontractors are equally
bound to meet the contract
provisions as contractor.

Assumes s that CVP wilt
operate in accordance with
existing rules

Assumes that CVP will
operate in accordance with
existing rules

Assumes that CVP will
operate in accordance with
existing rules

Not included

Assumes that CVP will
operate in accordance with
existing rules

Assumes no change in CVP
water service areas absent
Contracting Officer
consent

Assumes that CVP will
operate in accordance with
existing rules

Assumes Court
confirmation of contract

allow subsequent
modification of
operational
responsibilities

Assumes minor changes
to language

Same as No Action
Alternative

Assumes changes for
record keeping for both
CVP operations and CVP
users

Assumes changes to
facilitate assignments

Same as No Action
Alternative

Assumes a Dispute
Resolution Process

Same as No Action
Alternative

Assumes changes to limit
rationale used for non-
consent and sets time
limit for assumed consent

Same as No Action
Alternative

Not included -
Assumption is Court
confirmation not required

subsequent
modification of
operational
responsibilities

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Not included

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as Alternative 2

Same as No Action
Alternative

Same as No Action
Alternative

Similar to Alternative 1

Similar to Alternative 1

Same as No Action
Alternative

Similar to Alternative 1

Same as No Action
Alternative

Similar to Alternative 1
however, no time limit for
assumed consent

Same as No Action
Alternative

Similar to Alternative 2
however, provision that
contract not binding until
court confirms is deleted

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal
Environmental Assessment
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SECTION II: ERRATA FOR CROSS VALLEY CONTRACTORS
LONG-TERM CONTRACT RENEWAL DRAFT EA

Table DA-2
Summary of Potential Alternative Impacts

Resources No Action Alternative Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Preferred Alternative

Contractors will Similar effect as the
continue to use available NAA.
surface water and pump

ground water. The

surface water available

to the contractors is

reduced from the

historic levels because of

pumping constraints at

the Delta and the

impacts of this reduction

are described in the

PEIS.

Surface Water

Historic mixed uses of Similar effect as the
both ground water and NAA.
CVP surface water in the

Cross Valley Canal area

are expected to

continue. More

emphasis on ground

water use is expected

during periods when CVP

surface water is limited

or expensive. Overall,

the diversions from the

Deita 10 meet south of

Delta demands is less

under the NAA than

historically observed.

Water Supply

In most years this
alternative would result
in little or no change in
water use from the
NAA. In other years,
Cross Valley Contractors
would tend to switch
from ground water to
surface water. This
change will not have an
effect on the San
Joaquin River flows or
other streams in the
region. Changes in
surface water use will
not result in additional
diversions from the
Delta or changes to San
Luis Reservoir storage.

Alternative 2 will not
affect the deliveries in
the Friant-Kern Canal or
storage in Millerton
Lake.

Minimal changes are
anticipated for irrigated
acres in most year types
for most of the
subbasins.

Contractors may switch
from ground water to
surface water in certain
years because of tiered
water pricing. The
additional CVP water
purchased by the
Contractors would come
from San Luis Reservoir
and the Delta. The

total diversions from the
Delta are not

anticipated to change
with the tiered pricing.

Similar effect as NAA
and Alternative 1.

Similar effect as NAA
and Alternative 1.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal
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SECTION lI: ERRATA FOR CROSS VALLEY CONTRACTORS
LONG-TERM CONTRACT RENEWAL DRAFT EA

Table DA-2

Summary of Potential Alternative Impacts

Resources No Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Preferred Alternative
Some Contractors
receive water from
Millerton Lake through
an exchange with Arvin
Edison Water Storage
District. Changes in
CVP water management
because of this
alternative would not
affect this exchange.

Ground Water During dry conditions, Similar effect as the A single year of Similar effect as NAA
ground water usage NAA. decreased ground water and Alternative 1.
increases in response to pumping will not
decreases in surface adversely or beneficially
water supplies. affect the ground water
Contractors return to basin. Over the long
greater surface water term, the ground water
usage after the dry use in subbasin 17 would _
conditions end. decrease. This would

have a beneficial impact

It is assumed that on the ground water
Contractors will return basin.

/ to greater use of CVP
water in years when

' watcer is available from
the Delta at the
conclusion of the dry
period.

Water Quality Water quality in the Similar effect as the A decrease in ground Similar effect as NAA

rivers and ground water
of the Cross Valley
Contractor service area
under the NAA is not
anticipated to change
from past conditions.
Factors that tend to
influence water quality,
such as agricultural
runoff, will be similar to
historic conditions.

NAA.

water pumping in

subbasins 17, 18, and 20

is anticipated. This
decrease in pumping
should have a small, but
unquantifiable, benefit
to water quality as
farmers switch to better-
quality surface water.

and Alternative 1.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal
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Table DA-2

Summary of Potential Alternative Impacts

Resources

No Action Alternative Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Preferred Alternative

Fisheries

Land Use

However, the average
delivery south-of-the-
Delta is projected to
decline from historic
conditions. This may
increase ground water
demands and result in
application of water of a
lesser quality than
surface water.
Continued application of
this water under the
NAA may influence
water quality over the
long term.

Water use is expected to Similar effect as the
continue as in the past NAA.
using both CVP surface

water supplies and

ground water. Ground

water has typically been

more important during

dry years when CVP

water is less available.

Therefore no impacts

on fisheries are

predicted.

The Cross Valley Similar effect as the
Contractors account for NAA.
approximately 18% of

the irrigated acreage in

the three subregions.

The estimated irrigated

acres in the three

subregions for an

average water year i$

1,055,500 acres. Ina

wet year the total

irrigated acres increases

by about 2,800 acres

(0.3%). In adry year

the irrigated acres

decrease by about

23,600 acres (2.2%).

Water would remain in
Millerton Lake until
purchased by Cross
Valley users. Water not
purchased would likely
be picked up by other
users. It could result in
different timing

in the movement of
water in the Cross
Valley Canal.

Compared to the NAA,
in average and dry years
there is no change in
irrigated acreage. In wet
years there is a decrease
in irrigated acres by
1,200 (0.1%).

Similar effect as NAA
and Alternative 1.

Similar effect as NAA
and Alternative 1.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
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Table DA-2
Summary of Potential Alternative Impacts

Resources No Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Preferred Alternative
Biological Existing Cross Valley Similar effect as the The additional water Similar effect as NAA
management will NAA. cost could result in an and Alternative 1.

continue under current
conditions. No impacts
to vegetation and
wildlife are expected,
since no additional
infrastructure (e.g.,
dams, increased dam
heights, canals, etc.) will
be constructed.
Additionally, under this
alternative, there will be
no increase in deliveries
and no conversion of
existing natural habitat
into farmland.

increase in the amount
of lands left fallow. If
fallowed lands are
restored to native
conditions, they could
provide habitat for
regional vegetation and
wildlife.

A decrease in some
agricultural crops (e.g.,
alfalfa and grain crops)
however, could
potentially impact the
amount of nesting and
feeding habitat for
wildlife in the area.
While a reduction in the
amount of alfalfa or
grain acreage could
impact some species,
restoration of these
lands to a more natural
condition would likely
provide benefits to listed
and other species
considered sensitive.

As the cost of water
increases, the
opportunity to provide
wetland habitat by
private landowners
generally decreases.
This could result in a
decrease in availability
of wetland habitat in the
Cross Valley region.
However, if water use
decreases, more water
may be available to flow
down the San Joaquin,
Chowchilla, and Fresno
Rivers.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal
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Table DA-2

Summary of Potential Alternative Impacts

Resources No Action Alternative Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Preferred Alternative
Increased flows along
these water ways.
Would enhance the
riparian zones, result
habitat quality for
wildlife.

Recreational The existing Cross Similar effect as the Similar effect as the Similar effect as NAA
valley facilities will NAA. NAA. and Alternatives 1 and 2.
continue to operate
under current conditions.

The recreational
resources do not change.

Socioeconomic Gross revenue for the Similar effect as the A reduction of $1 Similar effect as NAA
Cross Valley subregions NAA. million is estimated for and Aliernative 1.
is about $2.1 million and gross revenue or less
produces about 22% of than 1% in all economic
the valley-wide net scenarios ending in a wet
income. year. The maximum

net revenue changes less
than 1% in all scenarios.
Total employment
output and place-of-
work income impact is
less than 1%.

Cultural The NAA would not Similar effect as the Similar effects as the Similar effect as NAA
result in direct impacts NAA. NAA. and Alternatives 1 and 2.
to eligible or cultural

resources. Water
apportioned under the
NAA may be used to
alter the use of a
landscape, either
through inundation,
irrigation-related
construction, or some
other change which
could impact cultural
resources. The entities
responsible at this level
for potential irnpacts to

cultural resources are the

contracting agencies ~
the individual water
districts.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal
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Table DA-2

Summary of Potential Alternative Impacts

Resources No Action Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Preferred Alternative

NAA is a continuation
of existing conditions,

Indian Trust
Assets (ITAs)

therefore, there would be

no changes to the single
ITA, the Table
Mountain Rancheria,
located in the area of
the Cross Valley
Contractors (Fresno
County Water Works
#34).

Social The existing Cross

Conditions Valley operations do not
change and social
conditions are
unchanged.

Air Quality The existing Cross

Valley operations do not

change and air quality is

unchanged.

Geology and The existing Cross
Soils Valley operations do not
. change and geology and
soil conditions are
unchanged.

Visual The existing Cross
Valley operations do not
change and visual
conditions are
unchanged.

Similar effect as the
NAA, no impact on
ITAs.

Similar effect as the
NAA.

Similar effect as the
NAA.

Similar effect as the
NAA.

Similar effect as the
NAA.

Similar effect as the
NAA

Similar effect as the
NAA.

Similar effects as the
NAA.

Over the long term the
ground water use in
subbasin 17 would
decrease. Retired or
fallowed agricultural
production lands will
have a cover crop
planted in the last year
of cultivation.

Similar effects as the
NAA.

Similar effect as the
NAA, no impact on
ITAs.

Similar effect as NAA
and Alternatives land 2.

Similar effect as NAA
and Alternatives 1 and 2.

Similar effect as NAA
and Alternative 1.

Similar effect as NAA
and Alternatives 1 and 2.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

13

1. p- 3-10, footnote to Table WS-2. Revise the text from “...can be put tp beneficial use.” to *“...can
be put to beneficial use.”

2. p- 3-35, last paragraph, last sentence. Revise the sentence from “Alternatives 1 and 3...” to
“Alternatives 1 and 2...”.

3. p.3-43: Revise text in first paragraph, first sentence to read: “...natural or native habitats (35,959

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
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acres), agriculture (129,260 acres), and urban areas (4,872 acres) (Table BR-1).” Change the
Total Urban Land Use value in Table BR-1 to 4,872 from 14,872.

4. p. 3-56, first paragraph, third and fourth sentences. Revise text to read: “In 1987, total farm
deliveries of water amounted to 273,631 af. On farm ground water contributed 82% (224,309 af)
of the contractors total farm deliveries. Surface water supplied from the CVP totaled 64,320 af,
but combined with non-project surface water (2,048 af) and taking losses of 17,046 af into
consideration, the total net surface water delivered to the contractors was 49,322 af.”

5. p-3-56, Table SE-3. Insert footnotes *“ ! after 1996 Irrigated Acreage heading, and “ *” after
each of the values in the 1996 Irrigated Acreage column except the total Cross Valley value of
168,913. Define footnote “ !~ as “Irrigated acres are based on a hydrologic year from October to
September.” Define footnote * 2~ as “Reference irrigated acres-acreage from Reclamation
records or district submittal.”

6. p.3-57, Table SE-4. Revise the first column (Crop), 8" and 19* rows to read “Deciduous
Orchard” and “Subtropical Orchard”, respectively; and delete superfluous “Deciduous” and
“Subtropical” from rows 7 and 18.

7. p- 3-57, first paragraph, second sentence. Replace “Fresno Irrigation District” with “Hills Valley
Irrigation District.”

8. p-3-60, last paragraph, first sentence. Change “PEIS NAA average total to $2.1 million” to
“PEIS NAA average total to $2.1 billion.”

9. p-3-77, after the 2nd paragraph (Environmental Consequences). Prior to No Action Alternative,
insert the following discussion on Indian Trust Assets.

“Indian Trust Assets

Indian trust assets (ITAs) are legal interests in assets held in trust by the federal government for
Indian tribes or individuals. The trust relationship usually stems from a treaty, executive order, or
act of Congress. Assets are anything that holds monetary value. Assets can be real property,
physical assets, or intangible property rights. Examples of trust assets are lands, minerals, hunting
and fishing rights, and water rights. In addition, such assets include the right to access certain
traditional areas and perform traditional ceremonies.

The federal government maintains a responsibility to protect ITAs and to avoid adverse impacts
where possible. Appropriate mitigation or compensation is required in consultation with affected
Indian tribes when impacts cannot be avoided. Secretarial Order No. 3175, issued November
1993, clarifies the responsibility of the federal government in developing procedures for
identifying, protecting, and maintaining ITAs.

Within 15 miles east of the Cross Valley Contractor service area, there are approximately 10
public domain allotments (PDAs) located in Fresno and Tulare counties. The PDAs, owned by
native Americans, are small parcels of land that are frequently held in trust. Any land held in

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
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trust for native Americans, whether PDA or rancheria, is an ITA. One of the ITAs is located
within the Cross Valley Contractors water service districts the Table Mountain Rancheria is in
the Fresno County Water Works #34.

Under the proposed alternatives, the continued delivery of CVP project water to the existing
contractors would not affect any ITAs, because existing rights would not be affected, and there
are no physical changes to the existing facilities included in the NAA nor are any new facilities
constructed. There are no proposed changes in reservoir operations that would interfere with any
water rights claims, nor will it reduce the diversion of water to the Table Mountain Rancheria
through the Fresno County Water Works #34. In addition, there will be no increase in CVP
deliveries, land use changes, or conversion of existing natural habitat into farmland or other uses.
Consequently, none of the alternatives proposed would affect ITAs located east of the Cross
Valley Contractor service area nor any known ITAs served by the Cross Valley Contractors.”

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

1. p. 4-3, second paragraph, first sentence. Under the heading Endangered Species Act,
“Reclamation has prepared a biological assessment to determine if the preferred alternative will
affect listed, threatened, and endangered species. The biological assessment addresses all
species affected by the CVP operation for the Friant Division Contractors. Reclamation is
consulting with both the Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service
pursuant to the ESA. The terms and conditions, reasonable and prudent measures and all
envijonmental commitments identified in the FWS and NMFS BOs are hereby incorporated by
reference.”

2. p- 4-3, last paragraph (Indian Trust Assets). Revise text to read: “During preparation of EA, it
was determined, based on information provided by Reclamation, that one ITA, the Table
Mountain Rancheria, is located within a subcontractor of the County of Fresno, the Fresno
County Water Works #34.”

REFERENCES

p.5-1. Replace the references for V.L. Holland, United States Bureau of Reclamation, United States
Department of Agriculture, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and United States Forest
Service with the following.

Holland, V. L., and D. J. Keil. 1989. California vegetation. Poor Richards Press, San Luis Obispo,
California. 375 pp.

. 1995. California vegetation. Kendall/Hunt Publishing Company, Dubuque, Iowa. 516
pp:

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation). 1986. Mid-Pacific Region, Sacramento District. Central
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Valley Fish and Wildlife Management Study - Fishing Access at Major Water Project Facilities in
the Cental Valley, CA. Prepared for U.S. Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C.

. 1986b. Evaluation of the Potential of a Comprehensive Restoration Program for the San
Joaquin River Salmon Fishery, Special Report: Sacramento, CA.

. 1994a. Draft Environmental Assessment for the Interim Renewal of 67 Repayment or
Water Service Contracts. September 16.

. 1994b. Final Environmental Assessment for the Interim Renewal of 67 Repayment or
Water Service Contracts. December 20.

. 1997a. Supplemental Environmental Assessment for the Renewal of 54 Interim Water
Service Contracts through February 29, 2000 Central Valley Project, California. September.

. 1997b. Environmental Assessment for the Execution of 14 Interim Water Service
Contracts through February 28, 2001. December.

. 1999. Central Valley Project Improvement Act Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement, Preliminary Administrative Draft of the Final. September.

. 1999a. Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, Central Valley Project
Improvement Act. October 1999.
1

. 1999b. CVP Long-Term Contract Renewals, Financial Workshop. November 17, 1999.
. 1999c. Friant Division Project Data. 1999.
. 1999d. Cross Valley Division Project Data. 1999.

. 2000. Final Water Needs Assessments for Individual Irrigation Districts within the Friant
Division and Cross Valley Canal. July 28, 2000.

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). 1971. Soil Survey Of Tulare County, California, Cental Part.
Soil Conservation Service and U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs in

cooperation with U.C. Agricultural Experiment Station. February.

. 1982. Soil Survey Eastern Fresno Area, California. Soil Conservation Service in
Cooperation with California Agricultural Experiment Station. October.

. 1997. USDA County Profiles.
. 1997a. 1997 Census of Agriculture, California State Highlights.

. 1997b. 1997 Census of Agriculture, California County Highlights of Agriculture: 1997 and
1992. Fresno, Kern, Madera, Merced, and Tulare Counties.
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. 1999. County Agricultural Commissioner’s Report. August.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1991. Biological opinion for the Friant Division water contract renewals.
USFWS, Sacramento, California. October 15.

. 1995. Reinitiation of Formal Endangered Species Consultation and Conference on the
Interim Renewal of 67 Water Service Contracts of the Central Valley Project, California.
February 27.

U.S. Forest Service (USFS). 1973. Visual Resource Management Guides, Visual Quality Standard
Determination and Application, California Region. Washington, D.C., Government Printing
Office (GPO).

. 1976. National Forest Landscape Management, Volume 2, Chapter 1, The Visual
Management System, California Region Lands cape Character Types and Variety Class Critenia.
Washington, D.C., GPO.

APPENDIX D - LIST OF PREPARERS

1. Include the following individuals in the list of preparers:

Bureau of Reclamation

Laura Allen g Reviewer
B.S. Forestry and Outdoor Recreation Management -Virginia Polytechnic Institute & SU
16 years experience in NEPA and ESA compliance

Jon Anderson - Contracts
AA - Architecture
38 years experience

Alan Candlish - Project Management, Review
BS Civil Engineering

Water Resource Planning, Project Management
27 years experience *

Siran D. Erysian - Map Preparation/GIS
BA, MA Geography/GIS
6 years GIS experience

Rosalie Faubion - Wildlife Biology; Fisheries Biology
BS, MS For Hays University, Kansas
24 years experience as biologist; 9 as program manager/biologist
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Buford Holt - Project Management, Reviewer
PhD Botany and Plant Pathology
Environmental review and assessment

31 years experience

Mary H. Johannis, P.E. - Review

BS in Civil Engineering

Water-power operations modeling, ag and urban water use
21 years of experience

Frank Michny - Reviewer

MS Biological Sciences

27 years experience in fish/wildlife and environmental compliance work

10 years experience and expertise in procedural/legal requirements of NEPA/ESA

James Roberts - Biology
BS Zoology, MS Entomology
17 years experience

Russell Smith - Reviewer

BS Civil Engineering

25 years with the Bureau of Reclamation working on various water resource projects. 12 years on the
Trinity River Restoration Program. 5 years as the Environmental and Natural Resources Division Chief
in the Northern California Area Office

Judi Tapia - Project Management, reviewer
Environmental Specialist

BS Biochemistry; | year experience
Environmental Analysis/NEPA

G. James West - Reviewer
PhD Archeology/Cultural Resource Management
30 years experience (21 years with Reclamation)

David K. Young

MA Biology

Natural Resources Management
20+ years experience

CH2M-Hill

Gwendolyn M. Buchholz

BS Physics, MS Civil - Environmental Engineering
Continuity and Consistency with PEIS

24 years experience
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Steve Hatchett - Agricultural Economics

BS Forestry, MA Environmental Administration, PhD Agricultural Economics

22 years experience

Allan Highstreet - Economics

BS Agricultural Business Resources Management, MS Agricultural Economics

23 years experience

John O’ Connor - Economics

BA Economics, MS Agricultural Economics, PhD Agricultural Economics

6 years experience

Fatuma Yusuf - Economics

BS Agricultural Economics, MS Agricultural Economics, PhD candidate, Economics

4 years experience

APPENDIX E - DISTRIBUTION LIST

1. Include the following agencies and individuals on the distribution list for the Draft and Final Cross

Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal EA.

The Draft and Final EA was circulated to agencies and individuals. The distribution list is provided in this

appendix.

/
County of Fresno
2220 Tulare Street, Sixth Floor
Fresno CA 93721

Hills Valley Irrigation District
PO Box 911
Visalia CA 93279-0911

Kemn Tulare Water District
1820 21* Street
Bakersfield CA 93301

Lower Tule Water District
PO Box 4388
Porterville CA 93258-4388

Pixley Irigation District
PO Box 477
Pixley CA 93256

Rag Gulch Water District
1820 21* Street
Bakersfield CA 93301

Tri-Valley Water District
15142 East Goodfellow Avenue
Sanger CA 93657

County of Tulare

County Civic Center, Administration Building
2800 West Burrel

Visalia CA 93291

Editor, Spillway
PO Box 8362
Berkeley CA 94707-8362

Northwest Economic Associates
PO Box 5129
Fair Oaks CA 95628
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Provost & Pritchard Engineering Group
286 West Cromwell Avenue
Fresno CA 93711-6162

Natural Resources Defense Council
71 Stevenson Street, Suite 1825
San Francisco CA 94105

State Attorney General’s Office
Land Law Section

1515 Clay Street - 20th Floor
Oakland CA 94612

Griswold LaSalle Cobb Dowd & Gin, L.L.P.

PO Box 330
Hanford CA 93232

CALFED Bay-Delta Program
1416 9% Street
Sacramento CA 95814

US Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco CA 94105-3901

US Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento CA 95825

California State Clearinghouse
1400 10* Street
Sacramento CA 958214

California Department of Water Resources
1416 9™ Street
Sacramento CA 95814

State Water Resources Control Board
901 P Street
Sacramento CA 95814

California Department of Fish and Game
1416 Ninth Street
Sacramento CA 95814

Arvin-Edison Water Storage District
PO Box 175
Arvin CA 93203-0175

National Marine Fisheries Service
Central Valley Team Leader
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 6070
Sacramento CA 96814-4706

Regional Administrator

National Marine Fisheries Service
Southwest Region

501 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200
Long Beach CA 90802-4213

Office of the Solicitor
Pacific Southwest Region
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento CA 95825

Western Area Power Administration
114 Parkshore Drive
Folsom CA 95630

County of Fresno
2220 Tulare Street
Fresno CA 93721

Duane Morris
100 Spear Street, #1500
San Francisco CA 94105

Westlands Water District
PO Box 6056
Fresno CA 93703

Kronick Moskovitz Tiedemann & Girard
1800 30™ Street, Suite 320
Bakersfield CA 93301

Downey Brand Seymour & Rohwer
555 Capitol Mall
Sacramento CA 95814-4686
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Henry Logolusa & Blum
441-C South Madera Avenue
Kerman CA 93630

Santa Clara Valley Water District
5750 Almaden Expressway
San Jose CA 95118

SMUD
PO Box 15830
Sacramento CA 95852-1830

Kleinschmidt
133 L Street Suite C
Sacramento CA 95814

Trinity County Natural Resources
PO Box 156
Hayfork CA 96041-0156
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SECTION Il
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

A total of 16 commentors representing federal, state and local agencies, and other interested parties
submitted comments on the Draft EA. All comments have been addressed by Reclamation and are
presented in this section. The commentors are identified below.

*  Mr. Brian Hauss, Westlands Water District - November 10, 2000 e-mail to Ms. Judi Tapia,
Reclamation

»  Mr. Brian Hauss, Westlands Water District - November 14, 2000 e-mail to Ms. Judi Tapia,
Reclamation

+ John Herrick Esq., Attorney, Representing the South Delia Water Agency

* Drew Caputo Esqg., Senior Attomey, Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)

*  Mr. Arthur Feinstein, Executive Director, Golden Gate Audubon Society

*  Mr. Ralph Mcdine, Chairman, Trinity County Board of Supervisors

*  Mr. Byron W. Leydecker, Chair, Friends of the Trinity River

* Ms. Patricia Sanderson Port, Regional Environmental Officer, U.S. Department of the
Interior, Office of the Secretary, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

» Daniel M. Dooley Esq., Dooley & Hem, LLP, Attorneys at Law, Representing the Cross
Valley Canal Contractors

* Amelia T. Minaberrigarai Esq., Kronick, Moskovitz, Tiedemann & Girard, Attorneys at Law,
Representing Westlands Water District

* Ms. Cynthia Koehler, Legal Director, Save San Francisco Bay Association

*  Mr. Grant Davis, Executive Director, The Bay Institute

*» Ms. Deanna Wieman, Deputy Director, Cross Media Division, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region IX

«  Mr. W.F. Grader, Executive Director, Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s Associations,
Inc.

* Terry Roberts, Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse, State of California Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research

* David Steinhauser and Dana Hord, Big Bar Community Development Group

*  Nannette Engelbrite, Western Area Power Administration

Copies of all comment letters and other correspondences (i.e., e-mail) from each of the above
commentors are inciuded in Section III of this Final EA.

A number of comments received on the Draft EA questioned the structure of the EA in terms of the No
Action Alternative and the scope of the analysis. The EA and the scope of the analysis were developed
consistent with NEPA regulations and guidance from the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), and in
conformance with the direction provided in NRDC v. Patterson, Civ. No. S-88-1658 (Patterson) which
specifically addressed the application of NEPA relative to contract renewals. In Patterson, the court
found that “...{o]ngoing projects and activities require NEPA procedures only when they undergo changes
amounting in themselves to further ‘major action.” In addition, the court went further to state that the
NEPA statutory requirement applies only to those changes. The analysis in the EA finds in large part that
the renewatl of the contracts is in essence a continuation of the “status quo,” and although there are
financial and adminpistrative changes to the contracts, they perpetuate the existing use and allocation of
resources (i.e., the same amount of water is being provided to the same lands for existing/ongoing
purposes), but the contracts recognize that the amount of water actually delivered will likely be
significantly less than the maximum contract amount. That change comes about not because of changes

Cross Valley Contraciors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16401
Environroental Assessment
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SECTION 1li: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

in contracts, but because of changes in the amount of water expected to be available for delivery. Those
changes, brought about because of implementation of CVPIA and CWA, as well as build-out by senior
water right holders, were analyzed in the PEIS. The analysis in the EA therefore addresses the proposed
changes to the contract and the potential environmental effects of those changes. The basis of this
comparison is the evaluation of the proposed contractual changes as compared to a No Action Alternative
that in essence reflects a continuation of the status quo. Use of the status quo as a No Action Alternative
is supported by CEQ’s opinion concerning renewal of some Friant contracts that appeared in the Federal
Register on July 6, 1989, and their guidance document addressing the ‘Forty Most Asked Questions’ (on
NEPA regulations). We have addressed these type comments in our response to comments. As

indicated in the EA, these contract changes would not result in significant effects to the environment.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
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To: <peter_lee@urscorp.com=, <Wellington_Yee@urscorp.com>

*Judi Tapia“ ' Crn

cc: "Alan Candlish® <ACANDLISH @mp.usbr.gov>
SITAPIAQMP.USE  subject: Fwd: Cross Valley EA
11/13/00 06:36 AM

Comments on Cross Valley EA from Westlands Water District

Judl Tapia

Environmental Specialist
South-Central California Area Office
1243 "N" Street

Fresno, CA 93721 - 1831

phone (559) 487 - 5179
FAX (559) 487 - 5397
jtapia€mp.usbr.gov
—--- Message from "Brian Hauss" <bhauss @westlandswater.org> on Fri, 10 Nov 2000 16:40:12 -0800 —~-—
To: "Judi Tapia (E-mail)"
<jtapia@mp.usbr.gov>

Subject Cross Valley EA
Judi -
I am back, Mr. EA reviewer!! I had a chance to guickly review the CVC EA

and had the following comments/observations:

1} Under the socioceconomic resource summary, the table states

that Gross
Revernue for the CVC unit is $2.1M and that under
alternative 2, there
would be a reduction of $1M of Gross Revenue, or less than 1%. This is
misleading, and probably wrong.

2) 3-89 - Paragraphs 3 and 4 both state that Delta diversions to

meet
demands south of the Delta, are expected to decrease due to CVPIA. Should
there not be an indication as to how much, and for what action (B2,

Trinity, VAMP, etc.)?

3) 3-61 - Middle paragraph under Table SE-8 states that Net

Income
decreases in a wet year mainly from an increase in irrigation
cost.

Does this seem realistic?

I might comment some more on this EA later, but this is all for now.




SECTION Ill: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment # Response

WWD1-1 Comment acknowledged. We believe the commentor is referencing Tables SE-8 and
SE-12. Table SE-8 identifies a gross revenue of $2,123.9 million or approximately $2.1
billion for subregions 17, 18, and 20. The text preceding Table SE-8 has been
corrected (see errata presented in Section II) to reflect the average total gross
revenues of $2.1 billion, rather than $2.1 million, for the Cross Valley subregions for
the PEIS NAA, which is 21% of total Central Valley gross revenue. The values in
Table SE-12 provide the gross revenue impacts and were correctly derived from the
economics analysis (Appendix C, Economic Analysis of November 1999, Table 18).

WWD1-2 Comment noted. The water needs of the various CVPIA programs are provided and
discussed in the PEIS. The EA was tiered from the PEIS by reference to avoid
duplication of information as stated in Section 1.0. Consequently, no changes are
made to p. 3-9.

WWD1-3 Comment noted. The decrease in net revenue is derived from irrigation efficiency
improvements induced by higher CVP water prices in the average year. Changes in
irrigation efficiency is carried through to the wet year because they are short run
analyses and irrigation technology is fixed in the short run. The increase in irrigation
efficiency results in a reduction in the total water used in subregions while irrigated
acreage remains constant. Consequently, no change is made to p. 3-61.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
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To: <peter_lee@urscorp.com>, <Wellington_Yee @ urscorp.coms
cc: "Alan Candlish® <ACANDLISH @ mp.ushr.gov>

“Judi Tapta®
:;rrAPlAemp.usbr.go Subject: Fwd: CVC comments
11/15/00 07:34 AM

FYI

Judi Tapia

Environmental Specialist )
South-Central California Area Office
1243 "N" Street

Fresno, CA 93721 - 1831

phone (559) 487 - 5178
FAX {(5598) 487 - 5397
jrapia@mp.usbr.gov

—- Message from "Brian Hauss" <bhauss @westlandswater.org> on Tue, 14 Nov 2000 09:25:11 -0800

To: "Judi Tapia (E-mail)"
<jtapia@mp.usbr.gov>
Subject CVC comments

Judi -

I found a few more things in the CVC EA that need to be addressed:

1. 3-43:
do not match table numbers.
2. 3-56:

acreage does not match 1996 crop

acreage in Friant Unit EA.
3. 3-57:

in table. Also - if

subtropical is 0, should not be in table.
4. 3-63

the CVC unit uses less groundwater than

surface water as compared to

the CVC unit is supposed to rely more
heavily upon groundwater, can this

{ we may have to talk some more about this
one) .

Narrative numbers in top paragraph

Lower Tule River ID 1996 crop
ﬁepeat "Orchard* and "Truck Crop"
On a percentage basis,
the Friant Unit in total. If

forecasted data be correct?

Thanks for looking into these, and do call with any gquestions {I knew you

had nothing else to do!)}.




SECTION lll: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment# Response

WWwD2-1 The corrections noted in the comment letter are presented as errata in Section II of
this Final EA. The total urban land use presented in Table BR-1 has been revised to
read 4,872 instead of 14,872. The text has been corrected to read: “...natural or
native habitats (35,959 acres), agriculture (129,260 acres), and urban areas (4,872
acres)...”.

WWD2-2 Comment acknowledged. The values presented in Table SE-3 of the Cross Valley
Contractor EA correspond to the values for the Lower Tule River Irrigation District
presented in Table SE-3 of the Friant Division EA. In both EAs, the 1996 referenced
irrigated acreage is 87, 890 acres. Footnotes, as discussed in the errata presented in
Section II, will be inserted to define the basis of the 1996 Irrigated Acreage as a
hydrologic year from October to September, and the source of irrigated acres for each
county is from Reclamation records or district submittal.

WWD2-3 Comment acknowledged. The table row addressing orchards are repeated because the
table rows address ‘Deciduous Orchard’ and ‘Subtropical Orchard’. The table row
addressing ‘Truck Crop’ is not repeated in Table SE-4. The table, as discussed in the
errata presented in Section II, will be revised to clarify the type of orchard being
referenced.

WWD24 ;, Comment noted. The commentor appears to be referring to the historical use of water
applied as presented in Table SE-10, p. 3-62. As stated on p.3-60, first paragraph,
“While the Contractors service area is contained within these three subregions, it
should be noted that the existing conditions as described in this section for the service
area are less than 100% of the production units used in the CVPM, because the
CVPM subregions include both CVP and non-CVP users.” For example, subregions
17, 18, and 20 are identified for both Cross Valley Contractors and Friant Division
contractors. Consequently, the data in Table SE-10 are used to convey relative change
in water source usage but can not be applied or attributed solely to the Cross Valley
Contractors. Consequently, no changes were made to the EA (p. 3-62, 3-63) to
address this comment.
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SOUTH DELTA WATER AGENCY
3031 WEST MARCH LANE, SUITE 332 EAST

POST OFFICE BOX 70392
STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 95267
TELEPHONE (209) 956-0150
FAX 209y 9560154
Direcuors: EMAIL Jherdewiibact. com
Jerry Rohinsgn, Chairman Couneel:
Robert K. Fegguson, Viee-Chairtian Joln Herrick
Alex Hildebrand, Scorcury Epginers:
November 17, 2000 | NOV2126m)
D — prd tehiley
V1A FAX (916) 9789900 sUAY I D
Mr, Al Candlish ] |
Bureau of Reclamation
Mid-Pacific Region NI
2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825-1898

COMMENTS TO THE LONG-TERM RENEWAL CONTRACTS
AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTS
(ERM RENE /A DIINITRACT

The South Delts Water Agency submits the following comments to the proposad Draft Long.
Term Renewal Contracts and the Drafl Environmental Assessments supparting those contracts for
the following: Deha-Mendota Canal, Friant Division, Cross Valley, and San Felipe Division. The
South Delta's comments fall into three categorics.

The first is that the USBR's environmenta! analyses makes no metition of the current or
future effects the CVP has upon the San Joaquin River and the southers Delta. The ongoing effects
are set forth n tie 7950 Report on the Effects of the CVP on the Sacrmmento-San Joaguin Delta,
which was coauthored by the USBR and copies of which have been previously provided on
numerous occasions. The CVP's cffects include decreased Rows, worsening quality, and lowered
water levels, all of which have and continue 1o harmm South Detta riparian and other vsers. Future
actions proposcd by the Bureau will exacerhate these problems.

The second issue deals with the existing obligations on the USBR’s applications and licenses
which undertie the CVP. Pursuant to Water Code § 12200, D-1641, and previous SWRCB water
right decision, the Bureau's permits are now bound by requirements that it meel not only the 2
Vemalis Water Quality Objective for Agricultural Beneficial Uses, but also the three intetior South
Dielta Objects for Agnculturs! Beneficial Uses. Currently, the Burcay does not budget sufficient
water from any source to meet these obligations, is not seeking to budget sufficient water, und has

[Eraslobed fy 5 g o e
SR | '
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Mr. Al Candlish
November 17, 2004
Page Twa

pa prograr (o decrease the salt load entering the river which causes objectives to be violated. The
Burean s similarly not parscipating in the program which seeks to install tidat barriers in the South
Delta to purtially mitigate some of those adverse effects,

Any environmental analysis and each long-torm contract should include a provision that
recognizes deliveries may be decreased in order to provide waler to meet water quality objectives
in the southern Delta,

The third issuc of concemn relates to the failure of the environmental anaiyses (and the Long-
Term Contracts) o recognize the probable decrease in deliveries resulting from the application of
California Water Code §§ 11460 et seq., and § 10505, The statutes recognize that as areas of onigin
grow, they will be able to claim for use water which is currently stored and released for export.
These statutes make clear that all export supplies are interim, pending the needs of the arcas of
ongm.

In bight of this, all long-term contracts should refer o the statutes and contain 2 provision
whieh reeognizes that funure decresses i supply will result from the growth of water use n the arcas
of ongn.

The Central Delia Water Agency joins in these comments.

v

Very fruly vours,

a

JOHN HERRICK
Attorney for South Delta Water Agency

JHrdd




SECTION IIl: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment # Response

SDWA-1 The analysis of overall CVP operations presented in the EA was based upon the
programmatic evaluation presented in the PEIS.

The historical reduction in flows on the San Joaquin River and increased salinity in the
river near Vernalis are discussed in Chapter II of the Surface Water Supplies and
Facilities Operations Technical Appendix and Attachment B of the Fisheries Technical
Appendix, including information presented in the 1980 draft report and subsequent
reports. The PEIS assumed that existing CVP operations would continue except as
modified by the CVPIA. The water quality and quantities available under existing
operations with projected land use for the Year 2025 were defined in the No Action
Alternative and used as a basis for comparison for PEIS alternatives.

The description of water quality presented in the PEIS indicates that not all water
quality standards are met in all year types, especially in drier years when available
water supply is limited but water rights must be met. Methods to meet water quality
standards are being considered in other Reclamation projects, including the Vemnalis
Adaptive Management Plan and San Joaquin River Agreement programs. The
Vernalis Adaptive Management Plan is included in the Preferred Alternative in the
Final PEIS and the alternatives considered in this EA. Other Reclamation projects,
such as the Grasslands Bypass project, are evaluating other methods to reduce water
quality problems.

SDWA-2 The analysis of overall CVP operations presented in this EA was based upon the
programmatic evaluation presented in the PEIS. The description of water quality
presented in the PEIS indicates that not all water quality standards are met in all year
types, especially in drier years when available water supply is limited but water rights
must be met. Methods to meet water quality standards are being considered in other
Reclamation projects, including the Vernalis Adaptive Management Plan and San
Joaquin River Agreement programs. The Vemnalis Adaptive Management Plan is
included in the Preferred Alternative in the Final PEIS and the altermatives considered
in this EA. Other Reclamation projects, such as the Grasslands Bypass project, are
evaluating other methods to reduce water quality problems.

The PEIS analysis indicates that the model simulations indicate that under existing
operations (No Action Alternative) in the Year 2025, Vernalis water quality standards
will not be met in drier years. The PEIS evaluates impacts on Vernalis of the different
CVPIA altemnatives as compared to conditions projected to occur under the No Action
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative in the Final PEIS (and the alternatives in this
EA) does not increase the frequency of non-compliance as compared to the PEIS No
Action Alternative. '

Cross Vatiey Contractors Long-Term Contract Repewal ‘ 1/16/01
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SECTION lll: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment # Response

SDWA-3 The CVP is operated according to the CVP Operations Criteria and Plan to protect
senior water rights, including water rights upstream of the Delta, prior to export of
CVP supplies south of the Delta. CVP water service contractors receive water under
the water right granted to the CVP by the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB). Allocation of CVP water to water service contractors is dependent upon
hydrologic conditions and regulatory and environmental requirements that are
developed to protect other water rights users. If a water rights contractor also is
granted a water right by the SWRCB, the CVP will deliver water to that contractor
pursuant to that water rights requirement. The PEIS alternatives and alternatives
considered in this EA include this Area of Origin protection and protection under the
Delta Protection Act for all current water rights holders. It is not possible to predict
future water rights applications, therefore, the PEIS and this EA do not include
assumptions for future water rights applications. If future water rights are granted by
the SWRCB, the CVP will be operated in accordance with any associated changes
required by the SWRCB for CVP operations.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
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x
NRDC MATUAAL RESOURZES DErensE COUNCIL

T EASTICY ST et
December 7, 2007 W‘f
L BICO § sy
Bureau of Reclamation T Ty, oo ]
Atrention: Mr. Al Candlish 0D .i- A s
2800 Comage Way -—-t ST -
Sacramento, CA 93B25-189% o 7 s o
|--w--..,_£..,_‘_m__-h4_-'___mm~ ]
Dear Mr. Candlish: |
1 ]

On the behalf of its more than 400,000 members, the N
Defense Council (“NRDC) hereby files its comments on the draft enviropmental
assessroents (*EAs™) on longterm renewal of Central Valley Project water service
conteacts prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation (*the Bureaw”),

We are deeply disappointed by the Bureau's inadequate attemprs to mmp]y
with the National Environmental Policy Acc (“NEPA™, 42 ULS.C_§ 4321 et seq., in
its proposed long-term renewal of CVP caontracts. Fiest, we strongly object to the
Bureau's failure to prepare an eavironmental tmpact statement an these proposed
agency actions that would have signif icant, far- maching znd fundamental effects.
Second, the EAs themselves fail to meet the requirements of NEPA and cannot
possibly support 2 finding of no significant impact by the Bureau. We urge the 9
Bureau in the strongest possible terms to prepare NEPA documentasion on longterm
coatract rencwal which comports with the law, as these EAs emphatically do not,

1. The Bureau Must Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement on the Proposed 3
Long-Term Contract Renewals.

NEPA requires fcdeul agencies to prepare a detailed environmental impact
statement ("EIS"} onall ® ma;or Federal actions significantly affecting the qualicy of
the human environment.” 42 U.5.C, § 4332{2(C). The purpose of this mandatory
requirement is to ensure that detailed information concerning potential
environmental impacts is made available to agency decisionmakers and the public
before the agency makes 2 decision. Robertson v, Methow Valley Cinzens Couneil,
490 UL.S. 532, 549 (1989}

Under NEPA's procedures, an ageacy may prepare an EA in order 1o dmdc

Mﬂrmmu] impacts of a propoesed
M
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Comments on Environmental Assessments on Long-Term Conteact Renewal
December 7, 200

Page 2

enough 1o warrant preparavion of an EIS. 40 C.F.R. § 1501.4{b}. (. An EA must "provide
sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether 1o prepare an {E18] ... 40 C.FR.§

1508.942)(1). The U.5. Coutt of Appeals for the Ntk Circuit has specifically cautioned thar

“f an agency decides not to prepare an EIS, it must supply a convinang stacement of reasons
e explan why a project’s unpacts are mnsignificane.” Blue Mountains Bmdnwrsm Project v,
Blackwood, 161 F.3d 1208, 1212 (9th Cir. 1998} (internal quotation m.arks omitted), cert.
denied, 327 U.S. 1803 (1999). To successtully challenge an agency decision not to prepare an
EIS. a plaintiff need not show that significant effects will in fact aceur. So lang as the plantiff

raises “substantial questions whether a project may have a significant etfect on the
environment,” an EIS must be prepared. Id. (emphasis added, internal quotation marks
omitted).

The long-term renewsl contracts proposed by the Bureau are virually certain to have a
significant effect an the enviranment if they are executed. Collectively they cause the
diversion of millions of acre-feet of water each year from the natural environment to
{primanly) agricultural warer users i the Central V. &Hc} « for use (primarily} in irrigated
agriculture thar wself has significant environmental impacts. The Bureau simply canner,
cansistent with NEPA, allow these environmental impacts to escape full analysis in an £I5 on
long-term contract renewals.

A’ There is Ample Evidensce That Long-Term Renewal Cortracrs Would Have
» Significant Environmental Effects,

The Bureau has faled to meet its duty under governing Ninth Circuit precedent o
supply a convincing statement of reasons why the exceatien of long-term renewal contracts
would have insignificant environmental effects, By contrast, there ts ample reasan 1o believe
that executing contracts for delivery of millions of acre-feet of water annually for an effective
duration of 50 vears would have 3 significant timpact on the environment.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has recently completed a biologicat opinion oe,
among other things, the continued operation and maintenance of the Central Valley Project
MCVPT, LS, Fish and Wildlide Service, Biological Opinion on §mpiemﬁmmon af the
CVPIA and Continued Operation of the CVP {Novemnber 2003)." This bislogical opinion
describes 1n some derail the adverse environmental consequences that have been caused by the
Central Vailev Project, conseguences that include harm 1o fish and wildlife from acrions such

We inerrporate by reterence this bological optmion 1a these comments, We also incorporaze
the decuments referenced in thar biological opamon, moluding the prior diological opnions on the
Cenral Valley Project byted iz section 1 of the November 2000 biologica! opimen.
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as warer diversion, impoundment, pumping and conveyanee; from habitat conversion; from
the effects of agricultural drainwater; and from urbanization. All of these effects constiture
effects of CVP water service contracts, since they are the consequences of the pravision of
water under these contracts. See 43 C.F.R. § 1508.8 (defining effects required ta be analyzed
unider NEPA to mclude indirect as well as direcr effects). Because these effects on the
environment are significant, they and other effeces of signing long-term renewal contracts for
the provision of CVP water must be analyzed in an EIS.

Orher evidence of significant environmental effects from long-term warer service
contracts include the evidence submitted by the plaintffs in NRDC v. Parterson, Na. Civ. §-
88-1658 LKK {EJJ Cal}, which we also incorporate in these comments by reference. The
main pomt here 15 an obvious one: Through the proposed contracts, the Bureau is proposing
1o commit to the diversion of millions of acre-feet of water from the natural environment and
w6 the delivery of that water 1o farms and cities for a nominal period of 25 vears and an
effective period of 50 years (given the right of renewal contained in the contracts). Activities
of this scale and type cannot help but have significant envizonmental impacts, particularly in
light of the significant impacts that have occurred to date under the current and previons CVP
waler service contracts. Moreover, the scale and duration of the activities thar would be
cammitted 1o under the proposed conteacts threaten 10 cause a detertoration in the current
state of the environment, as the environmental effects of the acrivities mandated under the
proposed contracts are added to the environmental harm that has been caused 1o date under
the current and previous contracts. For all these reasons, the Burean must prepare an EIS on
longerm contract renewal.

B. NEPA’s Regulations Make Clear That an EIS Must Be Prepared Here.

NEPA's implernenting regulations list a variety of factors that federal agencies are
required (o consider in determining whether a proposed action may significantly affect the
environment and hence must be the subject of an EIS. 40 CF.R. § 1308.27. While the Bureau
has fatled to undertake an adequate evaluation of these factors here, nearly all of the factors
{any one of which is sufficient to require preparation of an EIS) are satisfied in the case of the
proposed long-term conzracts. For example:

e Water pollurion from agriculrural drainwarter, which is triggered and would be made
passible by the delivery of water under the proposed contracts, “affecys public health” in s
substanial way, See 40 C.F.R, § 1508.27(b)(2).
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# The area to be served under the proposed contracts is in “proximity™ to “prime
tarmlands,” “wetlands™ (including riparian wetlands), and "ecologically critical areas™ {such
as the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta). See id. at 1508.27(b)(3).

#  The effects of the water diversions, impoundments and deliveries required under the
proposed contracts, and the consequences of the irrigated agriculture made possible by
deliveries pursuant Lo the contracts, “are likely to be highly controversial.” See id. a
1508,27(b) (4],

= The "possible effects” of the activities and actions made possible by the proposed contraces
“are highly uncertain or invelve unique or unknown risks,” especially in light of the
lengthy duration of the contracts. See id, at § 1508.27(b)(5).

»  Since pumercws CVP contractors are not prepared to sign long-term renewal contracts at
the present time and will aegotiate such contracts in the future, execuring the proposed
contracts would “establish a precedent for future actions with significant cffects or
represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.” See i, at § 1508.27(b){s).

» In light of the environmental effects that have oceurred from CVP operations o date, and
in light of the long duration of the proposed contracts (during which many addizional
actions will necessanily be taken}, the proposed contraces are related 1o other activns wuih
“cumulatively sigraficant impacts.” See 1d, at § 15C8.27(b)(7).

e I light of the wellestablished adverse effects of CVP activities on threatened and
endangered species and their habirat, as shown by the biological opinions cired previously
11 thus lecter, the proposed contracts “may adversely affect an endangered or threatened
species or us habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species
Actof 1973." See id. at § 1508.27 (b (8},

The evidence in favor of an EIS being required here is overwhelming - particularly
since “che threshold for requiring an EIS 1s quite low.” NRDC v. Duvall, 777 F. Supp. 1533,
1538 {E.D. Cal. 1991}, In thac same case, Chuef Judge Emerttus Karlton further held that:

only in those obvious circumstances where no effect on the environment is possible,
will an EA be sufficient {or the environmental review required by NEIPA. Under such
circumstances, the concluston reached must be close to selfeviden: ..

1d. We urge the Bureau m the strongest terms to prepare the required EIS on the proposed
long-term contract renewals, in order to comply with the requirements of NEPA.

8 cont.
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1. The Environmental Assessrnents Fail to Meer the Requirements of NEPA. | 9

Even 1f an EIS were not clearly required here, the EAs prepared by the Bureau are so
inadequate as 1o violate NEPA on their own, They fall far shon of the analysis char is
necessary to meet NEPA's requirements and to support a finding of no significant impact.

A, The EAs Fail to Consider a Reasanable Range of Alternatives. | 10

NEPA’s implementing regulations call analysis of alternatives “the heart of the
environmental impact statement,” 40 C.E.R. § 1502,14, and they specifically require an
alternatives analysis within an EA, id. at § 1508.9. The statute tself specifically requires
tederal agencies to:

study, develop, and describe apprapriate alternatives to recommended courses of action
in any proposal which involves unresalved conflicts concerning available uses of
FESOUICes.

42 US.C. § 4332(21E}. Berause the Burean’s EAs an longterm vontract renewals loak only
ata parrow range of alternatives and fail to evaluate numerous reasonable alternatives, the
EAs viokire NEPA.

The caselaw makes clear that an adequate alternatives analyss 1s an essential element of
an EA, in order o allow the decisionmaker and the public to compare the environmental
consequences of the proposed action with the enviroamental effects of other aprions far
accompiishing the agency’s purpose. In a leading NEPA case in which it overturned an EA
for failure to consider alternatives adequately, the Ninth Circuit poiaredly held that
“lilaformed and meaningful consideration of alternatives .. is .. an integral part of the
statucory scheme.” Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 852 F.2d 1223, 1228 {9th Cir. 1988), cert.
densed, 48% U.S. 1066 (1989). To meet NEPA's requirements an EA must consider a
ressonable range of alternatives, and courts have not hesitared v overturn EAs that omic
ennsideration of a reasonable and feasible alternative. See Peaple ex rel. Van de Kamp v.
Marsh, 687 F. Supp. 495, 499 [N.D. Cal. 1988); Sierra Club v. Watkins, 808 T. Supp. 832, §70-
75 (D.D.C. 1991}

Each of the contract-renewal EAs considers only two alterratives, in addition to the
no-action aiternative. Given the scope and importance of the proposed agency action under
review, this smail number of alternatives is by iself a vialation of NEPA™s requirement 1o
cansider a reasanable range of alternatives, What makes marters worse is the similarity
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between the alternatives that the EAs do consider. For example, each of the alternatives, the
two action alternatives and the no-action aliernative, speafy exactly the same quantinies of
warer under contract. The similarities berween the alteenatives, though, do not szop with
water quantity, The summary tables that compare the alternatives repeatedly use the phrases
“Same as NAA [Ne Action Aliernative],” “Similar to NAA™ and “minor changes” to describe
the components of the alternatives, See, ¢.g,, Draft Friant Division Long-Term Contract
Renewal Environmental Assessment ["Friant EA"}, at Table DA-17 See also id. at 3-57 (*The
impacts of EA Alternative 1 are assumed to be identical to the impacts to {sic] the NAA
because the water supply and pricing scenarios are identical in both alternatives. The only
differences i the alternatives are admintstrative.™}, 3-38 ("the NAA and Alternative | are
assumed to have the same environmental consequences because of their similarities and the
fact that the only differences are contractual arrangements among the parties to the
COnLracts” ).

In additicn to considering too few alternatives that are too similar to each other, the
EAs reject or ignore several obvious and ressorable aleermatives. These unexamined or
rejected reasonable alternarives include:

»  Alternauves that decrease the water quantities under contract. Each of the alternarives in
the EAs conrains the exact same water quaatities that are currently under contract, It
plainl{ is reasonable for the Bureau 1o consider and evaluate the option of changing those
quantfeies. The Bureau should consider changing the contract quantaties to (a) a level thar | 10a
matches the actual levei of deliveries in recent, normal water vears, and (b} a level that
would leave a meaningfully farger amount of water in the environment compared with
current use, so that the EAs can tlustrate the choices and consequences herween
consumptive and nonconsumptive uses of water. The EAs” rejection of the alternative of
reducing water quantities, see, e.g., Delta-Mendota Canal Unit Environmental Assessment,
Long-Term Contract Renewal, at 2-9, ignares the fact thar such an alternative is reasonable
and accords with the purpose and need for the agency action under evaluation, See also 40
C.F.R. § 1502.14(a) {agencies must *[rhgorously explore and abjectively evaluate all
reasonable alternanives™).

* An alternative that increases the cost of water to full marker rates. Each of the action
alternatives m the EAs charges the minimum price for water under the contract, The
Bureau should evaluare ar least one alternative that prices water at the level the warer

| 10b

.

: The EAs are ail very similar. Thus, each of the comments containesd in this letter applics
equally 1o each of the EAs. Each mtatson 1o 2 specific EA is intended 25 an ustrarion and wn oo way
suggests that the commens 15 restricted 10 thar paraeudar EA.
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would receive on the open marker,” At a minimum, the Bureau must consider price
increases that would “encourage the full consideration and incorporation of prudent and
rcspnnsihlc water conservation measures.” Reclamarion Reform Act of 1982, Sec. 213a),
43 U.S.C. 3935}

» An alternative that dees not pive the contractor a specific nght to renew the contract.
{While it is possible that there is no right of renewal conmained in Alternative 2, the EAs
do not make this clear and do not analyze the environmental consequences of this
difference, if it does exist in the alternative.)

»  Alternatives that affirmatively mandate or encourage increased water conservation by
water users, through (a) aggressive, prescriprive requirements for water conservation and
{b) through financial incentives for water conservation.

Each of the above reasonable alternatives can and should be analyzed and considered
for contracts in each of the CVP divisions. In addition, for contracts in #ach individual
division the Bureay should consider at least one strongly environmentally protective
alternative that is tailored to the leading environmental prablem relating to the operation of
that division. So, for example, the Bureaw’s NEPA analvss for longaerm rencwal contracts
for the Friant Division should consider ar least one alternarive that conditions the provision of
water servicg on effective restoratton of the San Joaquin River and/or creates specific
incentives in the contract for restoration of the river.' As a further example, the NEPA
analysis for the Delta-Mendota Canal Unit should consider at least one alternative thar
conditions the provision of water service on discrete improvements in protection and
reszoration of the Sacramenta-San Joaquin Delra and/or creates specific incentives in the
contract for such increased environmental protection and restaration of the Delta

The EAs prepared by the Bureau fal 1o evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives and
hence violate NEPA., We urge the Bureau 1o prepare NEPA documentation for long-term
contract renewals that meets NEPA's requirements for aleernatives analysis and that, at a
minirum, fully analyzes the alternatives described above,

’ The Bureau clearly has discretion to consider higher prices, See, 2.8, Reclamanion Projeet Act
of 1939, e, 9], 43 LI.5.C. 4“11‘1{&‘} {rates shall be “at least sufficient to cover an appropriate sha*e af
the annual operation .maz MAANLENARCE <O, " Reclamation: Refarm At of 1982, sec, 208(a), ¢

LS.C. 39Chhia) (“the price..shull be st leass sufficient to recover all nperation and maintenance
charpes...”}); see .ﬂm NARDC v. Houstos, 146 F.3d 1118, 1125-26 (%" Cir. 1998) (Bureau has discretion
aves terms of renewal contructs, including price and quarut})

¢ The Frian: EA fails zo conduct an adequate analysis of the eftect of the proposed contracts on
the San Juaquin River snd on restoraton of the river.

10c

10d

1
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B. The EAs Fail to Disclose and Amalyze Adequately the Environmental Impacts of
the Proposed Action.

NEPA's unplementing reguiations require that an EA “provide sufficient evidence and
analysis for determining whether 1o prepare an [EIS]." 40 C.F.R. § 1308.9{a). For the reasons
discussed above, the EAs fail 1o discuss and analvze adequately che environmental effeces of
lang-term contract renewals. Courts have not hesitated to overturn EAs thar fail 1o contam
an adequate discussion of the environmental consequences of a proposed agency action, e.g.,
Foundation on Economic Trends v. Heckler, 756 F.2d 143 (D.C. Cir. 1985), and the EAs
prepared by the Bureau here deserve that same fate.

The discussion and analvsis of environmental impact contained in the EAs is cursory
and inadequate, and it falls far short of NEPA's requirements. As an exampie, the discussion
of water-quality impacts contained in the Friant EA shows the cursory and conclusory
“analysis® contained in all of the EAs. First, the analysis is breathtakingly brief, occupying a
single page with considerable space between the short paragraphs - a plainly nadequate
treatment in light of the great importance of water quality to public health and the
environment. Friant EA at 3-34. Second, the analysis essentially says that there will be ne
change :n water quality impacts under the Wo Action Alternarive and Alternative 1 - withour
é t'strtbmg i any mexmngtul way what the qualitarive impaces of existing water gualiey is on
human hgalth and the environment and why those impacts will nar change for berter or for
warse, [d. The sixsentence analysis of the effect of Alternative 2 appears 1o say that this
alternative would cause some changes, bur the EA fails to describe what those changes would
mean tor human health and environment. Id.

This plaaly inadequate diseussion of environmental impacts is, sadly, far from an
isolared example. For example, the same document’s discussion of fishery impacts cecupies
approximately a page and a half and concludes {with no analysis), for the ne-action alternative
and for Alternative 1, that there would be “no impacts to fishery resources” - a conclusion
based apparently on the logic thar no changes in enviroumental impacts from the currem
eflects equals no environmental impacts ar all. Id. at 348, On the next page, the EA presents
the wmazing , thoroughly unsupported statement that “Alternative 1 and 2 have little or no
etfect on surface water quantities and flows,” id. a1 349, despite the fact that bath alternauves
would result in the diversion and delivery to ierigated agriculture of more than a million acre-
feet of water each year for 25 or 50 years. Elsewhere in the same document, the Bureau
presents the astomshing and unsupported statement that “Aliernative | is assumed to have
similar effeces to the NAA, Therefore, there are no impacts to bicloegical resources under this
alternative.” Id. at 3-76.

(1a
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En addicion to failing 1o disclose or 1o analyze adequately the environmental effects of
the proposed contracts, the EAs impermissibly restrict the umeframe of their analyses. None
ot the stady periods extends forward more than 25 years, e.g., Friant EA & 144, despite the [4
fact that each of the contracts containg an easily satisfied conditional right of renewal that [ [
means that the likely and effective durarion of chese contracts would be 50 vears. By faling to
analyze the environmental effects of the contraces in the likely event that they are renewed
under the right of renewal contained m the contracts, the Burcau has violated NEPA,

We urge the Bureaw to prepare NEPA documentation that adequarely discloses and
analyzes the environmental effects of the contracts over the full lifetime of the contracs,
including the rencwal period, as the draft EAs da not.

12
C. The EAs Fail to Analvze Cumulative Irnpacts Adequately.

These proposed longterm renewal contracts do not exist in 2 vacuum bur instead add
ta mare than half a century of environmental impacts from the construction, operation and
maintenance of the C¥VP, The fact that these contracts would operate for ac least a quarter
century, and likely then would be renewed for ancther quarter century, means that their
environmefital effects will alse be added to additional actions that will take place over the next
30 vears, These facts make an adegquate analysis of cumulative impacts especially importam
tor these proposed contracrs.

The Ninth Circuit has made clear that NEPA mandates *a useful analysis of the
cumulative impacts af past, present and future projects,” Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v, 115,
Forest Service. 177 F.3d 800, 810 (9¢ch Cir. 1999). That Court has further directed that
“{dletail i3 required in describing the cumulative effects of a proposed action with other
proposed actions.” [d. The very cursary cumulative-effects discussions contained in the EAs
plainly fail to meet these standards of adequacy.

The cumulative-ctfects discussions cantained in the EAs are cursory, unanalytic,
unenlightening, snd often logical. Here, 1n full, is the Friant EA’s cumularive effects
“analysis” of the proposed coatracts” cumulative effects on surface water:

. - . . .. 13
The cumulative effects of all foreseeable projects will be ta place additional demands on
the available water supply. Also, the restoration projects may result in addisional
flawes 1 local rivers for habntat restorarion. Implementation of Ahernative 1 or 2 will
not influence the camularive effeces of other projects to surface water resources.
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Friant EA, at 3-12. In addition to being almost entirely uninformative, this three-sentence
discussion asks more questions than it answers. What are the foresceable projects, and what
are their additional demands likely to be? What impact would the proposed contraces have on
the opportunities to restore the San Joaquin River? What other cumulative tmpacts might
occur aver the life of the project? How is it possible to conclude that the diversion of mare
than a million acre-feet of water every year, for 25 or 50 years, "will not influence cumulative
effects” on surface water?

The Ninth Circuir has not hesitated 10 reject tumu!atiw:—impact statements that are
“too general and one-sided 1o meet the NEPA requirements”™ and that fail 1o pm*’zde the
*useful analysis” mandated by the caselaw. Muckleshoot, 177 F.3d at 811. The inadequare
cumulative effects discussions contained in the contrace renewals EAs fail these tests and
deserve rejection here.

1. Conclusion.

The contract-renewals EAs prcpmd by the Bureau fall well short of NEPA's
established :reqmrrrr‘ ents. We urge the Bureau to prepare NEPA documentation on the
proposéd contracting acuions which complies with all requirements of the law.,

Stacerely,
Drew Caputo
Senior Antorney

Hamilton Candee
Senior Artorney

<t Hon. David Hayes, Deputy Secretary of the Interior
Hon. john Leshy, Solicieor
Hon. George Frampton, Chairman, CEQ

13 cont.



SECTION Ill: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment #

NRDC-1

NRDC-2

NRDC-3

NRDC-4

Response

Reclamation has analyzed the Proposed Action in accordance with NEPA. An EA
tiered to the PEIS is the appropriate level of documentation. Because the proposed
action will, in essence, maintain the status quo (i.e., the same amount of water will go
to the same areas for the same uses, albeit under a different legal arrangement), we
believe there are no significant impacts associated with the proposed action. No
specific reference has been made to the documents to prepare a response.

The analyses displayed in the Final EAs support FONSIs. Contract renewal was
addressed in the CVPIA PEIS and thus the contract renewal EAs are tiered from the
PEIS.

See response to NRDC-1, above.

The diversion of water is an on-going action and the current conditions of that
diversion are discussed in the PEIS. The impacts of continuing the diversions through
the implementation of CVPIA have been discussed in the CVPIA PEIS. Under the
action of long-term contract renewal, the proposed action is to continue delivering the
water under contract as described in the PEIS preferred altemative and ROD. See
also response to NRDC-1.

NRDC-5 See responses to NRDC-1, -2, and -4, above.

NRDC-6 The No Action Alternative is defined as renewal of existing contracts as required by
non-discretionary CVPIA provisions addressed in the PEIS. The analysis displays the
increment of change between that of the No Action Alternative and the other
alternatives. Also see response to NRDC-1 and the general response to comments in
the introduction to Section I1I.

NRDC-7 See response to NRDC-1 and -2, above.

NRDC-8 See response to NRDC-1 and -2, above.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1716/01

Environmental Assessment
wp-\Sacdata2\Wprocess\962 1 T\cross_valley\final_ea.wpd



SECTION 11l COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment # Response

NRDC-9 In accordance with NEPA, an EA is initially prepared to determine if there are
significant impacts from carrying out the proposed action. Reclamation has followed
applicable procedures in the preparation of the EAs.

Each EA includes the following required components of an EA as described in CEQ’s

NEPA regulations:
. Discussion of need
. Alternatives, as required
. Environmental impacts
. Listing of agencies consulted

The alternatives present a range of water service agreement provisions that could be
implemented for long-term contract renewals. The No Action Alternative consists of
renewing existing water service contracts as described by the Preferred Alternative of
the PEIS. In November 1999, Reclamation published a proposed long-term water
service contract. In April 2000, the CVP Contractors presented an alternative long-
term water service contract. Reclamation and the CVP Contractors continued to
negotiate the CVP-wide terms and conditions with these proposals serving as
“bookends.” This EA also considers these proposals with the No Action Alternative
as bookends in the environmental documentation to evaluate the impacts and benefits
of the renewing long-term water service contracts. '

Reduction of contract amounts was considered in certain cases but rejected from
analysis. The reason for this was twofold. Water needs analyses have been
completed for all contracts and in almost all cases the needs exceed or equal the
current total contract amount. Secondly, in order to implement good water
management, the contractors need to be able to store or immediately use water
available in wetter years when more water is available. By quantifying contract
amounts in terms of the needs analyses and the CVP delivery capability, the
contractors can make their own economic decisions. Allowing the contractors to
retain the full water quantity gives the contractors assurance that the water will be
available to them for storage investments. In addition the CVPIA, in and of itself,
achieves a balance in part through its dedication of significant amounts of CVP water
and actions to acquire water for environmental purposes.

Non-renewal of existing contracts is considered infeasible based on Section 3404(c) of
the CVPIA. This alternative was considered but eliminated from analysis in this EA
because Reclamation has no discretion not to renew the contracts.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
Environmental Assessment
wp-\Sacdata2\Wprocess\962 1 7\cross_valley\final_ea.wpd



SECTION lll: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment # Response

NRDC-10 In accordance with NEPA, EAs are not required to develop alternatives unless there
are issues related to unresolved conflicts concemning alternative uses of available
resources. The purpose of the EAs was to evaluate the renewal of contracts. Given
legal and regulatory constraints, the two action alternatives in the EA provide a
reasonable range of alternatives for this action.

NRDC-10a  In accordance with NEPA, EAs are not required to develop alternatives unless there
are issues related to unresolved conflicts conceming alternative uses of available
resources. The Needs Analyses were completed to identify the amount of water that
could be beneficially used by each water service contractor. The contract amounts in
the EA alternatives were constrained to not exceed the beneficial use or the existing
contract amount, whichever is less.

The CVPIA required CVP to institute environmental management as part of the their
operations, such as allocation of 800,000 acre-feet, refuge water supply, and

acquisition of water from willing sellers. These requirements in addition to existing
Federal and State requirements for CVP operations (including CVPIA, SWRCB

Order 95-06, and compliance with biological opinions on CVP operations) constrain the
actual delivery amounts.

These existing legal constraints provide environmental use of CVP water.

)
NRDC-10b  The EAs were prepared in order to determine the environmental effects of the range

of negotiating positions. Due to the requirements of the 1956 and 1963 Reclamation
Project Acts and CVPIA, Reclamation must renew the water service contracts.
Therefore, the alternatives must be developed through a negotiation process to be
acceptable to the contractors and Reclamation. The EAs included a reasonable range
of alternatives potentially acceptable to both parties. Full cost rates were analyzed in
the PEIS.

NRDC-10c  None of the alternatives give the contractor the specific right to renew the contract.
Criteria would have to be met within the execution of the contract and NEPA
compliance would be needed to carry out the renewal action.

NRDC-10d  The PEIS examined alternatives for water conservation and the Record of Decision
(ROD) defined the program for water conservation under CVPIA. The long-term
contracts require that each contractor will implement aggressive water conservation
programs under existing Reclamation guidelines. Additionally, several existing
Reclamation programs provide financial support to contractors for water conservation
programs.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
Environmental Assessment
wp-\Sacdata2\Wprocess\962 1 7\cross_valley\final_ea.wpd



SECTION Hli: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment #

NRDC-11

NRDC-11a

NRDC-11b

NRDC-12,

NRDC-13

NRCD-14

Response

The range of alternatives is appropriate for the action of renewal of existing contracts.
The matter of district-specific environmental issues are being addressed through
separate programs, such as the Conservation Program, the Habitat Restoration
Program, /the Grasslands Bypass Project, and San Joaquin Valley Drainage Program.

The tiered documents used the PEIS by reference as a foundation to avoid duplication
and focus more narrowly on the new alternatives or more detailed site-specific effects.
Therefore, only changes from the alternatives considered in the PEIS would be
addressed in detail in the tiered EAs.

The EAs were developed and tiered from the PEIS which was incorporated by
reference. The PEIS was used as a foundation and concentrates on the issues

specific to the contractor service areas. This concentration helps eliminate repetitive
studies and discussions and allows the unit-specific documents to focus on specific
issues. The EAs analyzed the localized impacts of continued water delivery to CVP
contractors resulting from long-term contract renewals for a period of 25 years.
Although none of the alternatives provide the contractor with a specific right of
renewal beyond this 25-year period, criteria would have to be met within the execution
of the renewal contract and NEPA compliance would be needed to carry out the
renewal action. Also see responses to Comments 2 and 1lc.

The PEIS analyzed cumulative impacts of long-term contract renewals on a regional
basis. Because the contract renewals maintain the status quo of deliverable quantities
and CVP operations, and in essence only change the legal arrangements of a
continuing action, they do not contribute to cumulative impacts in any demonstrable
manner.

The renewal of long-term contracts would have no effect on current efforts to restore
San Joaquin River habitat on a willing seller basis. The foreseeable actions within the
life of this project are contained in the cumulative impacts analysis and are described in
Table PN-2 of the Friant EA. The restoration efforts for the San Joaquin River are
included in the cumulative impacts discussion. We assume that the diversion of ‘“more
than a million acre-feet” of water mentioned in the comment refers to the diversion to
the Friant Unit that would occur in the No Action Alternative and the project
alternatives. This condition occurs independently of the project. The impact of
project-related diversions is discussed in Chapter 3 of the EA. Also see above
response to Comment 15.

See responses to NRDC-1, -2, and -9, above.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
Environmental Assessment
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Golden Gate Audubon Society

2330 Sany Pably Aswentie, Semte G+ Berkedey, Califown 34702
Phowe: (5101 8432222 ~ Fan: (5107 B43-3331 « Emml. gpas@oompunerve com

Amirscans Commutred & Conmevation + A Chupeer of the Nwsosal Audubon Society

December 8, 2000

Al Candlish

Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramero, CA 95825
Sent by FAX: 916-978-5004

Diewr My, Candlish:

The Golden Gate Asdubon Socicty appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
Bureau of Reclamation's dmift Environmental Assessmenis (EAs) on e proposed Jong:
term tenewal of Cenrvad Villey Project (CVP) waer service contracts.

We believe the draft EAs are inadeguate and violsie NEPA. 'We belicve the Jong-
erm renrwal contracts for each CVP division tequire an Envirocmental Impect
Statement (E1S) that fully anlyzes a brouder range of alternatives. We also wish to 1
incorporate by reference the comments dated December 7, 2000 filed by the Natural
Resoupees Defense Council on the draft EAs.

Thank you for considening our comments.

Sincercly yours,

Executive Direstor



SECTION {ll: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment # Response

Golden See response to NRDC-1 to -6 and -10.
Gate

Audubon

Society-1

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal
Environmental Assessment
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December 6, 2000
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
P00, Drawer 1633 (A0 82003217
WEAVERVILLE, CALIFORNIA 96083
Ders B, Forsiand, Clerk

CHRIN ERIESON

Svwdrier }

Burean of Reclamation
Med-Pacific Division

Ann: Al Candlish

2800 Cottarge Way
Sscramenta, CA 93825-1898

Jeaanie Niz-Temple, County Ae

Re: Draft Lovironmental Assessments {EAs) for Renewal of Existing Long-term
Lontracts tor Central Valley Project (CVP)

Dreay Mr, Camdlish:

19 VP ]\\r»9~temn watw SErvVice COMatts nol bv.- Lspmwd Ihc impacts of thfs progs
action are significant and cannot be upproved under a Finding of No Significant

comprehensive UV P-wide EIS for water eontract renewals should be prepared.

The cumnulanive bpacts of renewing 235 long-term water service contracis is & significant 2

tumulative impact which requires preparation of an FIS.

As demaonstrated @ Table FX

frean the “Trinity River Mainstem Fishery Restomtion EIS/TIRY
(UISFWE, Trinity County, Huopa Valley Tribe and BOR, November, 2004}, there are significan:

siniatrative Offiosy

ﬂbﬂiﬁ}. C‘F Rtvllﬂﬁ?m ’

riE
e b

m:c 1 1 2 !

impacts from blanket ronewal of long-term CVP water service contracts. This can be seen in the 3

difterence hetween the “Existing Conditions {1993 base vear and the No Action Altermatyve in
the vear 2024, in particolar, renewal of contracts from the American River Division will increass

C¥P demand by 3«”{‘»‘ Q00 acre-feet per year by the vear 2020, This significant impact will
manifest itself with reduced carryover storage in Shasta and Trinity reservoirs, with resuliam
impacts W recreation, ss well a5 listed species in the Trinity River such as coho and steclbead,

and impacts to the Sacramerto River listed species such as winter and

spring chinook. This is

evidenced by increases in violation of Trinity and Sacramento river temperatore compliance, and
Shasta Lake carryover storage requirements per the 1993 NMFS fiological Opinian.

As a resuit of the Oziober 20, 2000 ESA consultation by NMFS on the Trinity River Mainstem

Fishery Restoeation EIS, Trinity Lake carmvover siorage should not go below 600,000 scre-fiel,
A crunprebeosive £15 on OVP contract renewals should evaluate impacts to this Trinis Lake 4

earryover storage requirement for protection of the Trnity River's fishery.

We are extremely disappomted that without adeguate public review and input, Interior reversed
s contract pegatiation position very recently and changed contract terms so that the “contrac?
weal” for water quantities would be unchanged from existing contracts even though historic
deliveries have been far less. Renewal of these contragts which incledes thi
sontmie 1o result in conwacts for water defivery well bevond availahle CVP supplies. Asa

o

% “paper woter” will

county of origin tor the CVP, we believe the citizens and resounces of Trinity County will be
significantly harmed by this overcommutment of water.

PV, FACKRELA
fhatrect 2

HALPH MOLNE

(kprier ¥ Lateser 4

BEREY "7“'“1‘”“-'«?;

ROEE.?T BEINS
Ehrstmiel 3



We are alse extremely disappointed that Interior reversed its position, again without adequate
puplic review and inguat, of the tered pricing provisions of the Central Valley Project
Improvement Act (CVPI1A) 50 that these provisions would apply only to the “contract fotal,” not
the “base” water supply.  Such a position will nol enconrage water conservation, nor will it
assure long-term repayment of the CVP by water contragtors.

The EA’s do not adequately analyze the above iimpacts in @ singular or cumulative sense with
ather angning actions CVP-wide. A Finding of No Significant Impact would not be justifiable in
this case.  In addition. the EAs do not analyze adequately the cumnlative effect of applying these
policies 1o remaining CVP water service delivery contracts which have not vet expired ~ in other
wards, all CVP water service contracts,

The contracts should be renegotiated to reflect the legal requirements of CVPIA, then a CVP.
wide contract renewal E15 should be prepured to deat with the above issues cumulatively, A
Finding of Mo Significant Impacts is not justifiable.

Stncerely,

TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS




SECTION lil: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment # Response

Trinity See responses to NRDC-1 to -6.

County-1

Trinity The PEIS analyzed cumulative impacts of long-term contract renewals on a regional

County-2 basis. Because the contract renewals maintain the status quo of deliverable quantities
and CVP operations, they do not contribute to cumulative impacts in any demonstrable
manner.

Trinity The Trinity River Mainstem Fishery Restoration EIR/EIS was completed under both

County-3 CEQA and NEPA requirements, and therefore a different standard of analysis from

NEPA-only document was applied.

Trinity These impacts were addressed in the PEIS.
County-4
Trinity Impacts and frequency of deliveries are evaluated in the Final EAs and the PEIS. Full
County-5 contract deliveries are anticipated in the wetter years.
Trinity , Tier pricing impacts are evaluated in the PEIS and Final EAs.
County-6 .
Trinity The CVP-wide impacts of renewal are evaluated in the PEIS.
County-7
Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
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December 3, 2000

Bureay of Reclamation
Mid-Pacefic Division

Altn: Al Candlish

2806 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 93825.1808

Ladies and Gentlemen:

This letter is to offer onr comments on the draft Environmental Azsexsments (EAs) for
the renewal of existing long-term eontracts for Central Vallew Project (CVP) warer
SEIVICE.

First, let me say that the proposed contracts are & great diseppointment given the
comniract parsmesers set forth by the Interior Department at its indtial public session in
Sacrament. These proposals bonor those guidelines in the breach.

EAs for contracts that run for a 23-vesr period. with the promise of additionat cantract
renewals thercafier, are inadeguate a5 environmen:al documents. A comprehensive
Environmental impact Statement (EIS) should be completed 1o comply with the law,

Iaterior rewersed its position, at the eleventh hour and without adequate public review
and input, and changed contract tevms so that the “contract tatal” for water quantities
would be unchanged from existing contracts. Existing contracts that incinde this
~paper watet” hay resuited in contracts for water delivery well bevond available CVP
supplhies.

Interior also reversed its posttion at the eleventh hour, again without adequate public
review and input, of the tiered pricing provisions of e Central Vailey Project
Improvement Act {CVPLAY sp thar these provisions would apply oaly 1o the “contract
Total.” nod the “base™ witer supply.

The LAs do not adequately analyze the effects of either of the two draft policies in the
pacagraphs shove. n additon. the EAs do not analvze adequately the cumulative
effect of applying these policies w remaining CVP water service delivery conpacts not
vel the subject of reneswal — in other words, all CVP water service cuntracts.
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Bureau of Reclamation
Diecember 5, 2000
Page two

In addition, the failure to analyze a full range of alternatives, especially alternatives
with reduced water guantities, renders all of the EAs inadeyuate.

The effect of the contracts upon endapgered species is & critical environmental imgpact
that must be analvzed. However, the public has received inadeguate information about
those impacts, This omission incledes impacts wpon the endangered Trinity River
Coho salmon. as well as its threatened Steelhead. The public also has not received
adequate information about the extent to which the Bureaw of Reclamation (Burean) iy
in compliznce with previous Endangered Species Act {ESA) requirements apphicable
to existing comracts,

The contracts should be renegotiated with reduced water quantities that better reflect
both reality and competing water needs, and at higher prices that implement CVPLA
tigred pricing requirements properly, and tn the spirit of that law, as well as CALFED's
“bencficiary pays” requirements.

M A
BA‘UH ! ;&m

Ciaait

BWL/mw

oL The Hon. Dianne Feinstein
The Hon, Barbara Boxer
The Hon, George Miller
The Hon. Mike Thompson
The Hon. Ellen Tauscher
Ms. Mary Nichols
Ms, Felicia Marcus
Mr. Mike Spear




SECTION Ii: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment # Response

FTR-1 Comment noted.

FTR-2 Documents evaluate current renewal period. If contracts are renewed in the future,
additional documentation would be needed.

FTR-3 Impacts and frequency of delivery are evaluated in the Final EAs and PEIS. Full
contract deliveries are anticipated in the wetter years.

FTR-4 Tiered pricing impacts are evaluated in the PEIS and Final EAs.
_ FTR-S The CVP-wide impacts of renewal are evaluated in the PEIS.
. FTR-6 Comment noted. See response to NRDC-1 to -6 and -10.
FTR-7 Endangered species effect are evaluated as part of the individual endangered species
- consultations for each document.
N FTR-8 4 Comment noted.
Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
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OFFICE OF THE SECRFTARY
Cffize of Esviranmental Policy and Compliancs
00 Harvisans Street, S 515
San Francisco, Califomda #4107.1976

December 5, 2000

Mr. Al Candlish

Bureau of Reclamation. Mid-Pacific Region
U.S. Department of the Imerior

2800 Cottage Way

Sacramento, CA 95825-1898

Dear Mr. Candlish:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Central Valley Project Improvement Act
{CVPIA) Long-Term Water Service Contract Renewsal Environmental Assessments prepared for
the following divisions: West Sacramonto Canals, Feather Water District, Delta-Mendota Canal,
Friamt Divigion, Cross Valley, San Felipe Division, Shasta/Trinity, and Contra Costa Canal

We commend the Bureas of Reclamation's {("Reclamation") welcoming and encouragmg Fedetal,
State of California, and non-governmental organization (NGO} natural resources trustee agencies
and groups to comment on the CVPIA Long-Term Contract Renewal Environmental Assessment
{EA) process. We agree it is imperative to include these orgamzations within the eommentary
and decision-making processes.

Further, we concur that effects of water transfers and use of varying alternatives may cause
indirect effects on biological resources, land use and Jocal economies that may result in minor but
unknown impacts that are difficult to conclusively determine in 8 given Long-Term Contract
Renewal EA. We are pleased to note that Reclamation has made diligent efforts to inchude known
or potential impacts to affected environments in the eight EAs involved here, particolarly with
regard to agricultural, municipal and industrial uses.

We encourage Reclamation to provide updates and coordinate with other regional DOJ bureaus
and NGOs involved in natural resource protection and enforcement throughout the renewed
contract periods s such updates hecome necessary.

As a general note on these eight EAs, we understand that water costs and economic impacts
involved here are crtical to Long-Term Contract Renewals and are detailed exbaustively within
these EAx  We are concerned that this is done at the expense of greater biological and natural




Fesource protection options when evaluating direct or indirect impacts considered alternatives are
likely Lo create upon the environments and ecosystems evaluated in these documents,

We further understand that the CVPIA Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement {PEIS)
was intended to serve as the primary FI5 for these projects from which the EAs grew, and the
EAs exist in liew of creating an EIS document for the CVPIA Long-Termn Contract Renewals, as
oppased to these eight well-drafted but nccasionally inconsistent documents

While we provide below suggestions for inclusion into the eaght EAs, we would prefer that a
more detailed and united study of the CVPIA Water Contract areas be conducted and distributed
to natural resource trustee agencies for comment. Thus, we recommend that Reclamation
seriously consider completing documents that expand upon these EA documents, including a
mare cntical review of the affected natural and biological resource areas and substantive
altermatives that encourage more land retirement and less water usage and consumption.

The EA documents, nor any potential EIS documents, must not lose focus on a primary goal of
the CVPLA, that ix putting Central Valley lands, particularly agricultural lands, into retirement to
diminish agricultural runoff. increase water flows for ecosystem replenishment. and 1o divert
water usc to storage in preparation for dry years.

Should the creation of a single EIS document be impracticable, we urge Reclamation to include in
ell exght EAs more specific information on exactly how Reclamation imtends to track water use
aml varving wister transfers in the CVPLA Divisions, The EAs as curently drafted siate that water
fevels and wereased or decreased water transfers will likely have some direct and indirect offects
on bwiugxcal and land use resources, but these documents lack specifics on how to track and
possibly ameliorate the adverse effects water flows and transfers are likely to have upon vital
natyral respurces

Therefore, due to the interconnecied water systems of the Central Valley, all EAs should clearly
seflect thay they will not draw wates resources from por interfere with the projections of the other
projects so the mtentions and purpose of these projects will be fidly realized. We also recommend
including in greater detail within all the EAs mvolved here explanations as to the likely direct,
mndirect and cumulative effects of these CVPLA Long-Term Comruct Renewals upon the
biological and natural resources within the evaluated environments.

Finally, we recommend including within the EAs an adaptive management approach to monitor
water levels and, by extension, the overall health of biological resources mn all CVPIA Contract
Renewal arcas. We feel it is essential that a commitment be made and documented 1o an active
adapuve management process in al! cight of the CVPIA EAs involved.  The Adaptive
Management process requires a systematic and continually improving evaluation of natural
resource management policies and practices by leamning from the cutcomes of operatipnal
programs. lts most effective form-"active” adaptive management—employs management

[ 3]




programs that are designed to experimentally compare sclecred policies or practices, by evaluating
alernative hypotheses about the system being managed.

We recommend that Reclamation refer to the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program,
admimstered by Reclamation’s Upper Colorsdo Regional Office in Salt Lake City, Utah, for
guidance, as this program is the most detailed and comprehensive illustration of the adaptive
mansgement techniques in use today to manage fish and wildlife resources and overall health of
these ecosystems. Note also that the CALFED Bay-Delta Program utilizes an adaptive
management approach, which can provide guidance for the language of the program wathin the
final CVPIA Long-Term Contract Rencwsl drafts, and to which the CVPIA areas may already be
legally bound under the programs of CALFED. The affected C'VPIA arvas will benefit greatly by
the inctusion of an adaptive management process that will increase the overall health of the
Central Valley, s ecosystems, and its natural resources

Reviewing the overall goals of alternatives for the West Sscramento Canals EA, the No Action
Alternative and Alternative 1 apparently will have the same impacts. We are concerned about the
reductions in CVP deliveries that may lead to increases in ground water use. This may have an
adverse effect on nearhy projects where their use of surface water, rather than ground water, may
atfect water quality or biclogical resources. As mentioned shbove, 2 more detailed system of water
use and water transfer monitoring may help alleviate adverse water quality and biological resource
impacts by balancing the use of surface and ground waters.

Under Alternative 2, it is detersmined that it would bring in  lower Total Gross Valuc Production
as projected for Alternative 1. The region’s agricultural cutput could decrease by 5%, further
lowering potential revenues and could decrease employment by 2 6%, Of the biological species,
the food sources of the Aleutian Canada goose and the sandhill crane sce threstened under thiy
alternative. Consequently, there is a greater potential for removing land from apricultural
production, which may negatively impact the preservation of cultural resources and possibly lead
10 increased land erosion. From & biological resource perspective, however, this option should
seriously be considered in any Profermed Altemative to decrease water usage in the District and
allow for more water storage and to lmit the effects of agricultural runofT in the District.

Concerning the Feather Water Disinict, the main considerations for other agencies, such as
niolowceal consderations, water transfers, and the balance of water distribution among competng
demands by CVPLA are not addressed i this EA since they require funther documentation. FWS
and others should be kept advised of the preparation of these materials. The PEIS reallocated
CVP water deliveries fram the Feather for fish and wildlife purposes. Thus. Feather's supply of
water trom CVP has decreased The EA makes no mention of how the water demand 1s carrently
bemng met

taad



DELTA-MENDOTA CANAL

In the Delta-Mendota Canal EA, Alternative | offers no significantly different impacts from 1 “no-
action” alternative with the exception of geology. groundwater levels, and biological resources.
Under Alternative 1, increased groundwater pumping could increase land subsidence, depending
on the amount of surface water utilized. The repont does not, however, scknowledge the
presence of the threatened or endangered species that exist within the Delta-Mendota project area
or thedr critical habitats in the area

Impacts of Alternative 2 are essentially similar to those in Alternative 1 (including impacts noted
above) Additionally, Alternative 2 has & more noticeable effect on agriculture; value of
production ranges from -$1.0 million in an average year (following a dry, five-year period) to a
+%1.2 milion during a dry year There is also & potential incresse in unemplovment for the region
ranging from 120-420 jobs being lost in the region.

CROSS VALLEY CONTRACTORS

Pentaining to the Cross Valley Contractors EA, the impacts anticipated from Altemative | and the
No Action Alternative are similar. Water quality and supply will remain relatively unchanged.
Putential differences in supply due to conditions in a dry year as compared 10 3 'wet vear are less
than 3% of the current levels. Warter quality, however, i3 questionable. Because the average
delivery south of the Dielta is projected o decline, this may increase ground water demands and
may result in application of water of a lesser quality than surface water. Although existing
fisheries’and biological hahitats are likely to experience minimal direct and indirect impacts under
tivese alternatives, more explanation is suggested in this EA to focus on improving water quality
for biolpgical resources and mumcipal uses. Finally it appears that the socic-economic situation in
the region wall be unaffected by these alternatives.

Under Alternative 2. less ground water pumping may allow farmers to switch to better—quality
surface warer. More significant changes under Alternative 2 involve biological “resuscitation,”
where additional water costs could result in an increase in the amount of land left fallow, thereby
improving restoration possibilities i the area and the ability to retum fallow lands to their natural
nan-agncultural condition. However, this could also diminish opportumity to increase wetland
habitat in the affected area. Total possible economic changes are less than 1%, which provide
ample opportunity to increase critical habitat without adversely affecting the regional economy.

FRIANT DIVISION

The Friant Davision EA is particularly complete in its analyses of impacts upan #ts region’s
communities, economy and narural resources. We note the painstaking detail used to describe the
impacted environments in the Friant area and that well-planned alternatives to address direct and
indirect environmental impacts are included. We panticularly note Section 3 of this document,




pertaiming to Affected Environment and Environmerntal Consequences of the Friant area. We are
plessed to note the burgeaning programs in place for biclogical resource conservation and habitat
restoration, specifically the Anadromous Fish Restoration Program. There are concerns,
however, dbout how issues of water quality, drastically fluchuting water levels, excessive
harvesting of fish, limited cover and spawning habitats will be addressed throughout the 25 year
comtract term. Dats on the potential for adverse and positive impacts on these fish populations
are provided, but we recommend including more detailed comment an active alternatives to
address these natural resource CONCEHIS.

tn Section 3, Ground Water Resources, there is analysis on possible recharging of already
depleted and overused ground water sources, but no concrete program to ensure that ground
water will be replenished throughout the Friant Division area. We supgest greater emphasis on
recharging and limiting draw on ground water supplies. Further, this section should m:piumz
what can be done to abstain from excessive groundwater use, including limiting use 1n wet years,
among Friant Division agricultural end mdustrial water users, particularly when attempting to
implement riparian habitat restoration programs that will require additional water resources

in the section on the Environmental Consequences of the Fisheries Resources commentary in this
EA, adverse consequences upon the fisheries are likely to occur whenever CVP water 13
purchased. We are concerned that these purchases will cocur randomily snd intermittently, and
will likely barm the regeneration and maintenance of the fish populations discussed in this section
We would like to see some mention of how the water purchasing and comresponding flow
increases or decreases can be “controfled” or monitored to give the greatest opportunity for these
fish populations 10 regeneraie.

/
Overall, Friant water usage policies, especially those related to ground water levels and usage
{Section 3) need (o ensure that Friant usage will not imerfere with Cross Yalley Canal Unit or
Detta-Mendota Canal supplies and usage.

The San Felipe EA addresses the topic of adaptive manapement, referring to the Vernalis
Adaptive Management Plan, taking into account protective measures for fall-run Chinook salmon.
in Chapter 4, Reclamation notes that the existing and projected water demands assume
mplementation of long-term water conservation programs, thas durmg periods of drought, the
ability to reduce demand for water is limited  San Felipe is not the oaly project that includes
willer conservation measures The hardening of demand especially in dry-dry years is an
mmportant consideration for all the projects and for their inter-relsicdness. We are also concerned
that threatencd and endangered species in the area will encounter adverse direct and indirect
environmental impacts from the project as qurrently drefied.



Contra Costa County’s demand for water is expected to grow with continued development,
particoiarly in the eastern portion of the county. The Future Water Supply Study prepared in
1994 calls for the purchase of water transfers, which require separate environmental
documentation and therefore were not inchsded in Allernative | or Alternative 2. Further analysis
of water transfiers should be inchuded in the overview assessment of these eight EAs. Moreover,
the main difference between alternative 1 and shternative 2 lies in the pricing of water for
agncultural needs, while development in the county s mostly coming from the redevelopment of
farmland into residential and commercial districts

Regarding commemary to specific provisions of the Shasta and Trinity Divisions EA, our analysis
primarily focused on Chapter 4, dealing with environmental effects and consequences, however
we have a brief comment on earlier sections of this document. In Chapter 2, it is stated that the
dispute resolution provisions in the Shasta/Tnnity Coatract Renewal are only included in
Ahternative 1 Noting the currently tumuttuous siate of California water policy, we suggest this
be a provision included within the final Contract Renewals, and not simply limited to Alternative
| Regarding Chapter 4, Reclamation has completed a thorough and well-planned assessment of
the tmpacts w this region, particularly in the areas of water usage, pricing, costs, and the cffects
upan the local economies.

Among the given contract renewal alternatives, it appears alicrnative 2 provides greater
opporunity to allow for land fallowing to divert water to other municipai and industrial uses that
are expected 1o increase in the evaluated area for the next 25 years as agriculture will decline.
Consequently, options for use of the water saved from land fallowing for habitat and ecosystem
restoration should be clearly delmeated within Sections 4.4 and 4.5.

In 4.5 1, Affected Environment, the EA explains that there are “vegetation and wildlife resources
that potentially may be affected by” the CVPIA within the Redding Basin area imvolved m the
Shasta and Trinity Divisions. Exactly how these natural resources are affected by the project is
ot clear in this EA’s analyss. The species affected are well detailed in the EA, but how their
habitats are impacted by the project is not sufficiently detailed in this section or in the following
Environmental Consequences section.

Thus, we recormmend more detail on how the CVPLA Contract Renewals impact these flora and
fiuma Pertaining to drafting edits in the same scction, Table 4.5-1 repeats the Woodland Habitar
Type three times, and the explanation of the Aquatic Habitat Type is cut off in mid-sentence (page
4 5-3} Otherwise, Chapters 4 and 5 appear to have complete analyses of the potential impacts
the CVPIA Contract Renewals may have upon Shasta and Trinity Division-area resources.
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We again thank Reclamation for the opportunity to provide comment on the eight CVPIA Long-
Term Contract Renewal EAs, and urge Reclamation to seriously consider the suggestions made
above and include them within the final CVPIA Contracts. Please feel free to contact us at (415)
427-1477 if you have any questions or require clarification on the above comments to the CVPIA
Long-Term Contract Renewal Environmental Assessment

V’/ v (’/V

Sincerely,

Patricia Sanderson Port -
Regional Environmental Officer

cc

Laura Fujii, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Federal Activities Office
Dr. Theresa Presser, U.S. Geological Survey, Western Regional Office

Joy Winckel, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento Office



SECTION ii: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment #

OEPC-1

OEPC-2

OEPC-3

OEPC-4

OEPC-5

OEPC-6

Response

The Federal Action proposed is to renew existing contracts as required in the CVPIA.
Impacts of renewing the contracts upon natural and biological resources as they relate
to No Action (status quo) have been discussed within each EA. Land retirement is a
separate program under CVPIA and the specific impacts of carrying out the program
are being addressed in separate documentation. See also response to NRDC-1 to -10d
and -11.

Water transfers are arranged as a separate action from contract renewals and
information on aspects of water transfers will be managed within that action. In
addition, since water transfers are separate actions they will require separate
documentation on each specific transfer.

The PEIS evaluated the impacts of CVPIA, including contract renewals, on the entire
system. These EAs evaluate impacts within the specific contract service areas. See
also response to OPEC-1, above.

Adaptive Management programs are included as part of the overall implementation of
the CVPIA as specified in the CVPIA PEIS Record of Decision. In addition, various
biological resources mapping/monitoring programs within the contract areas will be
implemented.

The EA addressed impacts for long-term contract renewal and did not focus on water
quality improvement projects. Possible improvements to water quality could come
from other Reclamation projects.

Comment noted.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
Environmental Assessment
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Mr. Al Candlish ;
Bureau of Reclamation, Mid-Pacifi¢c Region |
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Sacramento, CA 95825-1898

RE: Cross Valley Canal Lang-Term Contract Renewal Environmental

Assessment (“EA”)

Dear Mr. Candlish;

Dooley & Herr, LLP represent Cross Valley Canal Contractors, including
Lower Tule River Irrigation District, Pixley Irrigation District, Tri Valley Water
District and Hills Valley Irrigation District (the “CVC Contractors”). In that
capacity, the following comments are submitted on behalf of the noted
agencies with respect to the environmental documentation supporting long-
term renewal of existing water service contracts.

, GENERAL COMMENTS

¥

1.

The general approach of the Environmental Assessment (“EA”)
appears to appropriately bracket the intended action and reaches
the logical conclusion that continued water deliveries to the CVC
Contractors will not create incremental or cumulative
environmental affects as a result of continuing and/or changed
terms and conditions in the renewal contracts.

The final EA should be amended to include some discussion of the
long-term renewal contracts actually negotiated. Such discussion
should identify key provisions and affirmatively note how they lay
between the ranges of alternatives analyzed in the EA with respect
to potential environmental affects.

Alternative 1 excluded some provisions that were included in the
Contractors’ proposals because they were inconsistent with Federal
or State requirements. Provisions of the November 1999 Interior
proposal that provide the basis of Alternative 2 should be carefully
reviewed to determine consistency with Federal and State
requirements as well.

The analysis of groundwater impacts of Alternative 2 should be
carefully scrutinized to insure that it is not conclusory. In some
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instances, conclusions have been reached which are unsupported
by the analysis and which are counterintuitive. Specific notations
to these areas will be identified below.

Although the EA makes various references to the CVC Contractors
receiving water stored at Millerton Lake, it does not specifically
analyze the impacts of doing so. Additionally, the EA lacks
discussion or analysis of the CVC Contractors’ ability to directly
pump from the Friant-Kern Canal (as opposed to receiving it from
Millerton Lake) or to affect in-canal exchanges.

The EA makes vague references to “additional water” that may be
available to the CVC Contractors, but fails to specifically identify or
analyze impacts of delivery of Section 215 water which may be
available to the CVC Contractors in accord with Section 3(e) of
their water supply contracts.

The analysis of groundwater impacts of Alternative 2 should be
carefully scrutinized to insure that it is not conclusory. In some
instances, conclusions have been reached which are unsupported
by the analysis and which are counterintuitive. Specific notations
to these areas will be identified below.

It is not possible to comment with specificity on the Study Area, as
Section 1, Pages 1-1 through 1-6 were not included in the draft
posted on the Bureau’s web site on or about October 11, 2000.
Although the Table of Contents (page x) makes reference to the
noted pages, the only Section 1 page included in the posted EA is
page 1-8, which is not referenced in the table of contents, and
which states at the top: “Table PN-2 Related Activities.”
Nevertheless, the EA’s study area discussion should specify that
the study area is the authorized place of use for the CVC
Contractors rather than their service area boundaries. This is
critical because historic exchanges, use of Section 215 water and
water banking and other water management programs have
involved areas within the authorized place of use but outside the
boundaries of CVC Contractors.

The final EA must be completed expeditiously in order to facilitate
timely renewal of CVC Contractors’ contracts. Nearly all CVC
Contractors will rely upon the final EA as a basis for compliance
with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).
Consequently, its completion is critical to initiation of CEQA
compliance activities,

b
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1.

ut

Section 1 pages are not included in the draft EA posted as outlined I 10
above. .

The paragraph on page ii captioned “Related Activities” makes a
general statement that “related activities” could be affected by the
findings of the EA. This section should be expanded to inform the
reader at least generally of the nature of the related activities.

{

Table ES-2, Page vi, Alternative 2 under the heading “Biological”,
indicates that additional water cost could result in an “increase in
the amount of land left fallow.” There is no corresponding evidence ([ Z
that any land is currently fallow. If land is presumed fallow for
purposes of the EA, it should be specifically identified.

The introduction to Chapter 2 should be revised to include a
discussion of the terms and conditions of the negotiated Cross
Valley Canal form of contract. The discussion should generally |3
describe how the terms and conditions fall between the “bookends”
of the analysis contained in the EA.

Page 2-1, last line, makes reference to a summary of contract
proposals in “Table D-1.” The table is later referred to as “Table | | ¢
DA-1" on pages 2-9 through 2-13. These should be consistent.

Page 2-2, second paragraph of “Needs Analyses” section, third to] |5
the last line: “exceeded” should be changed to “exceed”.

The discussion of the Needs Analysis on page 2-2 should note that
the Contractors assert that compliance with State law and permits | | £
is the basis of the right to continued beneficial use of water
provided under the contracts.

The EA states on page 2-4 that “Ability-to-pay” relief is only
applicable to the 80% tier of tiered pricing. No explanation is
provided for this conclusion. A more careful explanation of the 4
generation and objective of the policy is necessary to provide
clarity.

A provision of the formm of contract providing the basis of
Alternative 1 made reference to expansion of the CVP service area. 8
This was not evaluated in the EA and the analysis was limited to l
“existing service area boundaries”. As noted in the General
Comments, the area analyzed should be the “authorized place of
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10.

11.

12.

13.

15.

16.

17.

1
use”. A basis for further expansion, if left in, should be described ] 8 con’fg

and justified.
An addition should be made to Chapter 2, beginning on page 2-9, [
noting that forms of contracts have been negotiated and that the

terms and conditions fall within the range of environmental effects
evaluated.

Table DA-1 could be modified to include a column identifying the
negotiated form of contracts.

On page 2-15, Table DA-2 summarizes the effect of Alternative 2 on
groundwater resources. The EA concludes that a single year of
decreased groundwater pumping will not adversely or beneficially
affect the groundwater basin and that over the long-term the
groundwater use would decrease so therefore a beneficial impact
would result on the basin. At the very least, the conclusion should
be qualified that groundwater pumping may be required for more
than one year at a time, which would have adverse effects on the
basin.

Similarly, the reference to long-term groundwater effects included
in the Water Quality section of DA-2 on page 2-15 should be
modified.

The discussion of fishery impacts included in DA-2 on page 2-15
speculates that water left in Millerton Lake could be “picked up by
other users”. While this is a summary of impacts, more detail is
necessary with respect to this conclusion. If this results in
different timing, the effects should be addressed as well.

On page 3-7, the No Action Alternative of the EA states generally
that the CVC Contractors will continue to use available surface
water and pump groundwater. The EA should note that some CVC
contractors do not have access to groundwater pumping. The
assumption on page 3-40 should be corrected in that regard as
well.

On page 3-10 in the second footnote to Table WS-2, line 2: “...can
be put tp beneficial use...” should be corrected to read: “can be put
to beneficial use...”

The basis of the assumption on page 3-16 that localized changes in
groundwater pumping will be offset by changes in use of CVP water
and reduced pumping in other years should be explained.
Similarly, the subsequent discussion on page 3-21 regarding the |
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

NAA §hou1d include an explanation of the assumption specified.
Ad_chtxonal explanation should also be included regarding the lack
of impact in sub-basins other than Madera.

It is not apparent why the 5 dry year followed by 1 wet year |

approach was utilized for purposes of the groundwater impact
modeling. If additional analysis was done, the results should be
noted. If additional analysis was not done, a clear and concise
explanation of the basis for such decision to only model this single
scenario should be included.

Page 3-22 repeats the conclusion that a single year of decreased
groundwater pumping will not adversely or beneficially affect the
groundwater basin and that over the long-term the groundwater
use would decrease so therefore a beneficial impact would result
on the basin. This should be modified as noted in paragraph 10
above. . ‘

The cumulative effects discussion on page 3-23 is misplaced. No
nexus between CVC Contractor deliveries and these other actions
is established. In fact, CVPIA prohibits releases from Friant Dam
for many of these activities without further Congressional
authorization.

The Alternative 2 discussion on page 3-25 includes another
reference to the decreases in groundwater pumping having a
“small, but unquantifiable, benefit to water quality”. This should
be supported and expanded as noted in paragraphs 10 and 17
above.

The identification of fish species on page 3-28 includes specific
reference to certain anadromous species even though, consistent
with the CVPIA, the AFRP expressly excludes the reach from Friant
Dam to Mendota Pool. Justification for inclusion, in spite of
specific exclusion, should be provided. If the EA is to remain
within the bookends noted and within the bookends presented in
the PEIS, then these references should be deleted.

In light of the specific prohibition of releases from Friant Dam
without Congressional authorization, the discussion beginning on
page 3-28 and continuing through page 3-35 is unnecessary and
confusing.. Because releases are not authorized, it is not
conceivable what effects arise from renewal and should be
evaluated. Some discussion of the pilot program may be
warranted, but it is a voluntary program and must be represented
as such.

’LL cont
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24. Page 3-35 under the heading Cumulative Impacts: Reference is
made to “Alternatives 1 and 3...”. This should be corrected to read: 33
“Alternatives 1 and 2...". '

25.  As noted in paragraph 14, some CVC contractors do not have
access to groundwater pumping. The assumption on page 3-40
should be corrected to reflect this circumstance.

24

26. Page 3-43, Table BR-1: The entry for Alpaugh Irrigation District
under natural or native habitat type should be removed, or
corrected to reflect storage reservoir. Also, Lower Tule River 35
Irrigation District, a CVC Contractor, is not included in the table.

27. Page 4-3, under the heading “Endangered Species Act”™: the first
line should be corrected to read: “Reclamation is preparing a |3,

bioclogical assessment to determine if altermatives will affect
listed...”.

28. Page 4-3: references are made to the “San Felipe Division” which 37
may be inappropriate to include in the CVC EA.

29. The source of the information included in Table BR-1 on page 3-43
is not clear. The inclusion of these acreage numbers should be 38
based upon verifiable data sources.

There are other minor concerns regarding the EA that are not addressed in
these comments. The comments attempt to focus on critical clarifications
necessary to insure the EA properly reflects the action undertaken. The
Authority believes that the EA will provide a proper analysis of renewal of
Friant Division contracts with the changes and clarification noted herein.

Representatives of the Authority will be happy to discuss these maters with
you in further detail. '

DMD:mp
cc: Dennis Keller
Clients

WDHW I\D-DRIVE\Client Files\Friant Water Users Authority 37\37.12 Biological Opiniom\EA comments (Cross Valley) FINAL
12.7-00.doc i .



SECTION iii: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment #
DH-1
DH-2

DH-3

DH-4

DH-5

DH-6

DH-7

DH-8

DH-9

Response
Commented noted.

The text (Preferred Alternative, p. 2-8), Table DA-1, and Table DA-2 has been
revised to include a discussion of the contract renewal provisions and how they relate
to the alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, and how they fall between the
“bookends.” The revisions are included as errata in Section II of this Final EA.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

The EA provides several references to the Cross Valley Canal contractors receiving
water from Millerton Lake through an exchange of Cross Valley Canal water with
Friant-Kern Canal water (see Water Supply Section). The Cross Valley Canal water
from the Delta is exchanged for Friant Unit water released from Millerton Lake. The
effects on Millerton Lake are the same with or without the exchange.

The Cross Valley Contractors have access to Section 215 water (flood flows) that are
captured in Millerton Lake and delivered through the Friant-Kern Canal. This practice
; would not change because of the project.

Comment noted.

For the purposes of this environmental analysis, the study area is the service area
boundaries of the Cross Valley Contractors. The EA did not evaluate exchanges or
transfers from the contractors. Several different types of transfers are considered for
long-term contract renewals. Intra-CVP contract transfers have occurred regularly
throughout the CVP and are frequently limited to scheduling changes between
adjoining districts. Reclamation has historically issued and will continue to address
these types of transfers under separate environmental analysis.

The web site oversight has been corrected, to request a copy of the EA please
complete the Bureau’s on-line form.

Comment noted.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
Environmental Assessment
wp-W\Sacdata2\Wprocess\96217\cross_valley\final_ea.wpd



SECTION lll: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment #

DH-10

DH-11

DH-12

DH-13

DH-14

DH-15

DH-16

DH-17

DH-18

Response

Comment noted. The oversight has been corrected. To request a copy please complete
the on-line form.

The related activities are identified and discussed in Table PN-2 (pp. 1-6 through 1-9).
The discussion on p. ii has been expanded to include a reference to Table PN-2. The
revision is presented as errata in Section II of this Final EA.

The statement is not a presumption that land is being fallowed under the affected
environment. The statement is merely to indicate there is an increased potential for
land to be fallowed under Alternative 2.

Table DA-2, Summary of Potential Alternative Impacts, has been revised to include
the Preferred Alternative which reflects the provisions of the final negotiated contract.
The revised table is included as errata in Section II of this Final EA.

The summary of contract proposals is presented in Table DA-1, as revised, and
included as errata in Section 1I of this Final EA. The correction to the reference on
page 2-1 is noted and also presented as errata in Section II.

The comment is noted and the correction included as errata in Section II of this Final
EA.

The comment is noted and the contractors assertions is included as errata in Section II
of this Final EA.

The discussion referenced on p.2-4 is a summary of the PEIS Preferred Alternative.
The commentor is referred to the PEIS for further description.

For the purposes of this environmental analysis, the study area is the service area
boundaries of the Cross Valley Contractors. The EA did not evaluate exchanges or
transfers from the contractors. Several different types of transfers are considered for
long-term contract renewals. Intra-CVP contract transfers have occurred regularly
throughout the CVP and are frequently limited to scheduling changes between
adjoining districts. Alternative 1 used the Contractor’s proposal as a basis.
Reclamation has historically issued and will continue to address these types of
transfers under separate environmental analysis.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
Environmental Assessment
wp-\Sacdata2\Wprocess\962 1 7\cross_valley\final_ea.wpd



SECTION lIl: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment #

DH-19

DH-20

DH-21

DH-22

DH-23

DH-24

DH-25

DH-26

Response

Table DA-2, Summary of Potential Alternative Impacts, has been revised to include
the Preferred Alternative which reflects the provisions of the final negotiated contract.
The revised table is included in Section II of this Final EA.

Table DA-1 has been revised to include a column identifying and comparing the
provisions of the final negotiated contract, or Preferred Alternative. The revised table
is included in Section II of this Final EA.

The EA identifies that ground water pumping occurs in the Cross Valley Canal area
and the project-related changes are identified in Table GW-2 (p. 3-31). The single
year identified in the analysis is an example of the greatest change in pumping
identified in the economic model. Table GW-2 quantifies the ground water pumping
and shows that pumping occurs in other year types besides the single year mentioned
in the comment.

See the response to DH-12, above.

A greater level of detail on potential fishery impacts is not necessary because any
change in storage amount or timing is expect to be minor relative to the NAA. Impact
1assessments are based upon the level of detail available from modeling studies.

*

Cross Valley Canal Contractors receive surface water and ground water to meet their
irrigation needs. Individual contractors that do not have access to ground water must
rely on surface water deliveries. This condition would not change with implementation
of the project.

The typographical error has been corrected and included as errata in Section II of this
Final EA.

The results of the economic modeling demonstrate that ground water pumping varies
between years and between subbasins (Table GW-2 and Table WS-3) and water use
can shift between surface water and ground water. For example, in subbasin 17 in an
average year following five wet years, about 7,400 af of use is shifted between
surface water and ground water.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
Environmental Assessment
wp-\Sacdata2\Wprocess\96217\cross_valley\final_ea.wpd



SECTION |ll: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment #

DH-27

DH-28

DH-29

DH-30

DH-31

DH-32

DH-33

Response

The economic analysis that was conducted for the EA used combinations of years as
representative periods. The five dry years followed by a wet year was one of nine
patterns. The economic model indicated that the combination of five dry years
followed by a wet year resulted in the largest changes in ground water pumping for the
alternatives. These results were referenced in the EA.

It is uncertain what the comment specifically refers to as “paragraph 10 above”. The
general conclusion in the EA is that the ground water pumping in subbasin 17 would
decrease over the long term.

The comment refers to all foreseeable projects including those restoration projects that
seek to add flow to the river. For those projects to occur, local, state, or federal
approval would be needed before water is released.

As stated in the EA, the potential changes in ground water are approximated with the
economic analysis. The absolute change will depend on the response of water users to
the ground water conditions. Therefore, the statement that there would be a positive
effect on water quality can not be quantified at this level of detail, however the results
present a reasonable representation of ground water conditions.

True, the species are not presently found in this reach of the San Joaquin River, and
the AFRP expressly excludes the reach from Friant Dam to Mendota Pool. Steelhead
and chinook salmon were included in the EA because of the Pilot Program to assess
the possibility of restoring these species in this reach of the San Joaquin River. As
such, the inclusion of these species is purely speculative, but were included for the
purposes of the cumulative impact assessment.

In the context of the San Joaquin River Restoration Program, the anadromous species
may once again become part of the system. Pikeminnow and largemouth bass exist in
this portion of the San Joaquin River and may be effected by the restoration project.
Recognizing that without Congressional authorization, a Pilot Restoration Program may
go forward on a voluntary basis, these species were included for the cumulative impact
assessment.

The text has been corrected to read “Alternatives 1 and 2...” and included as errata in
Section 11 of this Final EA.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
Environmental Assessment
wp-\Sacdata2\Wprocess\96217\cross_valley\final_ea.wpd



SECTION Ill: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment #

DH-34

DH-35

DH-36

DH-37

DH-38

.

Response

As is stated in the Agricultural Land Use discussion (p. 40): “...for the purposes of
analysis, most regions were assumed to have access to replacement ground water...”
This was not to imply that all contractors had access to ground water, but that most
did. Cross Valley Canal contractors receive surface water and ground water to meet
the irrigation needs. Individual contractors that do not have access to ground water
must rely on surface water deliveries. This condition would not change with
implementation of the project.

General information on land use and habitat types were provided by the California
Department of Water Resources, Land and Water Use Section. The information was
received from a reliable source and not independently validated. The information is
presumed accurate and correct until new information is presented to warrant revision.
The Lower Tule River Irrigation District has been included in Table BR-1. However,
additional information was not available through the California Department of Water
Resources, Land and Water Use Section. The revision to Table BR-1 is included as
errata in Section II of this Final EA.

Text has been revised to address the typographical errors noted in the comment and
included as errata in Section II of this Final EA.

Text has been revised and corrected to address the presence of an Indian Trust Asset
(ITA), the Table Mountain Rancheria, within a CVC, the Fresno County Water Works
#34. In addition, a discussion of the ITA and potential impacts has been included in
the Social Conditions section (p. 3-77), and Table ES-2 and DA-2 have been revised to
include the presence of and potential impacts to the ITA. The revised text and tables
are included as errata in Section II of this Final EA.

The general information on land use and habitat types were provided by the California
Department of Water Resources, Land and Water Use Section. The information was
received from a reliable source and is presumed accurate and correct until new
information is presented to warrant revision.

Cross Valley Contractors Long-Term Contract Renewal 1/16/01
Environmental Assessment
wp-\\Sacdata2\Wprocess\962 1 7\cross_valley\final_ea.wpd





