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4.4.4 RESPONSES TO SPECIAL INTEREST GROUP COMMENTS 

 

LETTER NP1: GREG COMPTON, DOBBINS/OREGON HOUSE ACTION COMMITTEE  

Response to Comment NP1-1: 

Comment noted.  YCWA appreciates DOACT’s support of the Proposed Lower Yuba River 
Accord. 

NP1 

NP1-1 
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NP2-2 

NP2-1 



Chapter 4  Comments and Responses 

 

Proposed Lower Yuba River Accord  October 2007 
Final EIR/EIS  Page 4-105 

 

NP2 

NP2-2 
cont. 

NP2-3 
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LETTER NP2: GARY BOBKER AND CHARLTON BONHAM, BAY INSTITUTE AND 
TROUT UNLIMITED  

Response to Comment NP2-1: 

Comment noted.  YCWA appreciates the Conservation Groups’ continued support of the goals 
described in this comment. 

Response to Comment NP2-2: 

The Pelagic Organism Decline is discussed in the Draft EIR at pages 10-31 to 10-36 and 10-57, 
and in the Final EIR at pages 4-17 (Response to Comment SA1-7), 4-38 (Response to Comment 
SA3-1b), and 4-42 through 4-44 (Response to Comment SA3-2). 

Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EIS provides additional information about how the recent draft 
interim remedies order in NRDC v. Kempthorne will affect near-term operations in the Delta 
under the Yuba Accord Alternative.  

Under the Yuba Accord Alternative, CVP and SWP operations in the Delta would occur under 
the terms and constraints of the OCAP Biological Opinions, and, in the near term, the 
provisions of the court’s interim remedies order.  Because export pumping for the Yuba Accord 
would be subject to these constraints, which are and will be designed to prevent impacts to 
delta smelt, it is unlikely that it would have any significant impacts on delta smelt.  Under the 
Yuba Accord Alternative, instream releases from the Yuba Project facilities generally would be 
higher than they would be under the otherwise applicable regulatory baseline.  The extra water 
released from the Yuba Project facilities would flow down the Yuba, Feather and Sacramento 
Rivers to the Delta, providing fisheries benefits along the way.  When the Yuba Accord water 
would reach the Delta, it either would continue through the Delta, contributing to Delta 
outflow, or would be moved through the CVP or SWP pumps if conditions would allow 
pumping and if there were spare pump capacity to move the Accord water.  Accounting for any 
Accord water transfers would be completed in arrears.  Under these conditions, the Yuba 
Accord Alternative would not require any operational changes in the Delta, nor would it 
require any exports of water. 

It is quite possible that different or additional operational constraints will be imposed on CVP 
and SWP Delta water transport operations over the course of the Yuba Accord Alternative’s 
time horizon.  However, the Yuba Accord would be subject to all future operational constraints 
that are set for the Delta, and thus would be unlikely to have any significant impacts. 

Response to Comment NP2-3: 

In the responses to comments on pages 4-17 (Response to Comment SA1-7), 4-37 to 4-41 
(Response to Comment SA3-1b), and 4-42 through 4-44 (Response to Comment SA3-2) there are 
additional discussions of the Pelagic Organism Decline and its relationship to the Yuba Accord.  
Also, as described in the response to Comment NP2-2, the Yuba Accord Alternative would not 
require any operational changes the Delta, nor would it require any export of Accord water.  
CVP and SWP Delta operations will continue to proceed under the guidance and protections of 
the OCAP Biological Opinions and the provisions of the court’s orders.  Only if surplus export 
capacity exists, and only in accordance with the guidance and protections of the operational 
limitations for the Delta, would Accord water be exported and subsequently accounted for. 
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Because the Yuba Accord Alternative would follow, and would not dictate, CVP and SWP 
operations in the Delta, and because the Yuba Accord Alternative exports would only be 
accounted after the fact, it would be virtually impossible to develop specific monitoring and 
operations adjustment protocols specific to the Yuba Accord Water Purchase Agreement. 
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4.4.5 RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

I1 
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I1 



Chapter 4  Comments and Responses 

 

Proposed Lower Yuba River Accord  October 2007 
Final EIR/EIS  Page 4-110

I1 
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I1 
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I1 

I1-1 
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LETTER I1: MICHAEL B. SONNEN  

Response to Comment I1-1: 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment I1-2: 

Any incorrect statements of the number of years in the hydrological record were inadvertent 
and the correct numbers can be determined by referring to the appropriate data in Appendix F.  
“Affects” on page 11-45 has been changed to “effects”.  “CEQ” is in the list of acronyms on 
page iv of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

I1-2 
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I2 

I2-1 

I2-2 

I2-3 
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I2 

I2-4 

I2-5 

I2-6a. 
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I2 

I2-8a. 

I2-7 

I2-6c. 

I2-6b. 

I2-6a. 
cont. 

I2-8b. 
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LETTER I2: NAME WITHHELD BY REQUEST 

Response to Comment I2-1: 

YCWA’s current operations involve delivery of surface water from the lower Yuba River to 
Member Units for use within the Member Units.  The conjunctive use program under the Yuba 
Accord Alternative would involve groundwater substitution transfers and deficiency pumping.  
Only those entities (i.e., Member Units) currently receiving surface water from YCWA would 
have opportunities to pump groundwater in lieu of receiving their surface water deliveries.  
Therefore, there would be no opportunity for individual land owners to participate in a 
groundwater substitution transfer unless they belong to one of YCWA’s Member Units.  For a 
discussion of potential impacts to groundwater users, not participating in the Yuba Accord, 
please refer to the response to Comment LA2-2.  The Yuba Accord would not cause any 
significant impacts on the lands, land uses and groundwater uses of landowners not 
participating in the Yuba Accord, and the Yuba Accord would not involve any acquisitions of 
lands by eminent domain. 

I2-9 

I2-10 
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Response to Comment I2-2: 

The conjunctive use program under the Yuba Accord would involve groundwater pumping 
only by willing landowners. 

Response to Comment I2-3: 

The Yuba Accord Alternative is intended to improve water supply reliability for Reclamation 
and DWR through the purchase of additional water in drier years.  To prevent YCWA’s water 
supply reliability from being reduced by the Yuba Accord Alternative’s instream flows, YCWA 
and its participating Member Units would implement the Conjunctive Use Agreements.  These 
agreements would establish a comprehensive conjunctive use program that would integrate the 
surface water and groundwater supplies of the local irrigation districts and mutual water 
companies that YCWA serves in Yuba County.  Under the Conjunctive Use Agreements, YCWA 
Member Units would participate in a conjunctive use program and substitute groundwater for 
some surface water supplies.   

If YCWA and a Member Unit decided to enter into a conjunctive use agreement, then the 
Member Unit would arrange for its respective water users to reduce their use of surface water 
diversions by amounts to be determined by YCWA and its Member Units during the water 
accounting year, and to pump equivalent amounts of groundwater from approved wells as 
replacement supplies for the groundwater substitution component of the YCWA water transfer 
to Reclamation and DWR.   

The Yuba Accord Alternative would not involve the transfer of groundwater from Yuba County 
directly to the CVP or SWP, or to any other place of use outside of the county.  Pumped 
groundwater would be used to irrigate lands within the Member Units’ service areas that 
otherwise would have been served by surface water between March 1 and December 31.  These 
operations would be consistent with the implementation of YCWA’s Groundwater 
Management Plan (YCWA 2005b) and within the safe yields of the groundwater basins.  
Additionally, the Member Units would not lose or forego any existing surface water rights by 
participating in the Yuba Accord. 

Response to Comment I2-4: 

Integration of Yuba County’s groundwater and surface water supplies has been a key element 
of the YCWA transfer program for the past 14 years.  Under the Yuba Accord Alternative, this 
integration would be formalized to assure a supplemental dry year supply of groundwater to 
irrigate local farmland and to allow storage in New Bullards Bar Reservoir to be more fully 
exercised to meet: (1) the instream flow schedules in the Fisheries Agreement; and (2) the 
commitments to deliver water under the Water Purchase Agreement.  Under the Water 
Purchase Agreement, DWR, in dry and critical years, would purchase from YCWA the surface 
water made available by participating Member Units’ use of groundwater as a substitute 
supply.  Although the Proposed Yuba Accord is intended to improve water supply reliability 
and provide a supplemental water supply during drier years, the actions (e.g., increased flows,  
water transfers) required to implement these benefits only would occur during a relatively short 
period of time.  Additionally, Component 2, 3 and 4 water deliveries would only provide a 
supplemental supply, not to exceed the maximum existing SWP Table A amounts or CVP 
contract entitlements, which would improve reliability, particularly during dry years (see 
Chapter 3, Chapter 5 and Appendix F1 of the Draft EIR/EIS for additional detail).  Therefore, no 
increases in long-term water supply reliability necessary to facilitate growth in the export 
service area would occur due to implementation of the Yuba Accord Alternative. 
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In Yuba County, YCWA would compensate participating Member Units for: (1) associated 
groundwater pumping; and (2) electric standby charges incurred to implement the conjunctive 
use program (if the wells were not used to provide water for a groundwater substitution water 
transfer during the period when the standby charge was incurred).  YCWA also would provide 
financing to assist in modernizing local diesel groundwater pumps through conversions to 
more efficient and cleaner electric pumps.  Meeting the Yuba Accord Alternative’s instream 
flow schedules may result in occasional surface water deficiencies under YCWA’s contracts 
with participating members.  To mitigate such deficiencies, YCWA would compensate 
participating Member Units for the costs associated with groundwater pumping determined 
necessary to irrigate crops and avoid irrigation deficiencies, thereby effectively assuring that no 
adverse impacts to any landowner occur within the Yuba Region.  No seizing of property or 
taking of easements is proposed as part of the Yuba Accord Alternative. 

Response to Comment I2-5: 

Under the Yuba Accord Alternative, water releases in the lower Yuba River would occur for the 
primary purpose of meeting the Fisheries Agreement’s flow schedules.  As described on page 3-
13 of the Draft EIR/EIS, portions of the water used to implement Schedules 1 through 6 of the 
Fisheries Agreement under the Yuba Accord Alternative would be delivered as Components 1, 
2, 3 and 4 water under the Water Purchase Agreement.  The Yuba Accord Alternative includes 
three separate but interrelated agreements that would result in enhancement of fisheries 
protection on the lower Yuba River, increase certainty of local supply reliability, and provide 
Reclamation and DWR with increased operational flexibility for protection of fisheries resources 
through the EWA Program or an equivalent program, and provision of supplemental dry-year 
water supplies to state and federal water contractors (see page 1-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS). For 
these reasons, water releases necessary to meet the instream flow schedules in the lower Yuba 
River under the Proposed Project/Action would occur regardless of how the transfer volumes 
would be characterized for CVP and SWP accounting purposes (e.g., Component 1, 2, 3 and 4 
water) under the Water Purchase Agreement.  Additionally, because of the interrelated nature 
of the three Proposed Yuba Accord agreements, the portion of water that may be provided to 
CVP and SWP for use by the EWA Program or an equivalent program (Component 1 water) or 
CVP and SWP contractors (e.g., Components 2, 3 and 4 water) cannot be separated from the 
other elements of the Proposed Project/Action (i.e., Yuba Accord Alternative). 

Response to Comment I2-6a: 

YCWA will comply with Section 5.2 of the Yuba County Water Agency Act. 

It is not contemplated that groundwater pumping for the Yuba Accord would cause 
landowners to have to use groundwater pumped on other landowner’s properties to meet their 
local needs.  Groundwater-substitution pumping would be arranged to avoid any unreasonable 
local groundwater impacts.  See responses to Comment LA2-2. 

Response to Comment I2-6b: 

YCWA and Reclamation circulated a NOP/NOI to prepare a joint EIR/EIS for the Proposed 
Yuba Accord on July 20, 2005.   

The NOP was filed with the California State Clearinghouse, the NOI was published in the 
Federal Register, and both notices were published in local newspapers, including the 
Sacramento Bee and the Marysville Appeal Democrat.  Additionally, a separate notice of 
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scoping meetings was distributed to over 800 individuals on the Yuba Accord 
mailing/distribution list. 

Scoping is used under both CEQA and NEPA to determine the focus and content of an EIR or 
EIS.  The main objective of the scoping process is to provide the public and potentially affected 
resource agencies with information on the proposed project and to solicit public input 
regarding the issues and concerns to be evaluated in the environmental documentation.  The 
scoping process is generally intended to provide the lead agencies with information regarding 
the range of actions, alternatives, resource issues, and mitigation measures that are to be 
analyzed in depth in the EIR/EIS and to eliminate from detailed study those issues found not to 
be significant.  The Yuba Accord scoping process was designed to elicit comments from public 
agencies, other interested organizations and the public on the scope of the potential 
environmental effects and issues to be addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS.   

Reclamation and YCWA held four public scoping meetings over two days:  two on July 19, 2005 
in Sacramento, California, and two on July 20, 2005 in Marysville, California.  Attendees at the 
meetings included various federal, state, and local agency representatives, NGO 
representatives, and local residents.  The first portion of each meeting was an informal 
discussion and display session.  Four information stations were set up around the meeting room 
displaying information related to the three agreements comprising the Proposed Yuba Accord 
and explaining the EIR/EIS process.  Lead agency representatives and consultant team 
members answered questions related to the Proposed Yuba Accord and EIR/EIS process, and 
collected public comments.  A brief slide presentation of the history and overview of the 
Proposed Yuba Accord was made.  At the conclusion of the slide presentation, meeting 
attendees were given the opportunity to make verbal comments.  The meetings concluded with 
additional time for meeting attendees to view, ask questions, and comment upon the 
information display stations and meeting materials.  Questions and comments were taken 
throughout each meeting and attendees were encouraged to provide their comments to the lead 
agencies in writing. 

A Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR/EIS was published in the Federal Register, filed with 
the California State Clearinghouse, and published in local newspapers, including the 
Sacramento Bee, the Appeal Democrat, and the Grass Valley Union on July 25, 2007.  The 
purpose of the notice was to inform interested parties of the availability of the Draft EIR/EIS 
document for public review and comment.  A separate Notice of Public Hearings was 
distributed by Reclamation to all agencies and individuals on the Yuba Accord 
mailing/distribution list. 

As part of the NEPA/CEQA process, two public hearings were held which allowed individuals 
an opportunity to provide verbal or written comments on the Draft EIR/EIS.  The hearings 
occurred from 2:00 pm to 3:00 pm and from 6:00 pm to 7:00 pm on Wednesday, August 1, 2007 
in Marysville, California. 

Also, copies of the Draft EIR/EIS were made available for public review at the following 
locations: 

• Bureau of Reclamation, 2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, CA 95825 
• Yuba County Water Agency, 1220 F Street, Marysville, CA 95901 
• Department of Water Resources, Division of Environmental Services, 1416 Ninth Street, 

Sacramento, CA 95814 
• Sacramento Public Library, 828 I Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 
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• Yuba County Library, 303 2nd Street, Marysville, CA 95901 

Ample opportunities for public involvement, questions, and comments have been provided 
throughout the environmental compliance process.  Chapter 2 of this Final EIR/EIS provides 
further information regarding the public outreach efforts conducted during the EIR/EIS 
process.  Also, the Draft EIR/EIS describes the Yuba Accord Alternative and its potential 
impacts in detail.  Therefore, YCWA has indeed acted “in good faith to properly educate all the 
citizens of the county” and other citizens potentially affected by implementation of the Yuba 
Accord Alternative. 

Response to Comment I2-6c: 

YCWA has complied with all applicable CEQA and NEPA notice requirements for the Draft 
EIR/EIS and generally has made the Draft EIR/EIS available for public review and comment in 
Yuba County.  YCWA will comply with the notice and other requirements of Section 5.2 of the 
Yuba County Water Agency Act.  The ballot measure that is requested in this comment is not 
required by law. 

Response to Comment I2-7: 

The comment refers to Section 19 of the draft Water Purchase Agreement, which sets forth the 
contractual provisions related to the delivery and sharing of purchased water and related 
integrated operations of the CVP/SWP system that will be agreed upon by YCWA, Reclamation 
and DWR (see page 1-11 of the Draft EIR/EIS).  While the Water Purchase Agreement is one of 
the three interrelated agreements of the Yuba Accord Alternative, the Conjunctive Use 
Agreements between YCWA and the Member Units specify the contractual provisions that 
would pertain to conditions in Yuba County.   

With respect to the commentor’s concerns regarding the protection of local interests in Yuba 
County and the underlying groundwater aquifer, protective provisions are identified in the 
Signed Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) for Conjunctive Use Agreements, which are 
provided in Appendix B3 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Excerpts from these MOUs that pertain to 
landowner participation and the measures that have been established to protect groundwater 
resources are provided below. 

• The last paragraph of Item 5. Allocation of Schedule 6 Pumping states that…“The ability 
of a Member Unit to participate in the conjunctive use program will depend on the extent to 
which the Member Unit can make arrangements with landowners within its service area to 
provide the groundwater pumping capacity required for the conjunctive use program. The 
proposed groundwater pumping allocation set forth in this section could be adjusted to reflect the 
ability of Member Units to provide this pumping capacity. “ 

• Item 15. The Conjunctive Use Program states that …“The Agency's conjunctive use 
program would monitor groundwater pumping to avoid long-term impacts to the safe yield of the 
aquifer and impacts to domestic and municipal wells. The maximum annual amount of 
groundwater pumping for the Schedule 6 year commitments, for the Phase 8 settlement 
commitments, to mitigate for deficiencies in supplemental water supplies, and for groundwater 
substitution transfers would not exceed approximately 120,000 AF per year, to avoid long-term 
impacts to the safe yield of the aquifer. The Agency would coordinate with the Member Units in 
developing a program for efficiently providing the groundwater needed to implement the 
settlement (including the designation of wells that would participate in the program). To avoid air 
quality impacts from the implementation of the settlement (including the groundwater 
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substitution water transfer program), the Agency would coordinate with the Member Units in the 
development and implementation of a program to convert certain diesel pumps to electrical 
pumps. The Agency would reimburse the Member Units for electricity standby charges incurred 
to implement the conjunctive use program if the wells were not used to provide water for a 
groundwater substitution water transfer during the period of years that the standby charge 
coverage. The Agency would work with the Member Units to avoid (or mitigate for) impacts to 
domestic and municipal wells. The Agency would use funds from the Phase 8 settlement 
implementation agreement to fund the conjunctive use program. “ 

For additional information related to concerns about potential impacts to private wells and 
individual landowners in Yuba County, see the response to Comment LA2-2. 

Response to Comment I2-8a: 

The reference to “permitted transferees and assigns” is appropriate here.  Regardless of the 
intent of RD-1644, this language is appropriate for this section of the Water Purchase 
Agreement. 

Response to Comment I2-8b: 

The additional language requested by this comment is not required by law and will not be 
added to the Water Purchase Agreement.  The people listed in this comment would be subject 
to all applicable laws regarding conflicts of interest and prohibitions on benefits from public-
agency actions. 

Response to Comment I2-9:   

Estimates of groundwater pumping for shortages under the CEQA Existing Condition, the 
CEQA No Project Alternative and the Yuba Accord Alternative during the hydrologic period 
are presented in Table I2-9.1.  The statement about overall groundwater storage in the Yuba 
Basin that is on page 6-50 of the Draft EIR/EIS and that is quoted in this comment is correct.  
However, the conclusion about individual wells that is stated in this comment may or may not 
be correct.  During the period of the Yuba Accord Alternative, groundwater levels in any 
particular individual well would be determined by many factors, including pumping of that 
well and neighboring wells for purposes unrelated to the Yuba Accord.  Also, the mix of wells 
used for the Yuba Accord Alternative’s groundwater-substitution program could affect 
groundwater levels in different wells in different ways.  To prevent the implementation of the 
Yuba Accord Alternative from having any significant effects on individual wells, the actions in 
Exhibit 3 to the Water Purchase Agreement will be implemented (see Final EIR/EIS, 
Appendix M2). 
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Table I2-9.1.  Estimates of Groundwater Pumping for Shortages During the Hydrological Period 

Groundwater Pumping for Shortages 
(AF) 

Water Year Yuba River Index Year 
Type CEQA Existing 

Condition 
CEQA No Project 

Alternative 
Yuba Accord 
Alternative 

1922  Wet  0 0 0 
1923  Above Normal  0 0 0 
1924  Extremely Critical  0 0 54,631 
1925  Below Normal  0 0 7,422 
1926  Below Normal  0 9,105 0 
1927  Wet  0 1,237 0 
1928  Above Normal  0 0 0 
1929  Dry  0 12,140 0 
1930  Below Normal  0 1,649 0 
1931  Extremely Critical  0 12,140 15,175 
1932  Below Normal  0 1,649 2,062 
1933  Dry  0 0 0 
1934  Extremely Critical  0 0 0 
1935  Above Normal  0 0 0 
1936  Above Normal  0 0 0 
1937  Above Normal  0 0 0 
1938  Wet  0 0 0 
1939  Dry  0 36,420 0 
1940  Above Normal  0 4,948 0 
1941  Wet  0 0 0 
1942  Wet  0 0 0 
1943  Wet  0 0 0 
1944  Below Normal  0 0 0 
1945  Above Normal  0 0 0 
1946  Above Normal  0 0 0 
1947  Dry  0 12,140 0 
1948  Above Normal  0 1,649 0 
1949  Below Normal  0 0 0 
1950  Above Normal  0 0 0 
1951  Wet  0 0 0 
1952  Wet  0 0 0 
1953  Wet  0 0 0 
1954  Above Normal  0 0 0 
1955  Dry  0 0 0 
1956  Wet  0 0 0 
1957  Above Normal  0 0 0 
1958  Wet  0 0 0 
1959  Dry  0 63,736 0 
1960  Below Normal  0 8,659 0 
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Table I2-9.1.  Estimates of Groundwater Pumping for Shortages During the Hydrological Period 
Groundwater Pumping for Shortages 

(AF) 
Water Year Yuba River Index Year 

Type CEQA Existing 
Condition 

CEQA No Project 
Alternative 

Yuba Accord 
Alternative 

1961  Critical  0 0 0 
1962  Below Normal  0 0 0 
1963  Wet  0 0 0 
1964  Below Normal  0 0 0 
1965  Wet  0 0 0 
1966  Below Normal  0 0 0 
1967  Wet  0 0 0 
1968  Below Normal  0 0 0 
1969  Wet  0 0 0 
1970  Wet  0 0 17,934 
1971  Wet  0 0 2,375 
1972  Below Normal  0 0 0 
1973  Above Normal  0 0 0 
1974  Wet  0 0 0 
1975  Wet  0 0 0 
1976  Extremely Critical  0 0 0 

1977**  Extremely Critical  120,000 120,000 120,000 
1978  Above Normal  20,463 57,660 50,538 
1979  Below Normal  0 0 0 
1980  Wet  0 0 0 
1981  Dry  0 48,561 0 
1982  Wet  0 6,597 0 
1983  Wet  0 0 0 
1984  Wet  0 0 0 
1985  Below Normal  0 12,140 0 
1986  Wet  0 1,649 0 
1987  Critical  0 18,210 0 
1988  Extremely Critical  0 2,474 0 
1989  Below Normal  0 0 0 
1990  Dry  0 0 0 
1991  Critical  0 0 0 
1992  Extremely Critical  0 0 0 
1993  Above Normal  0 0 0 
1994  Critical  0 21,245 0 

Average of all years (AF) 1,924 6,219 3,701 

**  Groundwater pumping during the 1977 drought is limited to 120,000 AF.  Model estimated surface water 
shortage (i.e., model estimated groundwater pumping for meeting surface water shortage) during 1977 is 
143,632 AF for the CEQA Existing Condition; 274,650 AF for the CEQA No Project Alternative; and 
273,153 AF for the Yuba Accord Alternative. The maximum groundwater pumping of 120,000 AF in a 
single year is a constraint established for the upper bound of pumping volumes and to limit groundwater 
pumping during dry conditions. 
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Response to Comment I2-10: 

For the purposes of the evaluations conducted in the Draft EIR/EIS, in the Yuba River, a 
substantial increase in the number of potential flood control releases (i.e., reservoir storage 
reaches flood control target value) from New Bullards Bar Reservoir under the Proposed 
Project/Action and alternatives, relative to the bases of comparison, was considered significant. 
Additionally, a substantial increase in mean monthly flows exceeding 4,170 cfs was evaluated as 
an indicator of a potential increase in the magnitude of flood flows. 

Minimum storage space reserved for flood control purposes in New Bullards Bar Reservoir is 
set for the September through April time period (see Section 8.2.1 Impact Assessment 
Methodology, pages 8-6 through 8-7). Over the 72-year simulation period, New Bullards Bar 
Reservoir would reach minimum flood control storage levels 49 times under the Yuba Accord 
Alternative compared to 54 times under the CEQA No Project Alternative (Appendix F4, 3 vs. 2, 
pages 2 - 8, and 13), 51 times under the CEQA Existing Condition (Appendix F4, 3 vs. 1, pages 
2 - 8, and 13), and 55 times under the NEPA No Action Alternative (Appendix F4, 6 vs. 5, pages 
2 - 8, and 13). 

  




