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CELEBRATING

Y E A R S
O F  S E R V I C E

December 10, 2007

Ms. Sammie Cervantes
Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way, MP-140
Sacramento, CA 95825
(916) 978-5104
scervantes@mp.usbr.gov

Re: Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report to the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/ Environmental Impact Report (Draft Supple-
mental EIS/EIR) of the Environmental Water Account

Dear Ms, Cervantes,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report to the Final Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft Supplemental EIS/EIR) of the Environmental Water 
Account. While BEC appreciates the efforts of state and federal agencies to balance the 
public trust needs of wildlife with the economic desires of water contractors, the EWA 
has thus far failed to meet the needs of either resulting in a necessary legal action to halt 
the escalating exportation of water from the Delta. 

Reclamation and DWR are responsible for acquiring water assets from willing sellers 
and storing, conveying, and delivering the assets to the CVP and SWP at appropriate 
times and locations. Unfortunately the meaning of “willing seller” is difficult to define 
without stepping on the toes of legitimate interest groups. Sacramento Valley contractors 
who may be willing to fallow land or substitute groundwater in lieu of surface water de-
liveries fail to recognize the economic and environmental impacts that are likely to occur 
to third parties with no interest in the slowing of the agricultural economy or dewatering 
of the Sacramento Valley watershed.

BEC will address the environmental hazards associated with integrating our groundwater 
into the state water supply through the EWA accounting method. This Draft Supplement 
analyzes three alternatives, including two action alternatives that involve the acquisition 
of EWA assets via stored groundwater and groundwater substitution.

The asset acquisition measures available to the EWA agencies include:
• Groundwater Substitution – Purchasing surface water supplies (typically stored in 
a reservoir) while the users forego their surface water supplies and pump an equiva-
lent amount of groundwater as an alternative supply. 
• Stored Groundwater Purchase – Purchasing groundwater assets that were previ-
ously stored by the selling agency with the intent to sell a portion of those assets at 
a later date. This option differs from groundwater substitution in that groundwater 
substitution transfers would not come from water that had been previously stored.

Groundwater Substitution (Upstream from the Delta) would result in a massive increase 
in the exploitation (purveyors prefer the term “exercise”) of aquifer contents that will 



lead to increased impacts to the environment associated with dropping groundwater levels. Under the Flexible 
Purchase Alternative the EWA proposes to purchase up to 340 TAF in dry years, and approximately 50-60 TAF 
in wet years; groundwater substitution would most likely be exercised in dry years but not in wet years due to 
pump capacity. While this strategy may temporarily alleviate flow volume problems in the Delta it would obvi-
ously exacerbate problems in the Sacramento Valley that occur during dry years. Low precipitation requires 
groundwater dependent farmers to increase groundwater pumping and inspires homeowners to increase land-
scape irrigation. Even without these extra demands on the aquifer, recharge is decreased in proportion to the 
depth of the drought. During the spring of 2007 Butte County identified numerous wells located on the eastern, 
up-gradient portion of the aquifer system that reached alert stages associated with low water levels as defined by 
Basin Management Objectives. http://buttecounty.net/waterandresource/BMO/Summary%20of%20Spring%200
7%20GW%20levels%20(2).pdf 

These spring measurements were entirely due to poor precipitation patterns rather than extra irrigation demands. 
Dropping groundwater levels have numerous economic and environmental impacts including increased pump-
ing costs, decreased water quality, decreased streamflow and decreased soil moisture availability for native 
trees. Plans to ramp up exploitation of our groundwater during dry years exacerbate drought related problems. 
The Fixed Purchase Alternative also threatens to tap our groundwater for the benefit of water purveyors who 
would like to participate in the emerging water market. While this alternative limits the take to 35 TAF Up-
stream from the Delta it would still have inevitable impacts to the environment. While the plan explains that the 
water extractions “probably would not be exercised in most years because 35 TAF can be obtained from stored 
water sources” it leaves open the obvious expectation that the groundwater would be tapped if stored surface 
water runs short during successive years of dry weather. Will you disclose analysis of impacts to Sacramento 
Valley aquifers that may result from using the aquifer system as a source of water as described in the Flexible 
Purchase Alternative and the Fixed Purchase Alternative? These potential impacts must be addressed in the final 
EIR/EIS.

The EWA Project Agencies could obtain water by purchasing groundwater assets that were previously stored by 
the selling agency with the intent to sell a portion of those assets at a later date. This option differs from ground-
water substitution in that groundwater substitution transfers would not come from water that had been previous-
ly stored. Groundwater Purchase (Upstream from the Delta) under the Flexible Purchase Alternative purchases 
of up to 10 TAF in dry and wet years while the Fixed Purchase Alternative is limited to 10 TAF Upstream from 
the Delta. This strategy fits well with water purveyors’ desire to create artificial recharge facilities as mentioned 
in the NCWA designed SVIRWMP. The legal ramifications of creating replenishment districts that own the con-
tents of an aquifer system through groundwater banking are a disaster for existing groundwater dependent users 
who may loose their right to the resource. But willing buyers such as the EWA agencies inspire Sacramento 
Valley irrigation districts to move ahead with this asset acquisition scheme under the guise of environmental 
benefits. Furthermore, artificial recharge often requires the conversion of useful habitat into settling basins. 
Will you disclose potential impacts to overlying landowners and the environment that will occur if the Sacra-
mento Valley aquifer system is converted into a groundwater bank by replenishment districts? The legal and 
environmental impacts associated with artificially recharged groundwater to supply the EWA must be addressed 
in the final EIR/EIS.

The Table ES-3 Summary Comparison of Effects of the EWA Action Alternatives claims that the Flexible Pur-
chase Alternative and the Fixed Purchase Alternative which both contain a strategy of integrating Sacramento 
Valley groundwater into the EWA will have beneficial effects on Fall-Run Chinook, Late Fall-Run Chinook, 
Winter-Run Chinook, Spring-Run Chinook, and Steelhead. These anadromous animals have a complex life 
history that is inadequately described in Table 2-1. Anadromous Fish Life History Stages and Locations which 
utterly fails to discuss rearing stage. 

Dr. Paul Maslin et al discuss this critical life stage in their paper “Intermittent Streams as Rearing Habitat for 



Sacramento River Chinook Salmon” BEC assumes that Dr. Maslin’s findings are pertinent to all the above 
mentioned species of anadromous fish. “Nonnatal rearing of juvenile chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawyts-
cha) was documented in several intermittent tributaries to the Sacramento River. Condition factors and length 
measurements of juvenile chinook captured in the intermittent tributaries were compared with those captured 
in the Sacramento River. The data suggests that juvenile chinook rearing in the tributaries grew faster and were 
heavier for their length than those rearing in the main-stem. Faster growing fish smolt earlier, and may enter the 
delta earlier in the year, before low water and pumping degrade rearing habitat. Optimal rearing conditions in 
the tributaries exist from approximately December through March. By April, conditions may be less favorable 
as temperatures rise to intolerable levels, and piscivorous fishes enter tributaries to spawn. Juvenile chinook 
entering the tributaries early in the year, such as winter and spring run, probably derive the most benefit from 
tributary rearing. Fall run, and especially the late-fall run, may be exposed to warmer than optimal temperatures, 
predation, and stranding. Documentation of nonnatal rearing is important for management of declining Sacra-
mento River salmon populations. Actions may be necessary to protect intermittent stream habitat, and ensure 
adequate flows and habitat conditions for rearing. 

“The Sacramento River produces four distinct races of chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) : fall, late 
fall, winter, and spring. All races have declined substantially. The winter run was listed as “endangered” by 
the State of California in 1989 and by the National Marine Fisheries Service in 1994. The spring run, once the 
most abundant chinook in the Central Valley (Reynolds et al. 1990), persists at dangerously low numbers in a 
few tributaries and is the object of a current petition for inclusion on the endangered list. In an effort to reverse 
the decline of chinook salmon stocks, natural resource managers have focused on the maintenance and restora-
tion of habitat in the Sacramento River and its larger tributaries (Upper Sacramento River Fisheries and Ripar-
ian Habitat Advisory Council, 1989). Small, intermittent tributaries have generally been overlooked by fishery 
resource managers. While few of these tributaries serve as spawning habitat for chinook salmon, our research 
suggests they provide important rearing habitat , particularly for the imperiled winter and spring runs. 

“Rearing of juvenile chinook in nonnatal tributaries has been reported in other river systems. Murray and 
Rosenau (1989) suggest that the dispersal and migratory patterns of young chinook salmon increase the use of 
available rearing areas, and that movements of young salmonids from spawning areas to rearing areas consist of 
complex local migrations (upstream, downstream, or both), that are genetically and environmentally controlled. 
Scrivener et al. (1994), concluded that seasonally high sediment levels and cold temperatures in the Fraser River 
may induce juvenile chinook to move into small, nonnatal tributaries to feed and clear their gills of sediment. 
Researchers from California State University, Chico, have consistently captured wild and hatchery origin chi-
nook salmon juveniles in small, intermittent tributaries of the Sacramento River where there are no records of 
spawning adults. Juvenile chinook may migrate into the tributaries to exploit food resources (Williams, 1987); 
and to escape unfavorable environmental conditions which occur periodically in the main-stem, such as high 
turbidity and cold temperatures (Upper Sacramento River Fisheries and Riparian Habitat Advisory Council, 
1989).” http://www.csuchico.edu/~pmaslin/rsrch/Salmon/Abstrt.html 

The dewatering of streams in the Sacramento Valley has been documented by families with a long history in the 
region. The family of Bob Hennigan, a farmer in the Chico/Durham area, has lived in Butte County for over 100 
years. Personal communication indicates that several of the currently intermittent streams (Mud Creek, Rock 
Creek and Little Chico Creek) flowed perennially prior to the expansion of the Chico Urban Area and the asso-
ciated increase in groundwater pumping. A significant increase in pumping of the down-gradient portion of the 
area groundwater complex is likely to lead to an earlier (and more persistent) dewatering of these critical rear-
ing streams and may even result in the dewatering of larger streams that currently flow year-round and provide 
anadromous fish with natural spawning opportunities.

Will you disclose potential impacts to anadromous rearing, spawning and migration habitat associated with 
the increase in groundwater extractions expected under the action alternatives presented in the final EIR/EIS? 



Impacts to streamflow dependent anadromous fish in Butte and Tehema counties must be addressed in the final 
EWA Supplemental EIR/EIS.  

Valley oaks tolerate cool wet winters and hot dry summers, but requires abundant water for its thirsty root sys-
tem. A young (10-40 years old) valley oak’s tap root can reach 60 feet deep, to search for groundwater. But as 
the tree matures, the tap root sloughs off and the tree develops a tiered root system with feeder and sinker roots 
that permeate different layers in the soil profile, generally from two to four feet below the soil surface. Some of 
these roots extend out more than twice the drip line. This allows the tree to avoid, rather than endure drought.
Valley oaks and other native trees such as cottonwood and sycamore provide humans with irreplaceable esthetic 
values and are critical ecosystem components that require careful management, preservation and restoration. 
The lack of valley oak regeneration throughout much of its historical range appears to be related to soil moisture 
availability. The demise of great numbers of valley oaks in the Cosumnes River watershed are due, in part, to 
the pumping of ground water (Griggs 1990). 

Will you disclose impacts to valley oaks and other riparian hardwoods associated with the increase in ground-
water extractions expected under the action alternatives presented in the final EIR/EIS? These impacts must be 
examined and disclosed.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

 for Jim Brobeck, Water Policy Analyst
Butte Environmental Council



12/10/2007 
 
Ms. Sammie Cervantes 
Bureau of Reclamation 
2800 Cottage Way, MP-140 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
(916) 978-5104 
scervantes@mp.usbr.gov 
 
 
Dear Ms, Cervantes; 
 
Thank you for soliciting comments regarding the Supplemental EIS/EIR for the Environmental 
Water Account (EWA). As stakeholders in the Sacramento River Hydrologic region "Upstream 
from the Delta," Butte-Sutter Basin Area Groundwater Users (Butte-Sutter) are concerned about 
the processes involved in increasing water supply reliability for State Water Project (SWP) and 
Central Valley Project (CVP) contractors: specifically groundwater substitution. 
 
Butte-Sutter's purpose is to provide a representative voice for all groundwater-dependent citizens 
in the Sacramento River Hydrologic region. When Butte-Sutter was formed in 1992, the most 
productive aquifers of the Tuscan Formation were believed to end at the Sacramento River in the 
west and near the Sutter Buttes in the south; thus our name. For Butte County, we represent 90% 
of its citizens who are groundwater dependent; meaning that 195,800 people have no other 
source of water than what is accessible through groundwater pumping. In addition, almonds, the 
largest economic commodity for the entire Northern Sacramento Valley requires the quality of 
water only found in aquifers.  
 
Butte-Sutter refutes the fact that changes to environmental or regulatory settings regarding water 
and groundwater resources are insignificant enough to warrant further analysis. We believe the 
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory report released in January 2005, "Groundwater 
Ambient Monitoring and Assessment (GAMA) Results for the Sacramento Valley and Volcanic 
Provinces of Northern California" does highlight information of substantial importance. The 
GAMA program involved sampling 121 public supply wells and 39 monitoring wells widely 
spaced across the Sacramento Valley. The following key points from the report beg for further 
scientific investigations prior to the state's implementation of EWA actions that involve 
groundwater substitutions in the "Upstream from the Delta" region: 
 
a. The presence of paleowater especially west of the Sacramento River and a majority of the 

water to the east of the river indicates a recharge period prior to 1955.  
 
b. Big Chico Creek has a significant influence on the water recharged to local wells, indicating 

a significant interaction between streams of the area and our groundwater supplies  
 
c. Very little interaction is occurring between the waters of the unsaturated zone and the deeper 

waters found at groundwater depths. This means that most recharge occurs naturally through 
stream and water table interactions, and most recharge occurs from mechanisms other than 



deep percolation of applied water. 
 
Why have the results of this report gone unaccounted for in this document? How can you ignore 
the environmental implications involved knowing that streams and groundwater are so intricately 
connected? With little recharge happening in the valley, what will the impacts be on 
groundwater quantity and quality in light of the changes in climate and loss of snow pack? 
 
Under the Natural Community Conservation Program (NCCP) the Department of Fish and Game 
requires the appropriate documentation before any activity substantially modifies a river, stream, 
or lake. A 1995 Northern District DWR report, released through the SWP Planning Branch, 
states that nearly 60% of the water derived in a near-stream production well came from the 
Sacramento River. Upon comparing the specific capacity of numerous wells of similar 
construction in the study, it is reported that "approximately 2,000 gpm of the 3,500 gpm 
discharge from 11K01 (the production well) can be attributed to the subsurface withdrawal of 
Sacramento River water, with the remaining 1,500 gpm being attributed to withdrawal from 
aquifer storage." In our estimation, both the GAMA and DWR reports demand further analysis 
of aquifer/stream interactions before groundwater substitutions can be safely folded into water 
export portfolios.  
 
Several hydrologic studies indicate the 'experts' still don't have enough science to justify further 
exploitation of the aquifer systems here in the Sacramento River Valley. For example, the 
following statements come from Tehama County's 2003: 
 

• In 2003, Tehama County (AB3030 Annual Report) indicated that groundwater declines 
were occurring (a 5-year trend resulting in 95 TAF of storage lost) with no appreciable 
cause - during wet years with no changes in agricultural demands 

 
• There is a growing depression in groundwater levels under the city of Chico and the 

farming community of Durham. Toccoy Dudley reported that this decline was occurring 
at a rate of 0.3' per year: again with no appreciable cause. 

 
The groundwater substitutions in 1994 (approximately 114 TAF) created significant financial 
losses for many land owners and farmers in the area; how will the potential withdrawal of 2 to 3 
times this volume affect the citizens and environment of the Sacramento River Valley? 
Productivity of the Tuscan Aquifer system is still under question, the state continues to push for 
projects that would exercise the aquifer, yet the citizens of this area have no guarantees that this 
process will not carry adverse affects. In addition, the state has no way of currently defining the 
sustainability of increased extractions for replacement water supplies to SWP contractors' 
impacted by EWA project actions. 
 
This Supplement does not address mitigation measures or alternatives available to the citizens of 
this area due to increased exploitation. Our way of life, the unique ecosystems of this region, the 
very fish and wildlife habitats that the EWA program hopes to protect, are constantly under 
attack by multiple projects depending on the same water: Conjunctive Use; Drought Water Bank; 
Drought Planning; EWA; proposed open market sales - out of our basin - to address the 25 yr. 
requirement for proof of firm water supply for housing projects over 500; and water plans 



throughout the state (and the west) that are predicated on buying more water from northern 
California.  
 
Not enough is done in an effort to understand the aquifer systems of this valley before they 
become the "new, unequivocal source" to support the water supply reliability element of the 
EWA. Comparisons must continue between the San Joaquin Valley and the Northern 
Sacramento Valley and lessons must be learned by the mistakes already endured throughout the 
Great Central Valley. Davis has begun efforts to acquire Sacramento River water to replace its 
decimated/depleted high quality groundwater supplies. This Valley is known for its Cretaceous 
saline waters that underlie all of its potable groundwater supplies. The Sacramento River is 
quickly becoming a losing stream to the lowered groundwater tables that line the Sacramento 
River from Princeton to Red Bluff. The Supplement must disclose how long before we destroy 
the quality and quantity of the last "new" source of water this state has. How will the loss of the 
water quality in this supply affect the entire state over time? 
 
If the state and Bureau of Reclamation continue their efforts without addressing these questions 
they will jeopardize the only source of water for the mass majority of citizens in this region as 
well as destroying the economic foundation of the Northern Sacramento River Valley in an effort 
to "understand" the groundwater aquifers. Can the state risk damaging the mechanism that 
produces this supply?  
 
Carol Perkins, Technical Advisor, Butte-Sutter Basin Area Groundwater Users 
Robert Hennigan, Director - V.P., Butte-Sutter Basin Area Groundwater Users 
Greg Sohnrey, Director, Butte-Sutter Basin Area Groundwater Users 
Robert Kidd, Director, Butte-Sutter Basin Area Groundwater Users 
Barbara Hennigan, Executive Director, Butte-Sutter Basin Area Groundwater Users 
Gary Cole, Director - Secretary, Butte-Sutter Basin Area Groundwater Users 
Linda Cole, Director, Valley Water Protection Association 





























































PO. Box H20 
Concord, CA 94524 
(925) 688-8000 FAX (925) 688-81 22 

December 10,2007 
Sent via email and USPS 

Directors MS. Sam Cervantes 
Joseph L. Campbell United States Bureau of Reclamation 
President 

2800 Cottage Way - 
Elizabeth R. Anello Sacramento, CA 95825 
Vice President 

Bette Boatmun 
John A. Burgh 
Karl L. Wandry 

RE: Comments on Environmental Water Account Draft Supplemental EISJEIR 

Dear Ms. Cervantes: 
Walter J. Bishop 
General Manager 

Contra Costa Water District (CCWD) appreciates this opportunity to provide public 
comments to the participating agencies on the draft supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement.Environmenta1 Impact Report (EISIEIR) for the Environmental Water Account 
(EWA). 

CCWD supports the objectives of the EWA program as it seeks to help satisfy the 
multiple demands for waters of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. An extension of the 
existing EWA program is appropriate and called for at this time, given the current 
uncertainty surrounding the future of the Delta's facilities and operations. The flexibility 
of the EWA will allow the program to continue to benefit Delta fisheries while 
minimizing impact to water supplies as additional solutions are developed to the Delta's 
current problems. 

The supplemental EISIEIR document supports and complements the ongoing studies on 
surface storage, and their application to the EWA. Dedicated surface storage would 
increase the operational flexibility of the EWA program, allowing it to provide greater 
benefits to fisheries and resulting in a higher degree of reliability for water supplies. As 
planning moves forward for both the EWA program and the Los Vaqueros Reservoir 
Expansion Project, we look forward to continuing to work together to design and 
implement strategies to meet these diverse needs. 

If you have any questions regarding CCWD's comments, please contact me at 
(925) 688-8100. 

Assistant General Manager 








