Lower Tule River Irrigation District
RESOLUTION No. 2012 -9 -1

ADOPTING A FIVE YEAR UPDATE
OF THE DISTRICT’S WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN

WHEREAS, a five year update to the Lower Tule River Irrigation District’s
WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN, has been prepared, presented to and discussed by the
Board of Directors of the Lower Tule River Irrigation District which defines water
management, control and policies of the Lower Tule River Irrigation District:

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
prepared by the staff of the Lower Tule River Irrigation District, is adopted as presented
and discussed as a noticed meeting scheduled for this date, is deemed acceptable and the
Board of Directors finds that adoption of the same is in the best interest of the Lower
Tule River Irrigation District and its landowners;

RESOLVED FURTHER, that Daniel G. Vink, General Manager, is hereby
authorized and directed to file said WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN on behalf of the
Lower Tule River Irrigation District with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation as deemed
acceptable to this Board of Directors and to execute such other documents as may be
necessary to carry out the intent of the above resolution.

The foregoing Resolution was adopted at a regular meeting of the Board of
Directors of the Lower Tule River Irrigation District held on the 11" day of September
2012, upon a motion of the Director ROELOFFS and seconded by Director COSTA,

upon the following vote:

AYES: 3
NOES: 0
ABSENT: 2

APPROVED:

DdateFG-Vink, Secretary
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Date of first draft — (12/30/11)
Date of final — (5/18/12)
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Section 1: Description of the District

District Name: Lower Tule River Irrigation District

Contact Name: Dan Vink

Title: General Manager

Telephone: (559) 686-4716

E-mail: dvink@Itrid.org

Web Address www.ltrid.org

A. History

1. Date district formed: 1950 Date of first Reclamation contract: 1951
Original size (acres): 103,086 Current year (last complete calendar year): _2010

The Lower Tule River Irrigation District (LTRID or District) was organized pursuant to the California
Irrigation District Law (Division 11, California Water Code) in 1950. Formation was for the purposes
of promoting flood control on the Tule River and to secure a supplemental irrigation supply from the
Central Valley Project to sustain and enhance the irrigated agriculture that had developed in the area.

The development of irrigated agriculture in the District started in about 1870. The irrigated area was
mainly along the Tule River, Porter Slough and small areas served by the Stockton and Poplar ditches.
The central portion of the District was the scene of a "bonanza" wheat farming development during the
1880's. Two attempts were made during this period to form irrigation districts. One attempt was made
in what is now the northeastern portion of the present district. This district, known as the Tule River
Irrigation District, failed because the farmers along the Tule River and the Porter Slough, who had
adequate water, did not support formation. Those farmers away from the streams and had to engage in
dry land farming, conversely, did support formation.

The second attempt at formation was in an area around the present community of Tipton. The attempt to
form the Tipton Irrigation District failed because of the lack of availability of a firm water supply from
the Tule River. Remnants of the canal system serving the Tipton Irrigation District are still evident in
the area today. The earliest reliable crop survey record indicates a net irrigated area of 27,327 acres in
1924. The principal crops have historically been cotton and alfalfa.

Currently, the water supply for landowners within the District is derived from the use of groundwater,
water rights on the Tule River and surface water diversions from the Friant-Kern Canal under two
separate long term surface water contracts for Central Valley Project water with the U. S. Bureau of
Reclamation.

The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers completed Success Dam on the Tule River in 1962 which provided
much needed flood control and water conservation for the flows of the Tule River. The District owns or
controls through agreements, approximately 50 percent of the water rights on the Tule River. These
rights yield an average annual supply of approximately 70,000 acre-feet to the District. The District
originally entered into a forty-year repayment contract for its share of the cost of the conservation



storage space provided by Success Dam and reservoir. The final payment of the capital was made to
Reclamation in 2006.

In May, 1951, the District entered into a long-term forty-year water service contract with the U. S.
Bureau of Reclamation to provide 61,200 acre-feet of Class 1 water and 238,000 acre-feet of Class 2
water from the San Joaquin River via Friant Dam and the Friant-Kern Canal. This CVP contract has
provided the District with a highly variable water supply averaging approximately 164,000 acre-feet per
year.

In 1975, the District sold bonds to purchase a share of the Cross Valley Canal, located in Kern County.
The District then entered into a three-party contract with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and the State
of California (for wheeling) to provide an additional water supply from CVP supplies available in the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Rivers delta (delta) in the amount of 31,102 acre-feet. The contract supply was
initially made available on the east-side through an exchange with the Arvin-Edison Water Storage
District, identified as the Cross Valley Canal Exchange Program. This contract provided an additional
average water supply of approximately 29,000 acre-feet average per year until 1992. Implementation of
CVPIA and environmental constraints related to the delta has significantly impacted the quantity of
water available for diversion and subsequent beneficial use. These constraints led to modifications to
the original exchange and ultimately, to termination of the exchange.

In 2010, the District entered into a Reclamation Law Section 9d repayment contract with the Bureau of
Reclamation for the repayment of capital under Contract No. 175r-2771D (effective date 11/17/2010).

2. Current size, population, and irrigated acres
2010
Size (acres) 103,086
Population served 0
Irrigated acres 84,169

3. Water supplies received in current year
Water Source AF

Federal urban water (Thl 1)
Federal agricultural water (Tbl 1) 171,428
State water (Thl 1)
Other Wholesaler (define) (Tbl 1)
Local surface water (Thl 1) 89,215
Upslope drain water (Tbl 1)
District ground water (Thl 2)
Banked water (Thl 1)
Transferred water (Thl 6) (8,111)
Recycled water (Tbl 3)
Other (define) (Tbl 1)

Total 252,532




4. Annual entitlement under each right and/or contract
AF Source Contract # Availability
period(s)

Reclamation Urban AF/Y 0
Reclamation Agriculture AF/Y | 61,200 CI. 1 CVP 175r-2771D
Reclamation Agriculture AF/Y | 238,000 CI. 2 CVP 175r-2771D
Reclamation Agriculture AF/Y 31,102 CVP 14-06-200-8238A | No CVP

Wheeling

Other AF/Y 70,000 | Tule River | Pre-1914 Tule
Rights | River Rights

! The water received from Lake Success is associated with District’s Tule River Rights. The average
annual yield of those combined rights is approximately 70,000 AF per year. However, these water
rights are currently impaired by limited storage conditions behind Success Dam which are limited by the
Army Corps of Engineers due to concerns about the safety of the earthen dam.

5. Anticipated land-use changes
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Graph of Dairy\Ag Related Acreages for Lower Tule River 1D

There has been a general trend over the last few decades of increased dairy development in the District.
This has reduced the irrigable acres within the District because of the development of dairy facilities, but
has also increased the number of irrigable and cropped acres within the District as some new ground has
been put into ag production due to dairy development and many dairies double crop their land.

6. Cropping patterns (Agricultural only)
List of current crops (crops with 5% or less of total acreage) can be combined in the ‘Other’ category.

Original Plan (2003) Previous Plan (enter date) Current Plan
Crop Name Acres Crop Name Acres Crop Name Acres
Alfalfa hay 23,049 Corn 53,502
Silage 33,954 Alfalfa 20,556
Cotton 11,045 Wheat 18,509
Cotton 4,853
Almonds 3,106




Original Plan (2003) Previous Plan (enter date) Current Plan
Walnuts 3,088
Pistachios 2,064
Vineyards 2,025
Prunes 1,447
Other (<5%) Other (<5%) Other (<5%) 2,788
Total 68,048 Total Total | 111,939

(See Planner, Chapter 2, Appendix A for list of crop names)

Although there is a large difference in cropped acres between the current plan and the plan in 2003, the
actual increase in the District is not as drastic. The District’s method of data collection changed around
2010. Prior to 2010 the method was to ask growers their cropped acreage information thinking that
growers would reliably provide the requested information. Not all growers reported cropped acreage
back to the District during this time, so information in the 2003 report reflects only a partial reporting of
cropped acres. 2010 information is based on land use surveys completed by the California Department
of Water Resources, includes double cropping and provides a more complete view of the cropping in the
District.

7. Major irrigation methods (by acreage) (Agricultural only)

Original Plan (2003) Previous Plan (enter date) Current Plan
Irrigation Method Acres Irrigation Method Acres Irrigation Method Acres
Micro-sprinkler 12,665 Furrow 59,209
Furrow 50,655 Boarder Strip 49,514
Flood 12,655 Sprinkler 500

Low Volume 2,716
Other 8,441 Other Other
Total | 84,426 Total Total | 111,939

(See Planner, Chapter 2, Appendix A for list of irrigation system types)

The value for irrigated acres in 2003 is noticeably larger than the value of cropped acres in 2003, the
reason for this is unknown as values were copied from the previous report. Initially it was thought this
discrepancy was due to grower double cropping. Double cropping, however does not account for this
large difference in acreages. There was a note in the 2003 report that irrigated acres came from the 1996
report. As previously mentioned, 2010 information is based on land use surveys completed by the
California Department of Water Resources, includes double cropping and provides a more complete
view of the cropping in the District.

B. Location and Facilities

See Plate 1 for a map that shows the general location of the District within Tulare County, CA. See
Plate 2 for a map of District surface water conveyance facilities (creeks, canals and basins). The District
has measurement facilities at diversions from the Friant-Kern Canal (North Ditch, Wood-Central Ditch,
Tipton Ditch, and Casa Blanca Canal) and the Tule River (Wood-Central Canal, North Ditch). On the
west side of the District, the Tule River continues past the Turnbull Weir, which is the location where
the District views surface water is past their ability to divert.



See Plate 3 for a map of NRCS Soils within the District. See Plate 4 for a map of District control
structures and measurement locations. The District does not own or operate any groundwater wells;
however they do regularly monitor groundwater levels in privately owned wells. See Plate 5 for a map
of the District groundwater level monitoring network. The District does not have any water quality
monitoring locations.

The Lower Tule River Irrigation District (District) includes approximately 103,086 acres of land,
situated in the southwestern part of Tulare County on the east side of the San Joaquin Valley. State
Highway 99 bisects the District in a north-south direction and the Tule River flows westerly through the
entire length of the District. The Friant-Kern Canal is located five to six miles east of the District's
boundary on the northeast and adjoins the southeast portion of the District between Avenue 136 and
Avenue 128. The unincorporated communities of Woodville, Poplar and Tipton (site of the District
office) lie within the boundaries of the District, but are for the most part excluded from the District.

The District has approximately 610 farm service outlets. Water delivery measurements are performed
by means of calibrated slide gates (meter gates).

The District does not have any groundwater extraction facilities; therefore, each landowner must provide
his own well(s) to sustain irrigation during periods when the District does not have surface water
available.

The District's entire distribution system is unlined earth canals with reinforced concrete control
structures. Improvement districts were formed to provide local financing for the construction of the
distribution systems. After completion, the facilities were turned over to the District for operation and
maintenance. Collectively, the District owns or controls approximately 163 miles of canals and
approximately 47 miles of river channel. The District has five (5) main canals originating at the Friant-
Kern Canal with capacities ranging from 25 cfs to 600 cfs. The main canals run from east to west. The
capacity of the sub-laterals branching out from the main canals range from 5 cfs to 100 cfs. The
District's distribution system is shown on Plate 3.

In wetter years, the District operates its groundwater recharge/regulating reservoirs and distribution
system to recharge the groundwater reservoir. The District maintains and operates eighteen (18)
recharge and regulating basins, covering over 3,700 acres. The basins are graded and are
compartmentalized into multiple cells for maximum efficiency and flexibility.

1. Incoming flow locations and measurement methods

Location Name Physical Location Type of Measurement Accuracy
Device
Friant-Kern Canal MP 92.13R Parshall Flume +4%
Friant-Kern Canal MP 95.78R Parshall Flume +4%
Friant-Kern Canal MP 96.87R Parshall Flume +4%
Friant-Kern Canal MP 97.35R Parshall Flume +4%
Friant-Kern Canal MP 98.62R Parshall Flume +4%
Tule River Porter Slough Parshall Flume +4%
Tule River Poplar Ditch Parshall Flume +4%
Tule River Woods Central Ditch Parshall Flume +4%
Tule River #4 Cross Ditch Parshall Flume +4%
Tule River McCarthy Diversion Parshall Flume +4%




Location Name Physical Location Type of Measurement Accuracy
Device
Tule River Creighton Ranch Parshall Flume +4%

2. Current year Agricultural Conveyance System
The District’s entire distribution system is unlined earth canals with CMP pipe or reinforced concrete
control structures. Local financing by District landowners has been used for the construction of the
distribution system. Collectively, the District owns or controls approximately 163 miles of canals in
addition to the Tule River channel. The District delivers water from the Friant-Kern Canal through five
major conveyance facilities and from the Tule River through six major conveyance facilities. The
District’s distribution system is shown on Plate 2. The additional 47 miles noted in the “Other” category
accounts for the Tule River channel that is used outside the District to deliver surface water. Currently
the District facilities provide surface water delivery to approximately 103,086 acres within the District.

Miles Unlined - Canal Miles Lined - Canal Miles Piped Miles - Other
163 None None 47 — Tule River
3 Current year Urban Distribution System
Miles AC Pipe Miles Steel Pipe Miles Cast Iron Pipe Miles - Other
N/A

4. Storage facilities (tanks, reservoirs, regulating reservoirs)
In wetter years, the District maintains and operates its groundwater recharge/regulating reservoirs and
distribution system to recharge the groundwater reservoir. The District maintains and/or operates
eighteen (18) recharge and regulating basins covering approximately 3,700 acres. The larger basins are
divided into multiple cells for maximum efficiency and flexibility of operation.

Name Type Capacity (AF) Distribution or Spill
Koslov Pit (E) Earth Embankment 200 Spill Capture
Hare Pit (E) Earth Embankment 60 Spill Capture
Lapadula Pit (E) Earth Embankment 150 Spill Capture
County Pit (E) Earth Embankment 100 Spill Capture
State Pit (E) Earth Embankment 150 Spill Capture
Hershey Pit (E) Earth Embankment 400 Spill Capture
Boswell Pit (E) Earth Embankment 450 Spill Capture
Dennis Pit (E) Earth Embankment 25 Spill Capture
Faure Pit (E) Earth Embankment 50 Spill Capture
Baird Pit (E) Earth Embankment 400 Spill Capture
Huddleston Pit (E) Earth Embankment 200 Spill Capture
Gin Pit (E) Earth Embankment 10 Spill Capture
School Pit (E) Earth Embankment 50 Spill Capture
Creighton Ranch(E) Earth Embankment 9,000 Spill Capture
Terry Pit (E) Earth Embankment 150 Spill Capture
Hewett Pit (E) Earth Embankment 400 Spill Capture
Keith Pit (E) Earth Embankment 50 Spill Capture
Toledo Pit (E) Earth Embankment 800 Spill Capture

(E) = Existing; (P) = Proposed




5. Outflow locations and measurement methods (Agricultural only)
Provide this information in Section 2 F.

6. Description of the agricultural spill recovery system
The District employs terminal basins in some location to capture spill from the District’s distribution
system, but these facilities then recharge the spill to local groundwater. In other words the water that
enters these facilities cannot be delivered back to other parts of the system.

7. Agricultural delivery system operation (check all that apply)

On-demand

Scheduled

Rotation Other (describe)

100%

8. Restrictions on water source(s)

seismically at risk

Source Restriction Cause of Restriction Effect on Operations
CVP Availability Pumping from Sacramento-San | Increase in groundwater pumping
Joaquin Rivers Delta and purchases from other
contractors
CVP Availability Reduced available surplus water | Increase in groundwater pumping
supplies due to San Joaquin and purchases from other
River Restoration Settlement contractors
Tule River | Availability Success Dam is viewed by the | Less flood protection to land
and Storage Army Corps of Engineers as owners around the Tule River,

Reduced ability to store wet season
water, Increased in groundwater

pumping,.
9. Proposed changes or additions to facilities and operations for the next 5 years
Facility Description Schedule
Tule River Intertie Tule River supplies available to southeastern portion | 2012-2017

of the District.

Avenue 116 Lateral This project is a partnership with PIXID. The benefit | 2012-2014
System to LTRID is improved capacity in the existing Casa
Blanca Canal, from 200 to 335 CFS.

The District recently completed construction of new Tule River Intertie facility on the east side of the
District’s delivery system. The District will be modifying their operations over the next several years to
incorporate this new flexibility in the system. This facility provides the District the ability to deliver
Tule River surface water supplies to the southeastern portion of the District.

The Avenue 116 Lateral Project would be a cooperative project with Lower Tule River ID and would
utilize LTRID’s Casa Blanca Canal to deliver water to a new service area in PIXID through a
connecting intertie and a new earthen lateral canal. A five mile section of the existing Casa Blanca
Canal would be modified to increase its conveyance capacity from 200 to 335 CFS. LTRID anticipates
that surface water deliveries to this previously unserved service area in PIXID will reduce groundwater
pumping in an area adjacent to the District and in turn benefit District groundwater levels and resource

reliability.




In an over-arching sense, the District continues to need access to additional conservation storage space
in order to "level out" a highly variable water supply. This storage space can either be surface (on-
stream or off-stream storage) or can be provided through an enhanced conjunctive use (groundwater
storage) program.

C. Topography and Soils

1. Topography of the district and its impact on water operations and management

The Lower Tule River Irrigation District (District) occupies part of the eastern floor of the San Joaquin
Valley, approximately 6 miles west of the Sierra Nevada foothills. The District area includes: (1)
remnants of the original Pleistocene aggraded alluvial surface; (2) floodplain and alluvial fan surfaces
built by the present streams; and (3) a portion of the Tulare Lake basin. The surface slopes gently
westward from 8 feet per mile on the east to 5 feet per mile near its western boundary. The maximum
and minimum elevations within the District are 415 feet and 195 feet, respectively.

Remnants of an old alluvial surface in the eastern portion of the District form isolated outcrops at a
slightly higher elevation than the floodplains and alluvial fan surfaces of the present streams.

The Tule River enters the valley floor near Springville and extends west through the central part of the
District, a distance of 22 miles. Porter Slough follows a parallel course north of the Tule River. Very
little Tule River water passes the City of Porterville in the main river channel, as most of it is diverted
for irrigation purposes.

Topographic features cause cold air to drain into the District from two sides. There is little thermal
protection for citrus fruits or for truck crops that mature very early or very late, and for that reason
groundwater supplies are sometimes used to moderate extreme temperatures in fields.

2. District soil association map (Agricultural only)

Soil Association ESXQZEEd Effect on Water Operations and Management

Colpien loam 22,040.4 | Moderately well drained, moderately slow permeability

Akers loam 19,380.2 | Well drained, neg. runoff, saline-sodic phases moderately slow
permeability

Nord loam 13,042.0 | Well drained, moderate permeability, moderately slow in
saline-sodic phases

Gambogy-Giggriz 9,737.3 | Poorly drained, moderately slow permeability

Tagus Loam 8,756.4 | Well drained, moderate permeability

Biggriz loam 7,907.6 | Somewhat poorly drained, moderately slow permeability

Crosscreek-Kai loam 5,020.5 | Well drained, moderately slow permeability above duripan,
very slow below

Gambogy Loam 4,633.1 | Poorly drained, moderately slow permeability

Flamen loam 3,931.3 | Moderately well drained, moderate permeability above duripan
slow permeability in duripan

Yettem sandy loam 2,366.0 | Well drained, moderately rapid permeability

Grangeville sandy loam 1,738.4 | Somewhat poorly drained, moderately rapid permeability and
moderate permeability in saline-sodic phases

Exeter loam 1,302.9 | Moderately well drained; moderately slow permeability above
the duripan. Permeability of the duripan is very slow.
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Soil Association ESXQZEEd Effect on Water Operations and Management

Armona sandy loam 708.7 | Poorly drained, moderately slow to slow permeability due to
sodicity and stratification

Tujunga loamy sand 651.1 | Excessively drained, rapid permeability

Calgro loam 475.0 | Moderately well drained, moderate permeability above
duripan, very slow in duripan, rapid below duripan

Hanford sandy loam 359.5 | Well drained, neg. runoff, moderately rapid permeability

Quonal-Lewis loam 103.4 | Moderately well drained; permeability is slow above the
duripan and very slow in the duripan.

San Joaquin sand 14.2 | Well and moderately well drained; very slow permeability.

See Plate 3 for a map of NRCS Soils within the District.

The soils located on gently sloping flood plains in the east central part of the Lower Tule River
Irrigation District (District) and along the Tule River channels, are deep, permeable and are
predominately sandy loams and loams. Some lands within the District have slight to moderate alkali
problems. These lands have been and continue to be improved through land reclamation activities such
as leveling, leaching and the application of amendments. A detailed land classification of the District
was completed by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation in 1952. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation has an
ongoing process of reclassifying all of the District's lands in order to quantify the improved soil
conditions as a result of the extensive reclamation activities. The land classes assigned to the District
lands represent varying degrees of suitability for irrigation and were determined by evaluation of the
factors of soil, topography, and drainage in relationship to adapted crops, productivity and land
management. The table in Section 1 C2 presents the original land classification data for the District.

The soil survey for the District area is included in the Soil Survey of the Pixley Area, California, issued
April, 1942, by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. An updated study was undertaken by the Soil
Conservation Service, however, has never been published.

The soils were developed under distinctly semiarid climatic conditions and therefore have characteristics
that are different from those of soils developed where rainfall amounts are higher. With few exceptions,
the soils are low in organic matter and distinctly basic in reaction. A large proportion of them effervesce
when tested with dilute hydrochloric acid, indicating a high content of lime. As a general rule, the soils
of the area are well supplied with most of the principal mineral plant nutrients. Nitrogen is generally
low, owing to the low organic matter content. This content can be built up by the incorporation of
manure or the plowing under of cover crops. The location and distribution of each soil series is shown
on Plate 4, Soil Associations Map.

Soils of the area have the potential to fall into four major soil groups based on development of the soil
profile, in which a definite relationship exists between the soil profile and the physiographic landscape.
The four major soil groups are: (1) soils with bedrock substrata; (2) soils with permeable subsoils; (3)
soils with slightly to moderately dense subsoils; and (4) soils with hardpan substrata. The first soil
group is not represented within the District boundary.

The second soil group can be described as alluvial deposits of the valleys that have been washed from
the mountains and foothills and accumulated on alluvial fans, in stream bottoms, or on flat areas of the
valley plain. These deposits have given rise to soils unmodified by environmental conditions, or that



represent very youthful stages in profile development and are characterized by permeable subsoils.
They occupy gently sloping recent and young alluvial fans and flood plains.

District soils of the Hanford, Tujunga, Cajon and Foster series are of recent deposition and undeveloped
profile. They differ in parent material, color and lime content. The Hesperia and Chino soils have
slightly modified or more mature profiles with profiles with slightly more compact or slightly heavier
textured subsoils. These soils are indicated under the second group. In general, they are good to
excellent soils, well adapted to a wide range of crops, especially cotton, alfalfa, deciduous fruits, vines
and general farm crops.

The third soil group contains soils of the alluvial fans or flood plains that have undergone further
development, with the formation of fairly compact to moderately dense heavier textured subsoils.
Represented within the District are the Pond, Traver and Tulare series.

The Pond soils occupy the flat alluvial plains in association with Fresno soils in the western part of the
area. They are light gray or light brownish gray and have moderately compact subsoils stratified with
heavy-textured materials. The surface soils and subsoils are highly calcareous and micaceous. They
generally contain alkali and differ from the Fresno soils in the absence of the cemented calcareous
hardpan layer.

The Pond soils have light brownish-gray or light-gray compact and somewhat platy surface soils to an
average depth of about 8 inches. The material in the topmost 2 or 3 inches is generally vesicular and
very fluffy when dry. The organic-matter content is very low. When dry the material is very compact
and hard to penetrate. It is not firmly cemented and therefore is penetrated by a few plant roots. The
subsoils are relatively impervious to water and have a low water-holding capacity. The land is almost
flat with a slope to the west ranging from 5 to 10 feet to the mile. All Pond soils, especially the finer
textured types, contain injurious accumulations of alkali.

The surface soils of the Traver series are light gray when dry and become light grayish brown or brown
when moist. They are calcareous and micaceous. When dry, they bake and become hard, and they have
a vesicular and platy structure in the upper few inches. The Traver soils are developed on broad gently
sloping or nearly flat valley plains and old alluvial fan deposits mainly of granitic origin. Surface
drainage is rather slow and subdrainage is impaired. Excessive accumulations of salts occur in many
places.

The Tulare soils have gray calcareous surface soils. The subsoils are of silty clay texture, fairly compact
and highly calcareous. Stratified layers of sandier material contains shells or fragments of shells of
fresh-water mollusks. The soils of this series occupy smooth flat lake beds consisting of sediments of
mixed origin. The subsoils have a moderate to high content of alkali. Reclamation of these soils is
difficult, owing to the heavy and rather impervious subsoils, although not so difficult as that of the
Fresno and Pond soils.

The fourth soil group contains soils that occupy higher terraces and old valley plains above the flood
plains of the stream bottoms and are remnants of brown soils with a hardpan. These terraces slope
gently toward the west. Included in this group are the soils of the San Joaquin, Madera and Fresno
series, which are present within the District. All are characterized by a hardpan layer at a depth ranging
from 1 to 4 feet below the surface.
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The surface soils of the San Joaquin soils are reddish brown and have a redder heavy-textured subsoil
overlaying hardpan. The members of the Madera series have brown surface soils with calcareous
subsoils and hardpan that is browner, softer and more calcareous than that of the San Joaquin soils. The
San Joaquin and Madera soils are derived from coarse-textured igneous parent material that was laid
down originally as alluvial fan and flood plain deposits, but that has been materially weathered and

altered since that time.

In the western part of the area and extending between the alluvial fans in flat or shallow basin like areas,
soils of the Fresno series occur. They have a calcareous hardpan and normally high content of alkali.
The Fresno soils are light gray, are high in lime and have silty cemented calcareous hardpan lenses or
thin layers occurring at a depth ranging from 1% to 3% feet. The Fresno soils have little value for
agriculture because of their content of soluble salts.

3. Agricultural limitations resulting from soil problems (Agricultural only)
Growers within the District do not report limitations from soil problems.

Soil Problem Estimated Acres | Effect on Water Operations and Management
Salinity 0 N/A
High-water table 0 N/A
High or low infiltration rates 0 N/A
Other (define) 0 N/A

Although historic documents for the District note that there were saline and alkaline lands within the
District, much successful reclamation of these lands has taken place and currently there are no lands in
the District that are viewed as being impaired. It would appear that with proper reclamation the soils in
the District are now well drained and that there is not a shallow confining clay layer that causes shallow
groundwater. This geologic feature appears to the west of the District and does not limit the use of lands

within the District.

D. Climate

1. General climate of the district service area

Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec |Annual
Avg Precip. | 1.47 | 1.37 | 0.91 | 0.95 | 0.47 | 0.02 | 0.01 | 0.00 | 0.05 | 0.49 | 0.80 | 1.93 8.48
Avg Temp. 443 | 48.7 | 544 | 57.8 | 66.8 | 73.6 | 79.4 | 76,5 | 71.4 | 61.1 | 50.4 | 44.9 60.9
Max. Temp. 58 65 75 77 91 92 98 96 92 84 70 60 98
Min. Temp 28 33 38 40 46 53 61 57 52 45 33 32 28
ETo 115]190|359|474|6.79|7.63|7.90|713|531|335|1.76|1.11 | 52.36

Weather station ID CIMIS Porterville 169

Average wind velocity 3.0

Data period: Year 2000 to Year 2011

Average annual frost-free days: 225

The climate in the area served by the Lower Tule River Irrigation District (District) is representative of
that of the entire San Joaquin Valley. During the summer months the days are generally hot and dry
with daytime temperatures typically exceeding 90 degrees Fahrenheit and during the winter months the
days are generally mild and damp with daytime temperatures typically averaging 45 degrees Fahrenheit.
The mean annual temperature at Porterville, located approximately 10 miles east of the District, is 60.9
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degrees Fahrenheit. The average minimum and maximum temperatures are 44.3 degrees and 79.4
degrees Fahrenheit, respectively.

The average seasonal rainfall for the District area is 8.48 inches, based on records published by the
California Irrigation Management Information System for the recording station in Porterville. The rain
falls principally during the November through April period. The average annual evaporation for the area
is 52.4 inches with the greatest evaporation occurring during the months of May, June, July and August.

2. Impact of microclimates on water management within the service area
Microclimates are not a significant factor in the LTRID.

E. Natural and Cultural Resources

1. Natural resource areas within the service area
Name Estimated Acres Description
None None Not applicable

2. Description of district management of these resources in the past or present
None.

3. Recreational and/or cultural resources areas within the service area
Name Estimated Acres Description
None None Not applicable

F. Operating Rules and Regulations

1. Operating rules and regulations
See Appendix B for the District’s 2010 Water Policy and Operations document.

2. Water allocation policy (Agricultural only)
See Appendix B for the District’s 2010 Water Policy and Operations document.

As per the California State Water Code, the District allocates water to growers based on irrigated
acreage. However, in this allocation there is always consideration of the federal Reclamation Reform
Act given that much of the surface water delivered by the District is from Federal projects and through
Federal facilities. Generally there is greater demand for surface water than the District can supply, so
requests for water are provided on a first come first serve basis. Allocation of water is made uniformly
throughout the District’s surface water service area, except where capacity constraints occur. In some
cases, canal prorate requirements may apply.

3. Official and actual lead times necessary for water orders and shut-off (Agricultural only)
See Appendix B for the District’s 2010 Water Policy and Operations document.

Water orders for both turn on and off must be placed 24 hours in advance with the District office. Water
orders need to be placed by 9:00 a.m. to be effective for the following day. Water orders for Sunday or
Monday by 9:00 a.m. need to be placed on the preceding Saturday.
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4. Policies regarding return flows (surface and subsurface drainage from farms) and outflow
(Agricultural only)
See Appendix B for the District’s 2010 Water Policy and Operations document.

Tailwater recovery systems are encouraged. The District will discontinue delivery of water if wasteful
use occurs. Growers are not allowed to pump tailwater back into the LTRID canal system. District staff
has regularly communicated this policy to growers over the last several years through regular mailers.
However, in order to be consistent, this existing policy will be added to the water information and
operating policy document from the District shown in Appendix B by the next annual update (2013).

5. Policies on water transfers by the district and its customers
See Appendix B for the District’s 2010 Water Policy and Operations document.

The District policy on water transfers within the District is that water may be transferred within the
District from one landowner to another and from once parcel of land to another. Any landowner may
assign for use within the District his right to the whole or any portion of the water apportioned to him
per Section 22251 of the California Water Code.

The District's policy on water transfers between districts is that exchanges of water with other Friant
districts are permitted with Board approval. The District has and will participate in beneficial transfers
that promote sound water management.

The District's policy on transfers by individual growers to non-District parties is that such transfers are
not permitted. District staff has regularly communicated this policy to growers over the last several
years through regular mailers. However, in order to be consistent, this existing policy will be added to
the water information and operating policy document from the District shown in Appendix B by the next
annual update (2013).

G. Water Measurement, Pricing, and Billing

1. Agricultural Customers

a. Number of farms 209
b. Number of delivery points (turnouts and connections) 610
c. Number of delivery points serving more than one farm 27
d. Number of measured delivery points (meters and measurement devices) 610
e. Percentage of delivered water that was measured at a delivery point 100
f.  Delivery point measurement device table (Agricultural only)
Measurement Number Accuracy Reading Calibration Maintenance
Type (+/- %) Frequency Frequency Frequency
(Days) (Months) (Months)
Orifices

Propeller meter

Weirs

Flumes
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Measurement Number Accuracy Reading Calibration Maintenance
Type (+/- %) Frequency Frequency Frequency
(Days) (Months) (Months)
Venturi
Metered gates 610 4 Daily 12 12
Acoustic doppler
Other (define)
Total 610

2. Urban Customers

(This Section not applicable)

a. Total number of connections None.
b. Total number of metered connections None.
c. Total number of connections not billed by quantity None.
d. Percentage of water that was measured at delivery point None.
e. Percentage of delivered water that was billed by quantity None.
f. Measurement device table
Meter Size Number Accuracy Reading Calibration Maintenance
and Type (+/-percentage) | Frequency Frequency Frequency
(Days) (Months) (Months)
5/8-3/4"
1|I
1%"
2|I
3"
4|I
6|I
8|I
10"
Compound
Turbo
Other (define)
Total N/A

3. Agriculture and Urban Customers

a. Current year agriculture and /or urban water charges - including rate structures and billing

frequency

See Appendix B for the District’s 2010 Water Policy and Operations document.

The District charges for water by quantity (acre-foot), at a uniform rate. The charges are set on an
annual basis by resolution of the Board of Directors.
Directors in setting water charges are hydrologic conditions, seasonal considerations, status of District
reserves, and price of available waters. In the current year the District set a rate of $45 per acre-foot in

The primary considerations by the Board of

February - March, a rate of $55 per acre-foot in April and a summer rate of $65 per acre-foot.
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The District assesses growers on a per acre basis based on the estimated value of their land according to
Bureau guidelines. Based on this valuation, the District assesses an annual rate of 0.8% which is billed
in two portions through the year.

b. Annual charges collected from customers (current year data)
Fixed Charges

Charges Charge units Units billed during year $ collected
($ unit) ($/acre), ($/customer) etc. (acres, customer) etc. ($ times units)
$14.58 Average assessment rate for | 97,904 acres $1,427,546
whole District /acre
$12 Per lot or parcel charge 317 lots $3,804
Volumetric charges
Charges Charge units Units billed during year $ collected
($ unit) ($/AF), ($/HCF), etc. (AF, HCF) etc. ($ times units)
$45 Feb — March Sales $/AF 7,485 AF $336,825
$55 April Sales $/AF 14,761 $811,855
$65 Summer Rate Sales $/AF 127,422 $8,282,430

See Appendix C for an example of a District Sample Bill. The bill clearly shows how much water was
used and that it is billed on a volumetric basis. LTRID can provide extra copies of the bills for the past
several years upon grower request.

c. Water-use data accounting procedures
Water measurements are taken on a daily basis by each water systems operator (ditchtender). They are
relayed to District office staff, summarized and billed to each water user on a monthly basis. Any
discrepancy must be addressed with the District. The District currently uses TruePoint water accounting
software.

H. Water Shortage Allocation Policies

1. Current year water shortage policies or shortage response plan - specifying how reduced water
supplies are allocated
See Appendix B for the District’s 2010 Water Policy and Operations document.

The District does not have sufficient surface water resources to deliver amounts close to what crops
require throughout the year. Therefore all growers in the District also have groundwater wells and rely
heavily on groundwater resources. The primary component of the District’s water shortage response
plan is its method of communication with District growers regarding the developing surface water
supplies through the year and the reliability of groundwater resources.

2. Current year policies that address wasteful use of water and enforcement methods
See Appendix B for the District’s 2010 Water Policy and Operations document.

The District has no current year policy that supplements the general policy. Based on the general policy,
it is the responsibility of the farm operator to manage their water supply after it is taken from the District
facilities.  The District encourages consideration of neighboring landowners and responsible
management of tailwater. According to Section 22255, of the California Water Code, persons wasting
water may be refused water delivery until such conditions are remedied.
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Section 2: Inventory of Water Resources

A. Surface Water Supply

1. Acre-foot amounts of surface water delivered to the water purveyor by each of the purveyor’s
sources
See Appendix A - Water Inventory Tables, Table 1

2. Amount of water delivered to the district by each of the district sources for the last 10 years
See Appendix A - Water Inventory Tables, Table 8

B. Ground Water Supply

1. Acre-foot amounts of ground water pumped and delivered by the district
See Appendix A - Water Inventory Tables, Table 2.

2. Ground water basin(s) that underlies the service area
Name Size (Square Miles) | Usable Capacity (AF) | Safe Yield (AF/Y)
Tule Sub-basin 733 14.6 M Unknown

3. Map of district-operated wells and managed ground water recharge areas
See Plate 5 for a map of Groundwater Monitoring facilities within the DCTRA

The District does not own any groundwater extraction wells used for supply water to growers. See
Table 2 in Appendix A.

4. Description of conjunctive use of surface and ground water

Within the LTRID, it had been recognized by the Bureau of Reclamation in the LTRID, Chapter 1V,
Water Supply report of February, 1955, that "Utilization of both local and supplemental waters as they
occur is very necessary so that a hydrologic balance is maintained. Historical hydrologic data indicates
that dry cycles are long and every effort should be made in wet years to percolate available surface water
not required for crop use into the groundwater reservoir for use in the below-normal years. It is
recommended that the District attempt to increase its percolation capacity by providing additional
sinking basins and, if necessary, to consider over-irrigation and out-of-season irrigation as further
methods of conservation."

The District overlays two extensive and usable groundwater aquifers. The upper unconfined aquifer is
above the well documented Corcoran "A" Clay layer and is very receptive to recharge from locations
throughout the District and extending east into the foothills of the Sierra Nevada Mountains. The lower
aquifer is confined under the Corcoran Clay and can most effectively be recharged from areas east of
Highway 99.

Approximately 200,000 acre-feet of water per year have been brought into the District's service area
since the beginning of District operations. These highly variable supplemental water supplies have,
however, required the District to develop and operate a very successful groundwater conjunctive use

16



program. The District owns, or has access by agreements, to approximately 3,700 acres of sinking/re-
regulation basins. Most are located within the District boundaries, with some located up slope to the
east of the District. These basins, along with the river channels and the District's canals, are used for
direct groundwater recharge when surface water supplies are available. The depth to groundwater for
the past ten years has averaged 64.5 feet over the District. It is estimated that a third of the water
imported by the District has been directly recharged into the underground reservoir by District
operations since the District's inception.

The Tule River is the major source of groundwater replenishment within the District. Recharge is
accomplished primarily by seepage from the Tule River channels and from distribution canals, by deep
percolation from irrigation and by artificial percolation from spreading basins.

5. Ground Water Management Plan

The District is a participant in the Deer Creek and Tule River Authority (DCTRA). This seven member
joint powers authority collectively has a groundwater management plan to which all members agencies
are a part. See Appendix D for the DCTRA Ground Water Management Plan.

The DCTRA’s Groundwater Management Plan was originally developed and adopted in March 1995
under the provisions of California State Assembly Bill (AB) 3030. This plan was later updated to be
compliant with California State Senate Bill (SB) 1938 in July 2006.

6. Ground Water Banking Plan
The District does not have a formal groundwater banking plan at this time

C. Other Water Supplies

1. “Other” water used as part of the water supply
See the Appendix A - Water Inventory Tables, Table 1

D. Source Water Quality Monitoring Practices

1. Potable Water Quality (Urban only)

The current groundwater quality within the District is understood to be of excellent quality. However,
the District does not own any groundwater wells and only delivers agricultural water so it therefore does
not collect groundwater quality information.

2. Agricultural water quality concerns: Yes No X
(If yes, describe)

3. Description of the agricultural water quality testing program and the role of each participant,
including the district, in the program
LTRID does not have its own surface-water-quality monitoring-program. However, one (1) separate
water quality monitoring program has historically been in place. This program has developed a history
of water quality sampling events and test results and is still conducted by specific water contractors. As
the conducting entity is a public agency, the developed information is a part of the public domain and is
thus available to each of the contractors diverting water from the Friant-Kern Canal. While this program
is principally designed to address domestic water quality program issues, the generated data covers all of
the constituents of concern related to agricultural uses. This information is available upon request
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through the Friant Water Authority (FWA). The District directs growers to the FWA if they ask for

water quality information.

The Department of Health Services (DHS) has approved a monitoring program specific to four (4)
permitted water systems diverting raw water from the Friant-Kern Canal. The testing frequency is
designed to assure compliance with state and federal drinking water quality programs and thus is more
than sufficient to insure an adequate testing frequency for agricultural concerns.

The District participated in the Southern San Joaquin Water Quality Coalition on behalf of its growers
for compliance with State Water Resource Control Board's agricultural discharge permitting. This
coalition tests water quality in a monitoring network across a large area to develop information to show
that there are no issues of concern in smaller local areas.

4. Current water quality monitoring programs for surface water by source (Agricultural only)

Analyses Performed Frequency Concentration Range Average
Title 22 Standard Monthly As per state Well below State
Compliance requirements MCLs

Current water quality monitoring programs for gr

oundwater by source (Agri

cultural only)

Analyses Performed

Frequency

Concentration Range

Average

None.

E. Water Uses within the District

1. Agricultural

See Appendix A - Water Inventory Tables, Table 5 - Crop Water Needs
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2. Types of irrigation systems used for each crop in current year

Crop name Total Level | Furrow- | Boarder | Sprinkler Low Multiple
Acres Basin - acres Strip - acres Volume - | methods -
acres acres acres
Corn 53,502 0 53,502 0 0 0 0
Alfalfa 20,556 0 0 20,056 500 0 0
Wheat 18,509 0 0 18,509 0 0 0
Cotton 4,853 0 4,853 0 0 0 0
Almonds 3,106 0 0 3,106 0 0 0
Walnut 3,088 0 0 3,088 0 0 0
Pistachios 2,064 0 0 0 0 2,064 0
Vineyard 2,025 0 0 2,025 0 0 0
Prunes 1,447 0 0 1,447 0 0 0
Other (<5%) 2,788 0 854 1,283 0 652 0
Total 111,939 0 59,209 49,514 500 2,716 0
3. Urban use by customer type in current year
Customer Type Number of Connections AF
Single-family 0 0
Multi-family 0 0
Commercial 0 0
Industrial 0 0
Institutional 0 0
Landscape irrigation 0 0
Wholesale 0 0
Recycled 0 0
Other (specify) 0 0
Other (specify) 0 0
Other (specify) 0 0
Unaccounted for 0 0
Total | Not Applicable Not Applicable

4. Urban Wastewater Collection/Treatment Systems serving the service area — current year

Treatment Plant | Treatment Level (1, 2, 3) AF Disposal to / uses
Not applicable 0
Total 0
Total discharged to ocean and/or saline sink

5. Ground water recharge/management in current year (Table 6)

Recharge Area Method of Recharge AF Method of Retrieval
See Table 2 in Recharge Basins
Appendix A 23,044
Conveyance Channel Losses 104.569
System ’
Total 127,613
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6. Transfers and exchanges into or out of the service area in current year (Table 6)

From Whom To Whom AF Use
Shafter-Wasco ID LTRID 1,980 Irrigation
Madera ID LTRID 2,000 Irrigation
Teapot Dome WD LTRID 158 Irrigation
Terra Bella ID LTRID 12,500 Irrigation
LTRID City of Orange Cove 1,129 Irrigation
LTRID Fresno County Water Works 7 Irrigation
LTRID Saucelito ID 1,032 Irrigation
LTRID Pixley ID 13,292 Irrigation
LTRID Kern-Tulare WD 6,347 Irrigation
LTRID Alpaugh 1D 2,942 Irrigation

7. Trades, wheeling, wet/dry year exchanges, banking or other transactions in current year (Table 6)
From Whom To Whom AF Use
N/A
8. Other uses of water in current year
Other Uses AF

N/A

F. Outflow from the District (Agricultural only)

Districts included in the drainage problem area, as identified in “A Management Plan for
Agricultural Subsurface Drainage and Related Problems on the Westside San Joaquin Valley
(September 1990),” should also complete \Water Inventory Table 7 and Appendix B (include in
plan as Attachment L)

See Plate 2, Map of District Boundary and Distribution Facilities, for the location of District facilities.
The District’s only surface water outflow point is where Tule River flows past the Turnbull Weir on the
west edge of the District. The District does not have subsurface outflow points or outflow water-quality
testing locations (see Appendix A — Water Inventory Tables, Table 7).

In reference to Appendix B, the District acknowledges that it is listed as a drainage problem area within
the listed Tulare subarea. However, the area identified in “A Management Plan for Agricultural
Subsurface Drainage and Related Problems on the Westside San Joaquin Valley (09/°90)”, being the far
west edge of the District has not been viewed as a drainage problem area by the District. These lands
are currently in agricultural production, without drainage water collection systems, and are producing
consistently with other lands in the District. No drainage water is being produced by these lands and
therefore it also does not flow from these lands. The District’s belief is that historically this area had
soils that did not drain well and they were identified as potentially problematic if they were ever
irrigated. However, as this area has been developed and reclaimed soil amendments have increased the
permeability of the soils and growers have found that there is not a confining clay layer in this area that
would cause shallow groundwater. Instead the depth to water in the area is more than 100 feet. For this
reason the District will not be implementing any of the six recommended water conservation programs
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to improve conditions in identified drainage problem area. The District does not collect any
groundwater quality information.

1. Surface and subsurface drain/outflow in current year

Tule River is a natural channel that flows from east to west through the northern third of LTRID. Water
rights on the Tule River are managed by a Water Master. In instances where there are no deliveries to
be made downstream of the District, LTRID does not allow water in the Tule River to flow passed them.
Generally this scheduled delivery of purchased surplus surface water is the only regular outflow from
the District. In very wet years there is the possibility that Tule River runoff may exceed LTRID’s
irrigation and recharge demand. In these rare times excess water in Tule River make it past District
diversion points and can be diverted by downstream water purveyors or may eventually flow into the
Tulare Lake Bed.

Outflow . " Type of Accuracy | % of total Acres
point Location description AF measurement (%) outflow drained
Chart
Recorder
Tule River at Turnbull Weir | 8,750 over weir 4 100 N/A
Outflow L . )
ooint Where the outflow goes (drain, river or other location) Type Reuse (if known)
Tule River flow to downstream Tule and Kaweah River N
. Irrigation
rights holders
Tule River flow to Tulare Lake Bed Floodwater (rare)

2. Description of the Outflow (surface and subsurface) water quality testing program and the role of
each participant in the program

The District does not test the water quality of water flowing out the District. As was described in the

previous section, the waters that flow past the District in the Tule River channel are either run-off from

the Tule River watershed beyond the District’s ability to divert or it is scheduled Friant Division CVP

water for downstream water purveyors. These supplies are not surface drainage, subsurface drainage or

spill.

3. Outflow (surface drainage & spill) Quality Testing Program

Concentration Reuse

Analyses Performed Frequency Range Average limitation?

Not applicable

Outflow (subsurface drainage) Quality Testing Program

Concentration Reuse

Analyses Performed Frequency Range Average limitation?

Not applicable
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4. Provide a brief discussion of the District’s involvement in Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board programs or requirements for remediating or monitoring any contaminants that would
significantly degrade water quality in the receiving surface waters.

The District is not responsible for groundwater remediation or contaminant plume management, and
therefore they are not involved directly in any Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
programs. Those responsibilities are assigned to other agencies such as cities, counties, the USEPA or
California Department of Toxic Substances Control. The District is a part of the Southern San Joaquin
Valley Water Coalition (SSJVWC). This coalition’s efforts are to monitor surface water quality and
report to the Regional Board. Although the District is a part of the coalition, it does not do any
groundwater quality monitoring nor does it receive the data collected by the coalition. Also, the District
is not involved with the Regional Board’s ag waiver program as that is viewed as the responsibility of
individual landowners. LTRID tries to stay informed of contaminant plumes and their management and
remediation within District boundaries. Surface water quality information for a few testing locations in
local rivers is summarized in an annual report generated by the SSJIVWC and can be requested from the
SSJIVWC Coordinator. Appendix H includes a table of water quality data for monitored locations from
the 2010 annual report.

Contact information by which the SSJWQC Coordinator can be reached:
Kings River Conservation District

4886 East Jensen Avenue

Fresno, CA 93725

(559) 237-5567

http://www.krcd.org/

G. Water Accounting (Inventory)
The tables listed below can be found in Appendix A — Water Inventory Tables.

1. Water Supplies Quantified

Surface water supplies, imported and originating within the service area, by month (Table 1)
Ground water extracted by the district, by month (Table 2)

Effective precipitation by crop (Table 5)

Estimated annual ground water extracted by non-district parties (Table 2)

Recycled urban wastewater, by month (Table 3)

Other supplies, by month (Table 1)

~® o0 T

2. Water Used Quantified
a. Agricultural conveyance losses, including seepage, evaporation, and operational spills in canal
systems (Table 4) or
Urban leaks, breaks and flushing/fire uses in piped systems (Table 4)
b. Consumptive use by riparian vegetation or environmental use (Table 6)

c. Applied irrigation water - crop ET, water used for leaching/cultural practices (e.g., frost
protection, soil reclamation, etc.) (Table 5)

d. Urban water use (Table 6)

e. Ground water recharge (Table 6)

f.  Water exchanges and transfers and out-of-district banking (Table 6)

g. Estimated deep percolation within the service area (Table 6)
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h. Flows to perched water table or saline sink (Table 7)
i. Outflow water leaving the district (Table 6)
J.  Other

3. Overall Water Inventory
a. Table6

H. Assess Quantifiable Objectives:

Identify the Quantifiable Objectives that apply to the District (Planner, chapter 10) and provide a short
narrative describing past, present and future plans that address the CALFED Water Use Efficiency
Program goals identified for the District.

QO # QO Description Past, Present & Future Plans

1 Decrease flows to salt sinks to LTRID currently has little information on the
increase the water supply for extent, severity and causes of saline waters in the
beneficial uses — All affected District.
lands

2 Provide long-term diversion The Pixley NWR chooses not to contract for
flexibility to increase the water District supplies because the seasons when they
supply for beneficial uses — want water generally oppose when irrigation
Pixley NWR supplies are available. Also, this refuge is

generally focused on upland habitat that requires
very little water. For these reasons the Pixley
NWR has chosen to depend on a groundwater well
for water to support refuge habitat.

3 Provide long-term diversion The District is not aware of any salt affected lands
flexibility to increase the water | within the District. However, the District maintains
supply for beneficial uses — Salt | the ability to divert both Tule River run-off and

Affected Soils Friant Division CVP supplies.
Interest in
QO # QO Description Related BMP Funding
1 Decrease flows to salt sinks to increase the Optimize Conjunctive Yes
water supply for beneficial uses — All affected | Use
lands
2 Provide long-term diversion flexibility to Automate Canal Yes
increase the water supply for beneficial uses — | Structures
Pixley NWR
3 Provide long-term diversion flexibility to Automate Canal Yes
increase the water supply for beneficial uses — | Structures
Salt Affected Soils

It should be noted that the vast majority of the District does not have to deal with salt affected soils. In
fact, in the eastern half of the District growers apply gypsum to add salt to the soil as a cultural practice.
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Section 3: Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Agricultural
Contractors

A. Critical Agricultural BMPs

1. Measure the volume of water delivered by the district to each turnout with devices that are operated
and maintained to a reasonable degree of accuracy, under most conditions, to +/- 6%

Number of turnouts that are unmeasured or do not meet the standards listed above: 0
Number of measurement devices installed last year: 0
Number of measurement devices installed this year: 0
Number of measurement devices to be installed next year: replacements only
Types of Measurement Devices Being Installed Accuracy Total Installed During
Current Year
Differential Gates +4% 0

Differential gates are added when a gate cannot be rehabilitated or a new turnout is installed. In 2010 no
differential gates were installed as replacement or in addition to the existing system. The District
operates and maintains all the differential gates in the district boundaries.

At turnouts that serve multiple customers, District policy is that only one customer can be served at a
time through these facilities. At these locations, one turnout from District conveyance facilities delivers
to a pipeline owned by landowners that can deliver to multiple delivery points. Times when deliveries
are switched from user to another are scheduled and coordinated by District staff and landowners. This
allows for the existing gates to be used as measuring facilities, satisfying the requirements of Section
3404 of the Central Valley Project Improvement Act. This policy will be added to the District’s water
policy document for clarity in the next annual update (2013).

2. Designate a water conservation coordinator to develop and implement the Plan and develop
progress reports

Name: Daniel G. Vink Title: General Manager
Address: 357 East Olive Avenue, Tipton, CA 93272
Telephone: __ (559) 686-4716 E-mail: dvink@lItrid.org

3. Provide or support the availability of water management services to water users
See Appendix E, Notices of District Education Programs and Services Available to Customers.
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a. On-Farm Evaluations

1) On farm irrigation and drainage system evaluations using a mobile lab type assessment

Total in #surveyed | #surveyed in | # projected for | # projected 2™
district last year current year next year yr in future
Irrigated acres None
Number of farms 209 5% 5% 5% 5%

The District will actively advertise to make growers aware of available mobile lab resources for on-farm
efficiency evaluations through their website and regular communications with their growers (newsletter,
email service, fliers in direct mailings, etc.). However, the District understands that many growers
currently have irrigation and groundwater well consultants that regularly provide this service to growers
in the District. For this reason the District will survey growers within the next year to determine what
percentage of them have consultants that provide them with regular evaluations of their irrigation
efficiency.

The District has been made aware, by North West Kern Resource Conservation District (NWKRCD),
that the average price for a typical irrigation system evaluation is approximately $1,000. The District
will to make some funds available to increase the availability of these services to growers. LTRID will
make $250 per evaluation (25% of typical cost) available for growers with economic hardships up to a
total of $2,750 per year. This would equate to contributions to 11 potential irrigation system evaluations
(5% of District farms).

The criteria for economic hardship will be generated by the District and included in next year’s annual
update. The District will inform growers of the availability of these funds and the criteria after it is
established on the District’s website. When economic hardship criteria are met by growers, funding
would be provided to NWKRCD. The District will also request that system evaluation information be
shared with the District to help better inform the District on local irrigation efficiencies.

2) Timely field and crop-specific water delivery information to the water user
The District refers growers to the Kings River Conservation District website for local timely field and
crop-specific water delivery information.

The District’s metering of delivered water is at the turnouts from the conveyance system, but private
growers systems then convey water to multiple fields owned by the same landowner from that turnout
location. The District’s conveyance system can be seen in Plate 4 and provides growers access to
surface water conveyance facilities, with the distance between these facilities being generally one mile
apart. Private conveyance to each field is not reported to the District.

The District has evaluated deliveries by turnout from the District conveyance system to evaluate areas
where surface water is being used within the District. This information was evaluated using the
District’s GIS system.

Also, the District recently undertook a study of the estimated crop water use within the District between
1985 — 2007. This retrospective effort was an effort to evaluate the changing crop conditions within the
District over time and gauge where the crop water use for the District was increasing or staying
relatively the same. During this effort interviews with growers were conducted to better understand
irrigation practices within the District. This effort used GIS based crop maps from DWR within the
District’s service area and calculated optimum crop water use based on published crop ET information
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for this region and accounting for effective precipitation. This study and the topic of irrigation by crop
has been discussed several times in the regular public meetings held by the Board of Directors.

The District offers a service to growers that they can submit water orders over the internet, check their
water delivery accounts from the District website, and get email water supply update notices from the
District.

b. Real-time and normal irrigation scheduling and crop ET information

As per this BMP the District has developed and sponsors a local CIMIS station which was constructed
with the assistance of the Deer Creek and Tule River Authority members. Before the next annual update
the District will update their website with the CIMIS station information and also provide growers with
links to the available information on the DWR CIMIS network for crop ET calculations and crop
specific irrigation scheduling. With this information growers have the necessary information to convert
the real-time ETo information from the local CIMIS station into real-time crop ET and irrigation
scheduling information.

Also, normal year crop ET adjusted for effective precipitation is available through reports at the District
office, on the District website and on Cal Poly ITRC’s website. At the Cal Poly ITRC’s website there is
information on dry, normal and wet years for varying regions within the state including one covering the
District.

The Kings River is approximately 30-40 miles north of the District, but has the same regional climate as
the  District. An inspection of reference ETo maps published by CIMIS
(http://wwwcimis.water.ca.gov/cimis/images/etomap.jpg) shows that zone 12 covers an area that is
common to the Kings River contractors and the District. Also, rainfall totals between these two areas
are historically very similar. For these reasons it is understood that the real-time ET information
published by Kings River Conservation District is valid for use in the District’s service area. A link to
the real-time ET information for the Kings River Contractors on the KRCD website will be included in
the District website update and its use will be discussed in further detail in the next Ag Water
Management Plan.

Farmers have reported other sources they use to gain ET information as well, complicating the process
for the District to meet this BMP. These other sources range from using soil moisture probes (see
Appendix I), receiving daily crop ETc values from on-farm services such as John Deer tractor
dealerships, local chemical companies, or contracted Pest Control Advisors.

c. Surface, ground, and drainage water quantity and quality data provided to water users
The District provides regularly email updates on surface water supplies to District growers, allow
District growers to submit water orders on-line and allow growers to access their current water account
information using a secure password on the District website.

The District provides current surface water supply information from the Bureau of Reclamation and the
Friant Water Authority for Friant Division CVP contract supply availability. The District also provides
a water supply calculator on the District website for Tule River water right holders as well as current
information on storage behind Success Dam.

d. Agricultural water management educational programs and materials for farmers, staff, and
the public
‘ Program ‘ Co-Funders (If Any) ‘ Yearly Targets ‘
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Friant Water Authority - Friant Division Contractors Monthly Mailings
“Friant Waterline”
District Newsletter — “Legend None Periodic Email
Distribution

The District provides information on weather, crop ET, soil moisture holding capacity, crop

characteristics, irrigation scheduling and water-use planning on the District website.

e Links to Cal Poly’s ITRC and Fresno States’s Center for Irrigation Technology websites provide
farmers and the public with technical reports and other articles on efficient irrigation techniques
employed in this area.

o http://www.itrc.org/reports/index.php;
o http://cit.cati.csufresno.edu/research_publications/.

e Local weather conditions are reported through the District and DCTRA sponsored CIMIS station.
o http://wwwcimis.water.ca.gov/cimis/frontStationDetailInfo.do?stationld=169&src=info;

e Crop ET information is available through links to the DWR CIMIS network and the available
documents at this location on how to calculate crop ET. Also links to normal, wet and dry year crop
ET information for the District’s region are available on Cal Poly’s ITRC website.

o http://wwwcimis.water.ca.gov/cimis/infoEtoCropCo.jsp;

o http://biomet.ucdavis.edu/irrigation_scheduling/bis/BIS.htm;

o http://wwwcimis.water.ca.gov/cimis/pdf/21427-KcAgronomicGrassandVeq.pdf;
o http://wwwcimis.water.ca.gov/cimis/pdf/21428-KcTreesandVines.pdf;

o http://www.itrc.org/etdata/irrsched.htm.

e Links to the DWR CIMIS network make farmers and the public aware of a variety of ag water
software that is available to help irrigators with data management and irrigation scheduling.
o http://wwwcimis.water.ca.gov/cimis/infolrrSoftware.jsp

e Also, links to Cal Poly’s ITRC website and the DWR CIMIS network provide farmers and the public
with information on crop water budgets and irrigation scheduling techniques.
http://www.itrc.org/irrevaldata/isedata.htm:;
http://wwwcimis.water.ca.gov/cimis/infolrrOverview.|sp;
http://wwwecimis.water.ca.gov/cimis/infolrrSchedule.jsp;
http://wwwcimis.water.ca.gov/cimis/infolrrBudget.jsp;

o O O O

e Also the District links ACWA’s Water Event’s and Water Education Foundation’s webpages on its
website to inform growers and the public about available conferences, webinars, tours and classes on
water issues, environmental concerns, existing and developing regulations, as well as irrigation
methods and technologies.

o http://www.acwa.com/category/event-type/external-meeting;
o http://www.watereducation.org/doc.asp?id=1070.

The District took on a District-wide water balance study that addressed irrigation efficiencies, cultural
practices, and other water issues. Also the District undertook a System Optimization Review Study in
partnership with the Bureau of reclamation. Both reports were discussed by staff, the Board of Directors
and they were open to the public at public Board meetings. Additional joint Board meetings were held
for significant discussions focused on calculated crop water use, irrigation efficiency and conservation.
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Discussion on calculated crop water use covered the comparison between ETc and irrigation efficiency
fraction and reported applied water from District growers.

Some staff members regularly attend conferences such as the Bureau’s Water Users Conference and
Association of California Water Agencies where there are seminars on efficient irrigation techniques
and after these conferences these individuals share this information with other staff members as well as
the Board of Directors.

The District is a member of ACWA and this agency supports a regular program of education with grade
school teachers throughout the state, bringing them to agricultural areas like the District and explaining
to them how agriculture supports our society and how farmers efficiently use available water supplies to
produce our Nation’s food supply.

e. other

4. Pricing structure - based at least in part on quantity delivered
Describe the quantity-based water pricing structure, the cost per acre-foot, and when it became effective.

There are a number of factors that go into determining the price of water to the farmer operator in the
Lower Tule River Irrigation District (District). These factors, including such things as water
availability, canal side price, District operating costs and costs of competing supplies are all considered
by the Board of Directors when they annually set the price of water for sale to the farmer operators.

The pricing policy of the District is based on allowing for the delivery of surface water on a price basis
which is competitive with groundwater pumping costs. This encourages the use of surface water to meet
irrigation demands, when available, thereby preserving the groundwater resource for times when little or
no surface water is available. Farm operators have amply indicated and demonstrated that the incentive
to decrease the cost of applied water, when applied water does not result in increased yield, is the
primary element of cost control. This parallels the farm operators’ desire to improve on-farm efficiency
through reduced labor and groundwater pumping costs.

Water pricing policies established by the District are based on a recouping of the costs of securing and
delivering the water.

The supply is priced and billed in a fashion that is indicative of the delivered nature of the supply. That
is, the District has policies which apply to water which is made available for direct delivery to farm
operators with separate policies associated with deliveries for groundwater recharge. As the basic goal
for direct surface deliveries is to optimize the conjunctive use capabilities of the District and to deliver
in-lieu pumping water when same is available, verification by the District is accomplished on a periodic
basis to assure that the price for delivered water is competitive with power costs associated with
pumping groundwater within the District. The District tracks by way of external inquiries, as well as
farm operator input, the costs associated with groundwater pumping and utilizes this input to verify the
competitiveness of the established price for District supplies. The principal mechanism which the
District utilizes to price the cost of actual surface deliveries is the annual assessment. The assessment
rate is a per acre charge established following adoption of the annual budget. The assessment is divided
into four (4) components, each related to District budget items. The billing process is fashioned in such a
manner that, for delivered supplies, the farm operators are charged for water on a metered basis and
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billed following deliveries. In this fashion, farm operators are encouraged only to utilize that water
which they need and are not penalized for unused water which may be available.

Water which is not delivered for consumptive purposes, principally due to the non-storable nature of the
District’s surface supply, is delivered for groundwater recharge. The costs of the water associated with
this recharge program are not borne by the water delivery charge income, but by a percentage of the
assessment. As previously noted, the District sought and received considerable input with respect to the
development of this policy and with further respect to the level of assessment which is established in
order to insure that recharge programs are maintained and contributions to the groundwater reservoir are
maximized.

With increases in the costs of operation and those associated with water acquisition, the assessment rate
has been increased substantially over time. The current level of assessment income is in excess of
$1,427,500 per year, as compared to a mid-1970's level of less than $300,000.

5. Evaluate and describe the need for changes in policies of the institutions to which the district is
subject

The Board of Directors and the District Manager review, at least on an annual basis, the policies of the

District to insure consistency with the then current rules and regulations impacting the District.

6. Evaluate and improve efficiencies of district pumps
Describe the program to evaluate and improve the efficiencies of the contractor’s pumps.

Not applicable. The District does not have any pumps.

B. Exemptible BMPs for Agricultural Contractors
(See Planner, Chapter 2, Appendix C for examples of exemptible conditions)

1. Facilitate alternative land use

Drainage Characteristic Acreage Potential Alternate Uses
High water table (<5 feet) 0 Not Applicable
Poor drainage 0 Not Applicable
Ground water Selenium 0 Not Applicable
concentration > 50 ppb
Poor productivity 0 Class 6 lands not eligible

Describe how the contractor encourages customers to participate in these programs.

Although the District was listed in September 1990 document titled “A Management Plan for
Agricultural Subsurface Drainage and Related Problems on the Westside San Joaquin Valley”, there are
no perched groundwater areas within the District. It is the District’s understanding that a small area on
the far west side of the District was included in this report only because it is adjacent to drainage
impaired lands west of Highway 43. Consistent with this the District is not aware of any subsurface
drainage systems within the District. Also, consistent with this understanding, the District does not
encourage customers to participate in any programs to facilitate alternative land use.

2. Facilitate use of available recycled urban wastewater that otherwise would not be used beneficially,
meets all health and safety criteria, and does not cause harm to crops or soils
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Sources of Recycled Urban Waste Water AF/Y Available AF/Y Currently Used
in District
Tipton Community Service District Amounts recycled to growers in lieu of
Poplar Public Utility District District water

Tipton CSD and Poplar PUD are under requirements by state agencies to land apply the treated waste
stream on property that they control at agronomic rates. Some District growers near Tipton CSD’s and
Poplar PUD’s facilities can contract for this water and therefore it can be used in lieu of District water.
It is the responsibility of Tipton PUD and Tipton CSD to ensure that all state standards are met in the
land application of this supply. The water from Tipton CSD and Poplar PUD is not a district supply,
does not flow through District facilities and for those reasons the District has no records of its delivery.
This water is delivered to only one or two growers in the District.

3. Facilitate the financing of capital improvements for on-farm irrigation systems
Funding source Programs How provide assistance
Natural Resource Conservation Service Available Information
Agricultural Water Enhancement Program
(AWEP) or Environmental Quality Incentives
Program (EQIP)

The District maintains a listing of potential funding sources and makes staff available to provide
assistance in completing funding application documents. District farmers are notified about potential
funding sources by public Board Meetings, information posted on the District’s website, and regular
email updates. The District will include an example of this information made available to growers in the
next annual update.

4. Incentive pricing
Structure of incentive pricing Related goal

The District prices water to be competitive with the average District cost to pump groundwater in
normal to wet year intentionally. The goal of this pricing structure is to encourage surface water use and
maximize the replenishment of local groundwater through in-lieu recharge. In dry years the District
prices surface water in such a way that those with the most usable groundwater will access that first thus
leaving the available surface water for those growers with less reliable groundwater (District goal for
dry year). Both of these efforts are done under conjunctive use operations that make up the Districts
overarching water operation.

5. a) Line or pipe ditches and canals

Canal/Lateral (Reach) Type of Number of Estimated Accomplished/
Improvement | Miles in Reach | Seepage (AF/Y) Planned Date
There are no plans to line or pipeline any of the District channel facilities.
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The District uses its earthen channel system as a recharge facility during wet times. Given that all
growers in the District must in some way rely on groundwater resources, the seepage from the earthen
conveyance system is viewed as beneficial recharge to the local groundwater aquifer. For this reason
there are no plans to line or pipeline portions of the District conveyance system.

b) Construct regulatory reservoirs
Reservoir Name Annual Spill in Section Estimated Spill Accomplished/
(AF/Y) Recovery (AF/Y) Planned Date

None

6. Increase flexibility in water ordering by, and delivery to, water users

The District’s water order process is managed by a staff member that is available by phone or by email.
Also the District has developed the ability for growers to submit their water orders on-line at the
District’s website if they wish. The District continues to look for new ways to serve their growers and
provide flexible, timely and consistent water delivery service. Please see Appendix F District Water
Order Form, for an example of the District’s water order form.

7. Construct and operate district spill and tailwater recovery systems

Distribution System Lateral Annual Spill Quantity Recovered
(AF/Y) and reused (AF/Y)
There are no District Spills All supply is contained within the

Distribution System

Total

The District has a few terminal basins used to capture water at the end of a conveyance system. These
facilities recharge this water to the local groundwater aquifer. However, the District does not suffer
from spills. Also, the District does not allow tailwater recovery systems to be diverted into District
conveyance systems. Private tailwater return systems within the District are used on farms to allow
growers to apply large heads of water to fields, thereby increasing the irrigation efficiency, and tailwater
is then recirculated back to the head of the field for a second longer application after the field is
uniformly wetted up.

Drainage System Lateral Annual Drainage | Quantity Recovered
Outflow (AF/Y) and reused (AF/Y)

There are no District Drainage Systems

Total

As was previously mentioned, there are no perched groundwater areas within the District and no known
subsurface drainage systems within the District. Also, surface drainage in this area is not collected
through any systems, as it is the responsibility of landowners to manage stormwater on their own
properties. Therefore there are no District Drainage Systems and no Drainage Outflow or Quantity
Recovered.
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8. Plan to measure outflow.

Total # of outflow (surface) locations/points 1

Total # of outflow (subsurface) locations/points 0

Total # of measured outflow points 1

Percentage of total outflow (volume) measured during report year 100

Identify locations, prioritize, determine best measurement method/cost, submit funding proposal
Location & Priority Estimated cost (in $1,000s)
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

As was previously discussed, the only outflow from the District is through Tule River, and waters that
flow through Tule River past the District are either floodwater or schedule irrigation supplies by
downstream water purveyors. For this reason the District measures one location to gather information
on flows past their diversion locations and that covers all of the outflow locations. There are no plans to
measure any other locations.

9. Optimize conjunctive use of surface and ground water

The nature of the contract water supply of the Lower Tule River Irrigation District (District) is based on
the maintenance of the groundwater resources of the service area. Historically, the District has supplied
water to its farm operators utilizing a long-term Class 1 and Class 2 contract for water from the Friant-
Kern Canal. The water pricing policies of the District associated with delivery of this supply are
designed to recover the costs associated with obtaining the supply and the maintenance and
enhancement of available groundwater resources within the boundaries of the District. The goal of the
water pricing policy is to maximize the use of surface water to support the planned conjunctive use of
groundwater and Class 2 contract supplies. This is consistent with the goals of the Deer Creek and Tule
River Authority groundwater management plan of which the District is a member.

The water supply allocation and pricing procedures of the District have historically been established on
an annual basis by the Board. The district conveys water usage, price and payment terms and conditions
associated with its water deliveries in its monthly water billing forms.

The pricing procedures of the District are consistent with the adopted conjunctive use/management
goals. The District uses two pricing mechanisms to optimize its groundwater resources and send
appropriate incentives to irrigators. The two mechanisms are (1) wet vs. dry year variation in pricing
and (2) the association of District costs of fixed and variable nature to insure that the volumetric water
prices are consistent with farm operators groundwater pumping costs. These mechanisms are described
as follows:

1. The blending of the cost elements associated with the water supply and the variable nature of the
contract supply, leads to a mix where the cost of the supply decreases as the non-storable water
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supply allocation increases. The decrease in surface water costs during wet years creates incentive
for farm operators to use surface water as a substitute for groundwater, thus minimizing overdraft.
Conversely, the cost of the delivered supply increases as the supply decreases. The delivery of a
declared supply of less than the Class 1 contract amount reflects the highest cost per acre-foot. Farm
operators are sent a price signal which encourages them to utilize less surface water and more
groundwater, optimizing the groundwater resource; and

2. The District uses cost allocation of District operations on fixed charges to adjust surface water
volume prices to compete with groundwater pumping costs. In addition, the District, by special
District vote, has approved a groundwater assessment of $5.00 per acre to further adjust surface
water prices to be in line with groundwater costs. The average price of surface water for the District,
depending on the blend of Class 1 and Class 2 is approximately $35 per acre-foot (2002 water
prices) versus an average cost of $42 per acre-foot for individual groundwater pumping. This
pricing adjustment, in conjunction with wet/dry priced variation described above, encourages farm
operators to make optimal use of both surface and groundwater resources.

In addition to using incentive pricing to manage conjunctive water use goals, the District encourages
intra-district water trading among landowners, further optimizing the District water resources. Internal
trading is a formal policy of the District, and is facilitated by District water accounting procedures.
Negotiated prices on these trades are an internal matter between the landowners and/or farm operators
and are not recorded by the District. The trades are most prevalent in dry years.

10. Automate canal structures

There are no planned projects to automate canal structures in the near-term. The District has not studied
the potential for automating canal structures, but is using District facilities at the Tule River Weir and
the Wood Central Ditch diversion from the Tule River as pilot projects to gage their water management
improvement potential. This effort will be reported on in future annual updates.

11. Facilitate or promote water customer pump testing and evaluation

The District provides information to the farm operators relative to the availability of pump testing and
efficiency services provided by the serving utility or local pump companies. The involvement of the
District with private pump efficiencies is related to water conservation and overall resource
management. The fact that a farmer may apply a given amount of water to a field with a pump which is
operating at a less than optimum efficiency does affect the application time and the total quantity of
water which is being demanded by the crop. This information can be found in the District’s Water
Information & Operating Policy in Appendix B. The third paragraph below the numbered list references
available services. This policy is sent to all growers each year.

12. Mapping
GIS maps Estimated cost (in $1,000s)
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Layer 1 — Distribution system 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Layer 2 — Drainage system n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Suggested layers:

Layer 3 — Ground water information 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2
Layer 4 — Soils map 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
Layer 5 — Natural & cultural resources n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Layer 6 — Problem areas 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
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The District’s current GIS system is very developed. It was developed by a consultant and has
transitioned into a usable tool that District staff employs in water management. The current system is
populated with information on parcels within the District, the District’s conveyance system, the
District’s SCADA monitoring locations, the District’s measurement locations, NRCS soils information
in the area and the District’s groundwater monitoring network. District staff now regularly uses the GIS
System to develop groundwater contour maps of District seasonal groundwater conditions. The GIS
system is not currently viewed as having any significant deficiencies and therefore there is no plan to
expand capabilities.
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C. Provide a 3-Year Budget for Implementing BMPs

1. Amount actually spent during current year.

Actual Expenditure

BMP # BMP Name (not including staff time)  Staff Hours
A 1 Measurement $1,500 150
2 Conservation staff $600 12
3 On-farm evaluation /water delivery info $300 6
Irrigation Scheduling $0 0
Water quality $0 0
Agricultural Education Program $0 0
4 Quantity pricing $300 6
5 Policy changes $300 6
6 Contractor’s pumps $0 0
B 1 Alternative land use $0 0
2 Urban recycled water use N/A N/A
3 Financing of on-farm improvements $0 0
4 Incentive pricing $450 12
5 Line or pipe canals/install reservoirs $0 0
6 Increase delivery flexibility $210 6
7 District spill/tailwater recovery systems $0 0
8 Measure outflow $0 0
9 Optimize conjunctive use $105 3
10 Automate canal structures $0 0
11 Customer pump testing $75 0
12 Mapping $0 0
Total $3,840 201

35



2. Projected budget summary for the next year.

Budgeted Expenditure

BMP # BMP Name (not including staff time)  Staff Hours
A 1 Measurement $1,500 150
2 Conservation staff $600 12
3 On-farm evaluation /water delivery info $300 6
Irrigation Scheduling $0 0
Water quality $0 0
Agricultural Education Program $0 0
4 Quantity pricing $300 6
5 Policy changes $300 6
6 Contractor’s pumps $0 0
B 1 Alternative land use $0 0
2 Urban recycled water use N/A N/A
3 Financing of on-farm improvements $0 0
4 Incentive pricing $450 12
5 Line or pipe canals/install reservoirs $0 0
6 Increase delivery flexibility $210 6
7 District spill/tailwater recovery systems $0 0
8 Measure outflow $0 0
9 Optimize conjunctive use $105 3
10 Automate canal structures $0 0
11 Customer pump testing $75 0
12 Mapping $0 0
Total $3,840 201
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3. Projected budget summary for 3" year.

Budgeted Expenditure

BMP # BMP Name (not including staff time)  Staff Hours
A 1 Measurement $1,500 150
2 Conservation staff $600 12
3 On-farm evaluation /water delivery info $300 6
Irrigation Scheduling $0 0
Water quality $0 0
Agricultural Education Program $0 0
4 Quantity pricing $300 6
5 Policy changes $300 6
6 Contractor’s pumps $0 0
B 1 Alternative land use $0 0
2 Urban recycled water use N/A N/A
3 Financing of on-farm improvements $0 0
4 Incentive pricing $450 12
5 Line or pipe canals/install reservoirs $0 0
6 Increase delivery flexibility $210 6
7 District spill/tailwater recovery systems $0 0
8 Measure outflow $0 0
9 Optimize conjunctive use $105 3
10 Automate canal structures $0 0
11 Customer pump testing $75 0
12 Mapping $0 0
Total $3,840 201
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Section 4: Best Management Practices for Urban Contractors
(Due to the adoption of revised BMPs in December 2008, this section will be updated in Spring
2009.)

A. Urban BMPs

1. Utilities Operations
1.1  Operations Practices
1.2  Pricing
1.3  Metering
1.4 Water Loss Control

2. Education
2.1 Public Information Programs
2.2 School Education

3. Residential

4. Cll

5. Landscape

B. Provide a 3-Year Budget for Expenditures and Staff Effort for BMPs

1. Amount actually spent during current year.

Year 2010 Projected Expenditures
BMP # BMP Name (not including staff hours) Staff Hours
1. Utilities Operations
1.1 Operations Practices $150 225
1.2 Pricing $0 15
1.3 Metering $750 150
1.4 Water Loss Control $0 0
2. Education
2.1 Public Information Programs $150 38
2.2 School Education $0 0
3. Residential n/a 0
4. Cll n/a 0
5. Landscape $0 0
Total $1050 428
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2. Projected budget summary for 2" year.

Year 2011 Projected Expenditures
BMP # BMP Name (not including staff hours) Staff Hours
1. Utilities Operations
1.1 Operations Practices $150 225
1.2 Pricing $0 15
1.3 Metering $750 150
1.4 Water Loss Control $0 0
2. Education
2.1 Public Information Programs $150 38
2.2 School Education $0 0
3. Residential n/a 0
4. Cll n/a 0
5. Landscape $0 0
Total $1050 428
3. Projected budget summary for 3 year.
Year 2012 Projected Expenditures
BMP # BMP Name (not including staff hours) Staff Hours
1. Utilities Operations
1.1 Operations Practices $150 225
1.2 Pricing $0 15
1.3 Metering $750 150
1.4 Water Loss Control $0 0
2. Education
2.1 Public Information Programs $150 38
2.2 School Education $0 0
3. Residential n/a 0
4. Cll n/a 0
5. Landscape $0 0
Total $1050 428
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Appendix A  Water Inventory Tables



Year of Data 2010 Enter data year here

Table 1
Surface Water Supply
Federal Federal non- Water Upslope
2010 Ag Water Ag Water. State Water Local Water (define) Drain Water Total

Month (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet) (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)

Method M1 Ml
January 0 0 0 3,812 0 0 3,812
February 3697 0 0 0 0 0 3,697
March 0 0 0 23,424 0 0 23,424
April 28327 0 0 480 0 0 28,807
May 42509 0 0 9,640 0 0 52,149
June 27254 0 0 14,457 0 0 41,711
July 20514 0 0 15,681 0 0 36,195
August 38342 0 0 11,623 0 0 49,965
September 10785 0 0 566 0 0 11,351
October 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
November 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
December 0 0 0 9,532 0 0 9,532
TOTAL 171,428 0 0 89,215 0 0 260,643

Lower Tule River Irrigation District Tables - Page 1



Table 2

Ground Water Supply
Groundwate Groundwate
2010 r r
Month (acre-feet)  *(acre-feet)
Method E2
January 0 275
February 0 4,607
March 0 8,362
April 0 9,369
May 0 4,355
June 0 22,969
July 0 46,507
August 0 39,551
September 0 37,819
October 0 11,025
November 0 4,332
December 0 3,013
TOTAL 0 192,184

*normally estimated

Lower Tule River Irrigation District Tables - Page 2



Table 3

Total Water Supply
Surface  Groundwate M&I District
2010 Water Total r Wastewater Water
Month (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)
Method
January 3,812 0 0 3,812
February 3,697 0 0 3,697
March 23,424 0 0 23,424
April 28,807 0 0 28,807
May 52,149 0 0 52,149
June 41,711 0 0 41,711
July 36,195 0 0 36,195
August 49,965 0 0 49,965
September 11,351 0 0 11,351
October 0 0 0 0
November 0 0 0 0
December 9,532 0 0 9,532
TOTAL 260,643 0 0 260,643

*Recycled M&I Wastewater is treated urban wastewater that is used for agriculture.

Lower Tule River Irrigation District

Tables - Page 3



Table 4

Distribution System

2010
Canal, Pipeline, Length Width Surface Area Precipitation Evaporation Spillage Seepage Total

Lateral, Reservoir (feet) (feet) (square feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)
Tule River 248,160 12 2,977,920 92 290 0 22,859 (23,058)
Unlined Canals 887,040 8 7,344,691 226 716 0 81,711 (82,201)
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 10,322,611 317 1,006 0 104,570 105,259

Lower Tule River Irrigation District

Tables - Page 4




Table 5

Crop Water Needs

Leaching Cultural Effective  Appl. Crop
2010 Area Crop ET Requiremen Practices Precipitatio Water Use
Crop Name (crop acres) (AF/Ac) (AF/Ac) (AF/Ac) (AF/Ac) (acre-feet)
Corn 53,502 2.29 0.00 0.57 0.00 153,149
Alfalfa 20,556 4.60 0.00 1.15 0.29 112,184
Wheat 18,509 1.35 0.00 0.34 0.19 27,671
Cotton 4,853 2.56 0.00 0.64 0.00 15,517
Almonds 3,106 3.42 0.00 0.85 0.14 12,828
Walnuts 3,088 3.63 0.00 0.91 0.06 13,841
Pistachios 2,064 3.51 0.00 0.35 0.04 7,885
Vineyard 2,025 2.58 0.00 0.65 0.03 6,471
Prunes 1,447 3.42 0.00 0.85 0.14 5,976
Other (<5%) 2,788 3.42 0.00 0.85 0.14 11,515
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
Crop Acres 111,938 367,038

Total Irrig. Acres 111,938  (If this number is larger than your known total, it may be due to double cropping)

Lower Tule River Irrigation District

Tables - Page 5



Table 6
2010 District Water Inventory

Water Supply Table 3 260,643
Riparian ET (Distribution and Drain) minus 0
Groundwater recharge intentional - ponds, injection ~ minus 23,044
Seepage Table 4 minus 104,570
Evaporation - Precipitation Table 4 minus 639 |
Spillage Table 4 minus 0|
Transfers/exchanges/trades/wheel (into or out of the district)  plus/minus (8,111) |
Non-Agri deliveries Jelivered to non-ag customer:  minus 0
Water Available for sale to agricultural customers 124,229 |
Compare the above line with the next line to help find data gaps

2005 Actual Agricultural Water Sales From District Sales Records 177,821 |
Private Groundwater Table 2 plus 192,184 |
Crop Water Needs Table 5 minus 367,038 |
Drainwater outflow (tail and tile not recycled) minus 0|
Percolation from Agricultural Land (calculated) 2,967

Lower Tule River Irrigation District Tables - Page 6



Table 7

Influence on Groundwater and Saline Sink
2010

Agric Land Deep Perc + Seepage + Recharge - Groundwater Pumping = District Influence 127,614
Estimated actual change in ground water storage, including natural recharge) (11,340)
Irrigated Acres (from Table 5) 111,938
Irrigated acres over a perched water table

Irrigated acres draining to a saline sink

Portion of percolation from agri seeping to a perched water table

Portion of percolation from agri seeping to a saline sink

Portion of On-Farm Drain water flowing to a perched water table/saline sink
Portion of Dist. Sys. seep/leaks/spills to perched water table/saline sink
Total (AF) flowing to a perched water table and saline sink

(=] o) fe] o) [} feo) Fun)

Lower Tule River Irrigation District Tables - Page 7



Table 8

Annual Water Quantities Delivered Under Each Right or Contract

Federal Federal non- Water Upslope
Year Ag Water Ag Water. State Water Local Water (define) Drain Water Total
(acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acre-feet)
2001 76,942 0 0 26,373 0 0 103,315
2002 78,511 0 0 46,876 0 0 125,387
2003 131,470 0 0 61,354 0 0 192,824
2004 71,472 0 0 20,063 0 0 91,535
2005 247,595 0 0 112,596 0 0 360,191
2006 196,658 0 0 130,141 0 0 326,799
2007 30,535 0 0 19,847 0 0 50,382
2008 71,872 0 0 41,614 0 0 113,486
2009 125,173 0 0 30,835 0 0 156,008
2010 171,428 0 0 89,215 0 0 260,643
Total 1,201,656 0 0 578,914 0 0 1,780,570
Average 120,166 0 0 57,891 0 0 178,057

Lower Tule River Irrigation District

Tables - Page 8



Appendix B LTRID & PIXID 2010 Water Information & Operating Policy



PRORATE OR CANAL
ALLOCATION

The need for prorating water use on canals
occurs when demand exceeds the design
capacity of specific canals. This problem
typically occurs only in the summer months
and only for short periods. During prorate
periods the water users in the affected areas
are given an allocation of water to be used
within a two-week time frame. Prorates are
designed to provide equitable water
allocation to all water users. Cooperation
when prorate is necessary will greatly assist
in providing equal treatment to all District
water users. If you have any questions,
please contact the District office.

WATER MEASUREMENTS

The Water Systems Operator using one of
following three methods take water
measurements at the numbered turnout:

1. Pump test rating
2. Gravity Measurement
3. Meter

Pumps will be rated once each season
without charge upon request or if any
changes are made to the pump station.

Any discrepancy regarding the quantity of
water charged to an account must be
reviewed with the District prior to the 15" of
the month following the date of billing. All
charges will be considered correct and final
after that date.

Emergency Phone Numbers:
559-686-4716 / 559-752-5050

Follow the instructions to be transferred
to the attendant on call.

On behalf of the Board of Directors 1
want to thank you for your cooperation
i providing equitable, reliable water
service to the water users of the Lower

Tule River & Pixiley Irrigation District.

If you have any questions regarding this
poliey, please feel free to contact the
District office at the numbers indicated.

DAN VINK

GENERAL MANAGER

357 E OLIVE AVE
TIPTON CA 93272
Phone (559) 686-4716
Fax (559) 686-0151
Email: Itrid@Itrid.org
www.ltrid.org

357 EOLIVE AVE

TIPTON CA 93272

5596864716

559-686-0151 FAX

WATER INFORMATION
&
OPERATING POLICY

Working together to meet your water
needs now and into our future



WATER OPERATING POLICY

WATER ORDERS

In an effort to provide an affordable and
reliable water supply, the following
guidelines have been adopted by the
Board of Directors of the Lower Tule
River & Pixley Irrigation District, and are
implemented by the staff of the District
to insure equitable distribution of water
to all water users within the District.

The Districts contract water supply is
supplemental only and therefore does not
provide the sole supply for District wide crop
irrigation requirements in all years. Elements of
the Districts water supply program include:

o In years when water is available above the
amount to meet irrigation demand the
District actively recharges the groundwater
aquifers through numerous sinking basins
and river channels in the District.

o In water short years, the District's surface
water supply is intended to supplement
grower owned wells.

o In certain years water runs may be
scheduled at different times throughout the
year in order to maximize available supply
and to coordinate with irrigation deliveries.

WATER RATES & WATER RUNS

The Board of Directors determines the water
rate and establishes water runs. Water rates
and water runs are based on the most current
information available. The District endeavors to
keep water-users notified in advance of any
changes. Changes in water runs may occur on
short notice due to uncontrollable conditions that
affect water supply. Additional information
regarding water rates and water runs can be
found on the District’'s web site: www.ltrid.org

o All turnouts are numbered either on the
gate or on the pump apparatus. Orders
for water should be made referencing the
turnout number.

o Water orders for both turn on and turn off
must be placed 24 hours in advance with
the District office.

o Water orders need to be placed by 9:00
a.m. to be effective for the following day.

o Please place water orders for Sunday or
Monday by 9:00 a.m. on or before the
preceding Saturday.

o Water orders may be placed in the office
during normal office hours from 7:00 a.m.
to 4:30 p.m. during the weekdays and
7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. on Saturdays and
Holidays during water runs.

o In order to provide for consistency and
accountability, water systems operators
cannot take water orders in the field either
verbally or through written notes.

It may be necessary for the District to
establish specific on/off times by turnout due
to operational constraints of the canal system.
District canals and check structures are to be
operated by District personnel only unless an
extreme emergency exists. Turnouts are to be
operated by the water user. Please contact
the District office for specific turnout numbers
and on/off times or if turnout numbers are not
present or are illegible.

EMERGENCY PROCEDURE

Please do not place water orders with the
answering service.

When calling the answering service please
leave a name and telephone number along with
other pertinent information. An example of an
emergency would be a ditch break or anything
that alters the flow of water that might cause
property damage.

WATER USE STATEMENT

There is a 24-hour answering service for
emergencies that occur outside of regular
business hours. The emergency telephone
numbers are listed on the back page.

A monthly water statement will be mailed to each
water user during the first ten days of each month.
The statement will include water use and account
balance as of the end of the preceding month.

Delinquency Charge. Payment for water is due
upon receipt of the statement. A penalty will be
added if payment is not received by the end of
the month in which the statement was
generated. Penalties will be assessed at 1.5%
of the unpaid balance or $2.50 whichever is
greater.



Updated: February 2007

Deposit Requirements for Water Deliveries to Rented/Leased Property

Water deliveries to land rented by those who do not own more than 20
acres within the District shall be secured according to the following
formula and procedures:

A deposit consisting of the below formula shall be made prior to the
delivery of any water:

(Acres Rented) x (1.0) x (Published Water Rate)

Example: If the water rate is $50 per a/f and a renter is renting 100 acres
then the District will require a deposit of $5,000.

(100) x (1.0) x ($50)

When the deposited amount falls below 20% of the total deposit, the user
will receive one verbal reminder from the District to reinstate the required
deposited amount as per the formula. When the deposited amount falls
below 10% of the total required deposit, water deliveries to the user will
be terminated. Any unused deposit will be refunded to the user within 45
days of the completion of the water run, or by September 15th, whichever
is later.

Water deliveries secured through a landowner guarantee are not
subject to this policy.

Board Action January 7" 2007.

Updated: February 2007



Appendix C  District Sample Bill



CUStomEI’ # i BH' # 42289 ) lrergarian Hrwraer
Bill Date 11/30/2011

357 E Olive Ave

FERN OAK FARMS Tipton, CA 93272
(559) 752-5050 or

23135 ROAD 148 (556) 6864716

TULARE, CA 93274-9647 Itrid@itrid.org

Account Balance Water Usage

Previous Balance $10,906.53 Billing Period (November) 11/4/2011 To 11/30/2011
Billed Usage 6.42 Af

Payments/Credits $10,006.53

Penalties $0.00

Charges $353.10

Adjustments $0.00

Turnout Description Qty Rate Amount
04-1470.0 04-1470.0 - 163.000ac - Riparian -L.ower Tule Regular Ti 6.42 Af $55.00 $353.10
Total 6.42 Af $55.00 $353.10
;‘— .............................................................................................. Detach and retum ina boltom remiflance parion With YOUTBIYMIBNL s sseserinsssissssssssssssst stss s s s esesscosr e ose o ;“ .

. Delinquent Date 1213172011

Customer # Bil# 42289

Previous Balance $10,908.53

Payments/Credits $10,806.53

Penalties $0.00

Charges $353.10

Adjustments $0.00

FERN OAK FARMS

23135 ROAD 148 Amount Enciosed $
TULARE, CA 83274-9647




Date

Turnout CFS Hours Consumed AF
10/31/2011|04-1470.0 2.16 24.00 4,280
11/1/2011104-1470.0 12,00 2.140
Total For Turnout{04-1470.0 36.00 6.42
36.00 6.42




Appendix D DCTRA July 2006 Groundwater Management Plan





















































































































































































































Appendix E Notices of District Education Programs and Services Available to Customers
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\ River Bill
Awaits Vote
By House

Action To Follow Senate
OK, Provide Certainty

Action by the House of Represenmatives is ex-
pected shortly on a massive omnibus public lands,
water and resources bill confaining the legislation
that would implement the San Joaquin River settle-
ment.

Tt was not known at press time exactly when the
House might take up the bill. Its consideration was
delayed by debate over the huge economic stimulus
passage that recently was approved by Congress and
signed into law by President Obama.

M NT STE
“This is an important and long-awdited step to-

Frimnt Waier Achonty /1 Pandall McFarand
‘Frogile Blossoms and  brilliant San Joaquin Valley early spring moring fiams the Friant-Kern Canal &s 1t shakes . i N
araund thi low foothills north of Lindsay b February £9. Despite the tranguil beauty, the Friant Division's watgr ™ard putting the litigation over the San Joaquin

River behind us,” Ronald D, JTacobsma, Friant Wa-
ter Users Authority Consulting General Manager,
said after the Senate passage of 8. 22 — the Omnibus
Public Lands Management Act of 2009 - on 2 vate

[ ]
Friant Feeling Water Pinch =
*“This action will lead toward implementation of

. . the Settlement while providing safeguards and wa-
Initial Class 1 Supply Declaration Just 25%; CVP May Have  tersupiy corainty for Friant sers.

. . “It is a major advancement on Friant’s No. 1
To Supply Exchange Contractors From San Joaquin River priority under the Settlement, strengthening and
putting the apreement’s Water Management Goal to
work to minimize or eliminate effects on Friant's
water supply as 2 result of river restoration flow
releases,” Jacobsma added.

supply outlook this sprng 1s 1nrially considerably less than serene,

A third consecutive year of drought has taken a toll
on the 11,5, Bureau of Reclamation™s initial water supply
declaration for the Central Valley Project’s Friant Divi-

sion. BAME SITUATION
The Burean announced February 20 that Friant water He also noted, “The setilement remains the only

users, at least for now, can expect a water supply of just  way to provide certainty in a highly uncertain legal
200,000 acre-feet, only 25% of the total Class 1 water  environment that has surrounded the San TJoaquin
under contract, in the contract year that begins March 1. River litigation since it was filed in 1988.

There would be no Class 2 water. All of the factors that encouraged the Friant con-
1 OF AVERAGE tractors to settle 244 years ago are still in play.”
If the declaration v.ere to hold, Friant’s overall sup- Friant Water Users Authority member districts

ply would be only 15% of its long-term average annual  and board members view the Settlement as a sound
delivery of 1.3 million acre-feet. Based upon Friant’s  business decision.

unique two-class system of water supply, the project’s The FWUA sees the Settloment as a far superior
first 800,000 acre-feet of yield is used by Class 1 con- and sure outcome than would have been possible
tractors that have limited or no access to groundwater or .4 the San Joaquin River case and its anticipated

other surface supplies.
Please see Water Pinch, back page Please see River BAlL. back page

New State Effort Begins On Framing A Water Infrastructure Bond

One state crisis may be out of the way o mumerous Delta improvements and a to Central and Southern California around  Vision Committee late last year following
but another continues and is gaining re- new version of a Peripheral Canal, which the fragile Bay-Dslta estuary. The project months of consideration.
newed attention at the State Capitol, would move at least some vater destined was a key recommendation of the Delta Please see Infrastructure, Page 3

With the state’s budget crisis finally
resolved, legislators and the Schwarzeneg-
ger administration are turing focus back
to the worsening water situation and Cali- 672 "ON 1OAMAd
fr:l;l:, s long-term wvater infrastructure V9 AVSANIT

'‘DISCUSSION EMERGING’ aIVd IDVISOd SN

“Discussions are emerging once again
on a California water infrastructure bond,” TIVANYLS
said Ronald D, Jacobsma, Friamt Water JIIH0STad

A“‘h"hg? N ].\g"’““_ge". beins g §1L1-29ZE6 BIWOJIED ARSDUM | SNUBAY PIBAIRH GUON 58
The latest consideration is being given ALTHOHLNV SILVAA INVIN

US. Bureav of Reclamation Regional Cirector Donald
Glaser 15 flanked bv Area Manager Michae! lackson (left)
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wo water districts
straddling
boundary between
Kem and Tulare
counties have consolidated.
Kem-Tulare  and
Rag Gulch water districts
officially merged as 2009
began under the

The consolidated agency
provides agricultural water
delivzred through the Friant-
Kemn Cangl under a Cross
Valley Canal contract and
ammangements with the City
Bakersficld,
Edison Water Storage Dis-
trict and Kern County Water

Dalke, Kem-
Tulare General Manager,
said the two districts shared
a common distribution sys-
lem, management, and staff,
but were govemed by tvwo
separate boards of directors.
contracts were
managed separately, Dalke

District accounting, au-
dit and budgets were also
accounted for separately and
both districts were previ-
ously members of the Friant

AROUND FRIANLT

;:ulﬁrﬁnf;:e Merges With Rag Guich District

Water Autherity and Friant
Water Users Authoriry..

“All other aspects of
district management were
already integrated,” Dalke
said. “Tt is working very

the

well.”

Kemn-

for Dalke.

Arvin-
Rag

drew Pandol,
John Zaninovich

district,

Chris Caratan,

Consolidation is  ex-
pected o save $156,000
annually and is already re-
sulting in significant time
savings efficiencies for the
district’s office manager and

There are no significant
impacts upon water supply
or Reclamation Reform Act
compliance, Datke said. All
Gulkch assets
merged inte Kem-Tulare.

Each board had five
members, but four — An-

Stephens, Curt Holmes and
— were
already directors of each

Those men have contin-
ued in office along with
Kern-Tulare Water District
Director Bruce Kelsey.

The other Rag Gulch
Water  District  director,
was  ap-
pointed Treasurer of the

consolidated district,

dential water service.

he=1-3

sion tour January 20,
Kent

the tour.

Dave Martin.

Hendrix, District E

Kern-Tulare Water Dis-
triet was formed on March|
5, 1974, and Rag Gulch
‘Water District was organ-
ized January 24, 1953, both
for the purpose of providing
agricultural water service.
Neither district has ever|
provided domestic or rTesi-

As combined, the dis-
tricts cover 23,472 acres.

TULARE IRRIGATION DISTRICT
District Directors

See Friant Division
Tulare Irrigation District

directors and staff members|

took part in a Friant Divi-

The TID gronp was
hosted by the Friant Water
Authority. Assistant General
Manager Mario Santoyo led

Attending were Direc-
tors David Bixler, President;)
Rick Borges, Vice Presi-|
dent; Mike Thomas; and

Also participating  were]
General Manager J. Paul

Marca Crenshaw; Controller
Rich Tapley; and guests Jim
Koontz with the law firm
that represents TID; and
Dennis Mills, of the engi-
neering firm of Provost and
Pritchard.

The tour included the
San Joaquin River, Friant
Dam and Millerton Lake,
along with portions of the
Friant-Kern Canal.

Participants saw such
canal features as siphons
and related facilities at Little
Dry Creek (northeast of
Clovis),  Kings  River
{northeast of Centerville and
Sanger), and the St John's
and Kaweah rivers (between
‘Woodlake and Exeter).

They visited TID's Main
Canal  headworks  and
viewed some of the Friant-
Kem Canal reaches that
present  difficult operation
and maintenance challenges,
including  capacity con-
straints, exotic aquatic weed
infestations and concrete
liner panel failures. The tour
also visited the Friant Water
Authority offices and main-
tenance yards in Orange

Aaron Fakuda; Watermaster|

Cove and Lindsay,

State Boosts Fight In Battle Against Mussels Invaslon

Californin Food and Agricul-

and Matt Bettenhgusen, Califor-

ture officials have i
they are stepping up their battle
against invasive Quaggn and Ze-
bra mussels, ac well as Asian
citrus  psyllids that threaten
Southemn California orange trees.
“One of the preatest chal-
lenges to buman health, to our
environment and to our food sup-
ply comes from invasive spe-
cies,” A.G. Kawamura, Depart-
ment of Food and Agriculture
Secretary, said at the World Ag
Expo in Tulare February 10.
Formation of an Invasive
Species Council was announced.
It is to include secretaries of five

state agencies that previously had
dealt with the environmental
problem.

They include Mike Chrisman,
Resources Secretary, Linda Ad-
ams, state Environmental Protec-
tion Agency; Kim Belshe, Health
and Human Services Agency;

nia Emergency M
Agency.

Kawamura said the council
wants to eliminate duplication of
efforts and more efficiently use
the state’s resources.

Quagga and Zebra mussels
were first detected in the Great
Lakes in the late 1980s, resulting
in hundreds of millions of dollars
in damape to water delivery sys-
tems.

They were found in the Colo-
rado River system in January
2007 and were later found in San
Diego and Riverside counties by
state and local water agencies.

Zebra mussels were discoy-
ered in San Justo Reserveir in
San Benito County in January
2008,

In addition to devastating the
natural environment, Quagpa and
Zebra mussels pose a dramatic

economic threat to California,

“If the Quagpa gets into the
Central Valley Project,” said
California Department of Food
and Agriculture spokesman Mike
Jarvis, “you can kiss the transpor
of water goodbye.”

The psyllid can transmit the
citrus greening disease, which
has killed tens of thousands of
acres of trees in Florida and Bra-
zil.

SACRAMENTO RIVER
Salmon Numbers

Are Down Again

Numbers of salmon returning
to spawn in the Sacramento were
down again last fall, according to
the Pacific Fishery Management
Council.

It said 66,286 adult salmon
returned to the Sacramento River
to spawn, the least ever counted
and down from 87,881 salmon in
2007,

Salmon fishing restrictions
may again be imposed off Cali-
fornia's coast this summer.

The San Francisce Chroricle
reported that scientists believe
warmer ocean ¢conditions in 2005
and 2006 led to a lessening of
food supply just as young salmon
were entering the ocean.

The environmental commu-
nity generally blames California
water diversions, including Delta
pumping inte the Deha-Mendota
Canal and California Aqueduct,
for the decline.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
State Considers
Groundwater Action

There is growing concem
among farmers and water agen-
cies over a recommendation by
the California Legislative Ana-
lyst that the state begin regutating
groundwater.

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER AND RESERVOIR WATER CONDITIONS

State legislators ware urged
by the report to take away local
controls and give power to regu-
late groundwater to the stare,
which sheady regulates surface
water rights and water quality.

Along with concern over a
new bureaucracy, there are wor-
ries that such a chaoge might
well lead to new regulatory re-
quirements, permits and fees.

Catherine Freeman, a senior
fiscal and policy analyst for the
Legislative Analyst's Office, said
the office has not determined
how the state should regulate
groundy: ater.

“It's mot an casy ansveer to
sobve,” Frecman said. “A farmer
in the north state, central stalc
and south state would have preity
different opinions.™

Such a process would likely
end the cument assumption that
groundv.ater  beneath  private
property is a property right.
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Thise on e Metropolitan Water Disinui nf Southem California iwur of San loaguin

valley water feauras look over the San loaguin River talrace ai Friant Dam The
grnup. fram Calabasas, was lad by Asseclation of Califorria Water Ageneles Pres-
Jeni Glen Petarsen. a dirgctor of the Lus virgenes Muraeipal Water Disinict in the
Ventura County community and a MWD board rmember. The Fnant Water Authority
and .S Bureal' of Retlamahun hosted the February 8 Friant Dam wisit. FWA Assis-
1ant Genaral Manager Many Santoyo spoke

Storms Help; Much More Needed

Drought may still be in control of
water supplies but latc winter storms
have been getting in some serious licks
across the San Joaquin River watershed
and other parts of the central and south-
ern Sierra Nevada,

A storm at the end of January fol-
lowed by repeated heavy snow — often
at low elevations — and rain during Feb-
ruary ‘were encouraging, although not
nearly enuigh.

“This wet +weother has certainly
helped, especially compared tn the dis-
mal precipitation experienced in Janu-
ary” said Ronald D. Jacobsma, Friant
‘Water Authority General Manager.

Unfortunately, another storm that hit
February 22 did not live up to expecta-

tions. Tt caused warm rain up to 7,500
feet, but not much of it.
77% RUNOFF FORECAST

The California Department of Water
Resources predicted February 17 that
the San Joaquin River's natural runoff
during the peak April-through-July pe-
riod would be 960,000 acre-feet, 775
of average, ing average precipi
tion oeeurs,

Should cxitically dry weather domi-
nate the coming months, San Joaquin
River runoff could be as lide as
530,000 acre-feet — 42% of average —
between april Vaml Toly 34,

Milierton Lake, as of February 21,
contained about 280,000 acre-feet and
was just over half full, The lake has
been rising slowly.

No Water?

That’s The Gloomy Prospect
Within CVP’s San Luis Unit

Prospects for Central Valley Project wa-
ter supplies for San Luis Unit agriculiural
confractors along the valley's West Side
bave hit an irmeducible minimum.

US. Bureau of Reclamation officials
February 20 made official what had been
widely reported for weeks — that CVP agri-
cultural contractors south of the Delta can
expect a zero allocation under a critically dry
forecast.

10% SUPPLY AT BEST?

If water supplies used by the west valley
agencies were to improve to reflect average
amounts of inflow to Lake Shasta occurring
for the rest of winter and spring, agricultural
contractors could receive only a 10% alloca-
tion, Reclamation announced.

Because of the minimal amount of carry-
over water in Storage, it is not considered
likely that the 10% figare could be exceeded.

State Water Project contractors aren't
much better off with a 15% declared supply.

Effects of the zero allocation are rapidly
expanding, West Side agricultiral, economic
md social misery is growing after mush-
rooming during 2008 as a result of drought-
reduced water supplies and court-ordered
restrictions on Delta water export pumping
to protect the threatened Delta smelt under
the Endangered Species Act.

WESTLANDS IMPACTS

Westlands, the nation's largest water
district, summed up the growing catastrophe
in this statement:

“Farmers in the Westlands Water Dis-
trict have already begun destroying thou-
sands of acres of almond orchards and plan
on falloving over 300,000 acres of
land. Wherever possible, almond production
will be stunted in hopes of keeping the trees
alive through this desperate time. But there is
no question that many years worth of invest-
ments will be lost.

*“The human jmpact is worse. The latest
estimates from economists with the Univer-
sity of California, Davis, predict that up-
wands of 75,000 people will lose their jobs
this year and more than $2 billion will be
lost from the San Joaquin Valley's economy
because of the combination of drought and
regulatory restrictions on water deliveries.

“That only accounts for the losses to
agriculture south of the Delta. The damage
from water shortages to manufacturing,
housing construction, the Silicon Valley and
many other sectors of the economy through-
out the state will add immeasurably to the
ultimate toll on California's working fami-
lies.

“In Westlands, the crisis is wall under
way. Cropping decisions have already been
made. Fields are being abandoned. The un-
employment rate in the community of Men-
dota glone has soared to 40%,

“This is not merely a natural disaster, It
is the product of a broken water system that
has been neglected for too long. It is the
inexorable result of an inflexible regutatory
regime that makes all of our water convey-
ance problems worse. In the months ahead,
hundreds of thousands of Californians will
be paying the price for the state's failure to
address the need for water.”

‘FAR REACHING’

The Farm Bureau in Fresno County, the
nation’s long-time leader in gross farm pro-
duction value, said in a statement;

“At a time when everyone across the
nation is talking about economic stimulus. it
is ironic that we are hit with this huge cco-
nomic suppressant when Fresno County and
it. residents — alrcady plagued with high
unemploymemt — can least afford it, The
impacts from this year’s water shortages will
be far-reaching and widespread - on a social,
economic, hydrological, and resource man-
agement basis.”

Western Fresno County accounts for a
quarter of the county’s farm production. The
zero allocation, the Firm Bureau said, means
the ultimate benriiciary of affected crops —
the consumer — will be harmed.

“Morgover, significantly reduced sup-
plie§ v farmers in the Friant service area will
impact production along the East Side as
well,” the Farm Bureau noted.

“*Countywide, there will be more depend-
ence on groundwater, which is already over-
drafted in many parts of the county... . With-
out a reliable water supply, Fresno County’s
No. 1 employer — agriculture - is at preat
risk. Agriculture is the econvmnic engine that
drives the Valley and water is the fuel for
that engine.”

Infrastructu F€: New Discussions Take Place On State Water Bond

Continuad from front page

LENGTHY

NSIDERATION

that will solve our problem is a comprehensive package,

Jacobsma said the Authority is closely following con-
sideration on a new v.ater infrastructure bond measure,
SB 12, by state Senator Toe Simitian (D-Prio Alto), the
Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta, Clean Drinking
Water, Water Supply Secwity, and Environmental Im-
provement Act of 2009.

If approved by the voters, the measure would author-
ize $6 billion in bonds for financing a water quality, envi-
ronmental enhancement, and water supply reliability pro-
gram. JYacobsma noted that the Authority has a number
of concerns with the proposal, including governance, fees
and a lack of a comprehensive approach to water prob-
lems.

Both Assembly Speaker Karen Bass (D-Sanra
Monica) and her counterpart, Senate Leader Darrell
Steinberg (D-Sacremento) have said they hope to find
CONSENSUS ON a new state water-supply bond in 2009,

Debate and consideration of such a proposal went on
2V years before it seemed to disappear last year after
failing to emerge from the Legislature in time to appear
on the ballot.

Since then, water supply curtailmenis and future wa-
fer prospects have only worsened in all parts of the state
that depend upon water export pumping from the Delta.

“With the state’s overall water situation getting
worse, il is encouraging to see new efforts beginning in
Sacramento in search of a solution,” Jacobsma said,

He said hopes for a water plan are higher not only
becavse of the curvent crisis but since agreement on a
ballot measure last summer came to the brink of approval
before becoming caught up in the staie budget mess and
State Capitol politics.

Tim Quinn, Association of California Water Agencies
(ACWA) Executive Director, has said, “The only thing

with all the pieces working simultaneously.”

NEW SUPPORT

A Peripheral Canal as an important part of a compre-
hensive plan has gained much new traction over the past
few years, despite memories of a 1982 statewide election
defeat of a similar plan.

A new generation of water planners has come to be-
lieve that a Peripheral Canal is the only way to overcome
mounting environmental and infrartructure blockades and
fragility confronting and confounding state water sup-
plies.

Last year's proposal by a cabinet-level committes
called for “dual conveyance” with a “through Delta” con-
veyance feature (such as that now used to move north
state water to export pumps near Tracy) that would in-
clude strengthening of existing levees,
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Old Water

Rights

May Come Into Play
For The First Time

Exchange Contractors’ Historic Entitlement
Is Basis For Friant-Kern, Madera Diversions

Historic San Joaquin River water rights
have been at the heart of the Friant Divi-
sion’s supply for more than 65 years but a
substitute supply of water that permits di-
versions into the Friant-Kern and Madera
canals is seriously at risk this year for the
first time.

The problem is that those water rights
arc not held within the Central Valley Pro-
ject’s Friant Division but rather underlie
four western San Joaquin Valley districts
and canal companies known as the San
Toaquin River Exchange Contractors.

If the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation is
unable to deliver all of the Exchanpe Con-
tractors” substitute supply of water pumped
from the Delta — usually 840,000 acre-feet
but which in this critical dry year has bezn
reduced to 650,000 acre-feet — the differ-
ence vrould have to be made up through
releases from Friant Dam.

That is a distinct possibility this sum-
mer.

FRIANT RELEASES

Any such water for the Exchange Con-
tractors would come dircedy out of the
supply which would otherwise be delivered
within the Friant Division.

Bureau official. have stated there is a
potential for more than 250,000 acre-feet
of 8an Joaquin River water to be deliverad
to the Exchange Contractors becausc of
possible shortfalls in the Delta supply.

The unprecedenied potential situation is
a big reason why Reclamation limited the
Friant Division's initial supply declaration
to 25% of Class | coniract amounts, with
no Class 2 water at all. {Please see “Friant
Feeling Water Pinch," front page.)

Friant Water Authority General Man-
ager Ronald D. Jacobsma says the circum-

stances are disquicting evidence that
“Friant’s interest in the Delta is front, cen-
ter and end.”

MILLER & LUX RIGHTS

The Exchange Contractors’ historic
water rights are decply rooted in the pio-
neering water development efforts of a
historic cattle company, Miller & Lux,
dating to the 1860s and [870s. Miller &
Lux secured full rights to control and use a
major portion of the San Joaquin River's
natural flow.

The Bureau of Reclamation in the
1930s acquired the right tw use the Miller
& Lux water for storage and diversion at
the then-being-planned Friant Dam.

In exchange, the U.S. Bureau of Recla-
tnation agreed to provide a substituie sup-
Ply of CVP water totaling 840,000 acre-
feet to the agencies how known as the Ex-
change Contractors in all but the driest
years without charge (with Friant water
users primarily paying system costs),
DELTA-MENDOTA CANAL

This exchange water is pumped from
the Delta near Tracy with one of the CVP's
highest priorities. Most is delivered
through the CVP’s Delta-Mendota Canal to
Mendota Pool (35 miles vest of Fresno)
where it is diverted into several canals built
long ago by the Miller & Lux farming in-
terests, serving an area that reaches from
Mendota to north of Newman.

The caveat in the exchange arrange-
ment was that should deliveries of Delta
water not be possible, the Exchange Con-
tractors would be entitled to receive their
historic San Joaquin River water,

Except for flood releases from Friant
Tam, that has never cocurmed.

River Bill: Measure Awaits House Action

Conbnued from frant page

outcome been Jeit solely m e hands of the fedesal couts m Sacramentc that hespd the
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Frismt Water Authoioy / ). Randall McFachang
The recenstructed original Fresno County Courthouse laoks over Mitlerion
Lake, where sterage m mid-Fobruary was about half full,

Water Pinch: ciass 1 At 25%

Continued from frant page

The 1.4 million acre-feet under Class
2 contract develops only when it becomes
apparent to the Burean that all Class 1
demands can be met.

Tmpacting the Friant declaration is the
growing possibility that the four San Joa-
quin River Exchange Contractors — the
West Side agencies with historic San
Toaquin River water rights — could poten-
tiatly have to receive more than 250,00
acre-feet of water from Friant, based
upon consenative runoff forecasts for the
basins of the Sacramento and San Joa-
quin rivers, the Bureau said. (Please see
“Old Water Rlghts May Come Into Play For
The Flrst Time," this page.]

In the 65 years since the CVP’s Friant
Division became operational, there has
never been a need for the Exchange Con-
tractors to be supplied with Friant water
except during flood releases from Friant
Dam

FRIANT IMPROVEMENT?

CVP Operations Manager Ron
Milligan said February's storm activity,
vhich resulted in heavy low- to mid-
elevation snow within the San Joaquin
River watershed, has created “a vary fluid
situation™ and “may allow some flexibil-
ity, Improvement in the Friant numbers is
very possible.”

Bureau officials said their Friant Divi-
sion declaration is also based upon a very
conuervative water supply forecast that
would be adjusted as San Joaquin River
rnunoff predictions are refined to reflect
late winter and spring storm activity and
watershed snowpack measurements,

Still, Ronald D. Jacobsma, Friant Wa-
ter Authority General Manager, said there
is grave concern over the possibility that
the valley's water supply curtailments
now being felt on the West Side may
soon spread to the East Side.

“The reduced supplies to Friant along
with all of the CVP and State Water Pro-
Jject cuts on the West Side as a result of
drought and Delta pumping cuts will
have potential for devastating impacts on
the entire San Joaquin Valley and its agri-
cultural industry, the most productive in
the history of the world,” Jacobsma said.

This is the third consecutive below
averspe water year. During the past two
years, Friant’s Class 1 contractors re-
ceived a full supply. Last year, the Bu-
rean was able to make available a 5%
supply of water for Friant’s Class 2 users.

HYDROLOGY DRIVEN
Reclamation’s Mid-Pacific Regional
Director, Donald Glaser, said the current
situation “is almost totally driven by hy-
drology,” including very low totals of

e ————————— =

water being stored in reservoirs along
with low precipitation numbers.

“The natura] timing and location of
precipitation is so critical,” Glaser said.

“The challenges we face right now
have been building for some time,” he
added. Glaser pointed out that Reclama-
tion and its CVP contractors were able to
better weather a longer (six year) and
more severe drought between 1987-92,

A Buresu statement atibuted the
siwation to changing societal vahres,
added purposes and demands placed on
the projects’ dedication of water for fish
and wildlife purposes, resolution of Colo-

The reducet suppliesto
Frignt alang with all of the
CVP-and State. Watar
Project outs on the Wost
Side as = r=ault of drought
and Dalta pumping clits
will have potential For

devastating impagis on the
enting-San-Joaguin Valley
and it= agrledillural
Industry, (he most pipdue-
tive in the hfstory. of thi
world'

—HONALD Y, JAconss)y

rado River water allocations and in-
creased environmental regulatory require-
ments.

‘LIMITED DISCRETION’

Reclamation said those changes “have
reduced the availsble water supply and
limited our operational discretion and
Tlexibility, Also during the past decade,
many farmers shifted from annual crops
to treex and vineyards, making it more
difficult to fallew crops during a
drought.”

Glaser said the Bureau supports the
state in seeking long-range water supply
solutions,

In the short term, Bureau officials
said they are evaluating or pursuing sev-
eral options to comply with obligations to
senior water right holders while meeting
public health and safety needs, and man-
dated water quality and environmental
Tequirements.

“If water conditions do not improve,
this would be the firct time in many years
in which Friant’s firm supply of Class 1
water is less than 100%,” said Friant Wa-
ter Authority General Manager Ronald D.
Jacobsma.
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Governor Backs Delay In
Water Bond Vote Until '12

Governor’s
Statement On
Water Bond

Governor Amold Schwarzenegger
on June 29 ssued this statemeni
regarding the water hond scheduled
te appear on the November b allot:

“After reviev ing the agenda for dns
vedr I believe ow focus <hould be on
the pudger -~ solving the deficit re-
forming our nf ~ontiol pension casts and
fiving oor brokes budger syswem Ivs
cniocal chat the wawra hond pass s 1t
will 1mprove Tputornia’s  evonomre
groveih, enveonmental  sus ainabilicy

and * ac6q supply tor fuite seneranons

For ihut reason. I w1l work with
the Legistauni 0 posipone. ne vond to
the nexe ballov and avoid jeopaiduang
1S Passdgs

Friant Division disiricts have made the most of an
unusual Sierra Nevada snowmelt nmoff season to maxi-
mize beneficial water use while avoiding a spill over Fri-

ant Dam to date.

The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation has returned to nor- 3
mal Friant operations with a declared Friant Division
supply of Central Valley Project water amounting to
100% (or 800,000 acre-feet) for Class 1 contractors and

o for Class 2 users.

A preat deal of water was made available as surface
supplies to be used in lieu of pumping and for direct

groundv-ater recharge.

Class 2 contractors have already taken full advantage
of a pair of “uncontrolled seasons” declared by the Bu-
rcay earlier this year to move about 557,000 acre-feet,
40% of the Class 2 contract supply. That effectively kept
Millerton Lake, with its relatively small capacity of
520,500 acre-feet, from filling durisg the April and May

ovember's scheduled voting on a

comprehensive state water infra-

structure bond package has be-
come a victim of California’s recession
and financial crisis.

Governor  Amold  Schwarzenegger,
who has battled for nearly four years to
place a comprehensive program before
voters, said June 29 he favors postponing
the vote on the $11.14 billion water bond
from November 2 to an election in 2012 to
“avoid jeopardizing its passage.”

The Govemnor's position on the Safe,
Clean and Reliable Drinking Water Sup-
ply Act {(what was to be Proposition 18)
was quickly endorsed by the water bond’s
legislative author, Senator Dave Cogdill
{R-Modesto) and Senate President Pro
Temp Darrell Steinberg (D-Sacramento).
IN LEGISLATURE

Legislative consideration was sched-
uled for July 1 (after Waterline press time)
but it was not immediately clear if a deci-
sion would be made that day. Bond oppo-
nents in the Legislature quickly indicated
an effort might be made W repeal the bond

rather than postpone it. There was also
speculation opponents might oppose the
postponement to leave the issue before
voters and then work for its defeat.

Two-thirds approval is needed to post.
pone the measure, Action must be final-
ized before August 9, when printing be.
ginz on November ballot materials,

‘With the primary out of the way, bond
opponents had become increasingly vocal.
citing the state’s fiscal crisis and enor-
mous $19.1 billion budget deficit in the
fiscal year that began July 1 — factors tha
the Governor said now need to be the fo-
cus.

Recent poll numbers for the bond have
been rather weak, even though surveys four policy bills are in effect and being
show Catifornians recopnize the state’s implemented,
enormous water problems and support the STORAGE FUNDS
bonds” concept. The wide-ranging water hond, as

The comprehensivz package was years passed in November 2009, included what
in the making and had to run a gauntlet of has been missing from other water financ-
discussion, negotiation, debate and com- ing measures for decade: — strong funding
promise before paining the bi-partisan mechanisms for water storage, possibly
Legislative suppont it required last fall to including the proposed Temperance Flat
win placement on the ballot. The nther Please see Water Bond, back page
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Governor Pmold Schwarzenegger

Futent Water surchaily, " i dandall MeFatanr
The setting summer sun lights up the waves over the rising
suriace of Millerton Lake on a hol June eveming.

portions of the peak snowmelt period. Class 2 v.ater oniby
becomes available after all Class 1 supply needs can be
| met by the Bureau.

Along with these Class 2 deliveries, the Bureau made
available Section 215 (non-storable) water to long-term
Friant contractors.

Also, Friant’s first low-cost supplies under the river
Settlernent’s Restoration Water Account (RWA) were
authorized to recapture water lost to river restoration,
More than 82,000 acre feet of RWA water has been made
available to Friant contractors whose water supplies were
affected by the release of interim flows to the river during
the spring. Interim flow releases were another factor in
keeping a spill from occurring this spring.

STORAGE INCREASES

Millerton Lake storage as a resolt remained unusually

low through May but has climbed steadily during June,

Please see Supply, back page

Friant ‘Comfortable’ With Interim Restoration Flow Management

This scason’s San Joaquin River Res- said Romald D. Jacobsma, Friant Water ary ] and are to continue through Decem- legislation, interim releases are scheduled

toration Program interim flows have
passed their peak with Friant officials gen-
erally satisfied with how the T.S. Bureau
of Reclamation has managed the releases.

As scheduled, interim flows for data
collection and river observation purposes
were dropped from 1,550 cubic feet per
second to 809 ¢.f.5. on May 28 and further
reduced to 350 c.f.s. on June 8, Restora-
tion Program officials reported, Releazes
are scheduled to remain at 350 c.f.s. until
November.

“Interim restoration flows are back
down. We're comfortable with how Rec-
lamation has handled it and how the
spring pulse flows have been managed,”

Users Ambority Consulting General Man-
ager.

This year's interim flows began Febru-  Setlement and its accompanying federal

ber 1. to become year-round by the beginning of
Under the San Joaquin River litigation 2013.
Please see Rastoration, Page 2
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LS
New Invaslive Speci

Quagga and zebra mus-
sels, meet the New Zealand
mudsnail.

The New Zealand mud-
snail is latest non-native
aquatic invasive species to
cause worry for California)
water and environmental
managers, not because of its
small size but due to the
damage it can do.

In large numbers, these
small snails can completely|
cover g stream bed and
wreak havoc on lacal stream
ecosystems.

Introduced from New
Zealand to the western
United States in the 1980s,
New Zealand mudsnails
have already invaded many
Western rivers, including
some v atercourses in Cali-
fornia,

They have recently been
detected in such diverse lo.|
cations as Santa Monical
Mountains streams in South-
ern California and Lake Ta-
hoe in Northern California.

Just as has been the case
with the Califomnia invasion
of quagga and zebra mussels
in various agueducts and
reservoirs (none of which are
in the San Joaquin Valley),
the help of local hikers,

TREE

horse riders, angler:, and
others is being enlisted in
preventing the spread of the
New Zealand mudsnail.

“The primary reason we
are concemed is because of
the mudsnails' ability to out-
compete the native benthic
invertebrate  population,”
said Ted Thayer, manager of
the Aquatic Invasive Species
Program at the Tahoe Re-
gional Planning Apency.

“New Zealand mudsnails
are not digestible by the na-
tive fish, so when they out-

later Officlals

Cantar | ;Lokas and Resarvoirs,

New Zealand Mudsnalls on a small rack, with a penny for size
comparison. Mudsnalls quickly create dense colonles,

compete the native inverte-
brates, the fish have nothing
to eat.”

Unlike zebra and quagga
mussels, mudspails do not
affect water infrastructure or
cling to boat engines, but
their ecological impact to
fish habitats is detrimental.

Mudsnails prefer
streams, rivers and creeks,
They are typically trans-
ferred from water body to
water body via non-
motorized boats,

species in the United States
are being threatened by inva-
sive species that eat them,
eat their food, crowd them
out, and destroy their natural
habitats.

Mudspails reproduce by
cloning themselves, A single
snail can produce a colony of
more than 40 million snails
in just one year.

DELTA

‘National Heritage'
Label Ahead?

The Sacramento-San
Joaquin Bay-Delta Estuary
has been called unique, trou-
bled and altered.

Now, it may become
known as a “national heri-
tage area,” first of its kind in
California.

The Delta Protection
Commission i trying to
determine if such a designa-
tion is worth pursning,

National heritage areas
fall under the auspices of the
National Park Service but
unlike national parks they
carry no federal regulation
of land use and requine no
tocal restrictions.

Half of all endangered

Federal Fish
Agency Takes
Alm On Stripers

It is no secret that federal and
state water export pumping plants
near Tracy have bome nearly univer-
sal blame among the environmental
and angling communities as vell az -
some in the federal government itself An angler In
for the Delta’s fishery ills :‘:"mb:‘;"‘f

That may be changing.

NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Services
(NMFS), which recently came in for scathing criti-
cism from a federal judge in an important rufing fa-
voring Centrol Valley Project and State Water Pro-
jeet vsers, has become the latest to point toward a
key Sacramento-San Joaquin Bay-Delta Estuary
predator as a primary culprit in the demise of endan-
gered salmon.
N N?

Striped bass fishing seasons and limits should be
eliminated, NMFS officials told the California De-
partment of Fish and Game (CDFG). So should size
limits. “NMFS has concluded that striped bass preda-
tion on salmon and steelhead is an important siressor
warranting action,” the agency said in a May letter to
CDFG.

Plaase see Striped Bass, Page 3

Restoration: Water Is Recaptured

Continued from front page

Upon full implementation, includ-
ing construction of river improvements
over the next four to five years, the
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation will be
obligated fo provide river flows that
are anticipated to result in a long-term
average reduction of 15-20% of Fr-
ant's historical water supply. That wa-
ter will be used to restore flows to
some 60 miles of the river with a Set-
tlement goal of restoring a salmon
fishery.

An equal Water Management Goal
in the Settlement is designed to reduce
of avoid those water supply ionpacts.
Programs to be implemented under the
Water Management Goal will include
capturing and re-circulating or ex-
changing the releases, making wet-
year water available at a reduced price
for groundwater banking and recharge,
and restoring the original capacity of
the Friant-Kem and Madera canals.

ER TER

Tens of thousands of acre-feet of
interim flow releases were recaptured
this year through exchanges. That wa-

ter is currently being stored for Friant
users in San Luis Reservoir. Jacobsma
said the Bureau is looking at options to
return that water to Friant districts,
directly or indirectly, later this sumer
under the Water Management Goal.

“It is very encouraging to see that
recirculation  can  really happen,”
Jacobsma said,

Because of above-average precipi-
tation, Friant districts were also able to
purchase reduced-price Restoration
‘Water Account supplies this spring to
help cushion effects of interim restora-
tion flows.

The litigation was brought origi-
nally by the Natural Resources De-
fense Council and an environmental
and commercial fishing coalition. The
Settletnent was reached in September
2006 by the Friant Water Users Au-
thority and many of its member dis-
tricts, the NRDC coalition, and the
Bureau of Reclamation, Interior and
Commerce departmeints,

DRAFT ASSESSMENTS

The Bureau recently released for
public review a draft environmental

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER AND RESERVOIR WATER CONDITIONS

RESERVOIR STORAGE
WATERSHED PRECIPITATION FLOWS HoreFst dugndl - Lom¥ere  Sneely
San Joaguin River 1.8, Bovagu of Rockmatizn
tnches NI 80 Seaw Mg st Fer Second Warian Laks.... 467,608 620,039 525,500
aluno i - Southem Carfon.a Edison Compan,
Humingian Lake.... 4241 36,84 2’n Galculsted Natursi Flow {Friant) ... 9,764 337 Edion Lakaeoer 9925 s 125000
o Lake . 4136 202 4062 low. 8,078 a7 Florence Lake_ 59,453 57,660 84,400
Friant_... 1741 11.08 14.33 219 Huntington Lake__ 67,576 ?
] 995
B8E
SEASONAL RUNOFF .
Acre-Fest hnaoggil  Predigied  Prew Yeio
Aunw {30h) scsssen 669,618 EHU.ED !EE.:%%
A - 1,275,022 1,550,000 845,
oomily ITOCEEY 2168000 1386000 2505 Upstream Total._640,482 53,186 s3400
2006-2008 Toral (October 1-6 or 90) —1 485,322 28 OVERALL e 1 017,001 1083395 1,391,800

assessment and draft finding of no
significant impact for the recirculation
of this year’s San Joaquin River Resto-
tation Program interim flow releases.

Reclamation is estimating that up
to 60,000 acre-feet of Interim Flows
have been recaptured and are available
in San Luis Reservoir, which ‘can be
recirculated back to the 16 Friant Divi-
sion Class 2 contractors as Class 2
supplies hecause only Class 2 supplies
have been impacted this year by the
imterim flow releases, Class 2 is addi-
tional water, when available, beyond
the firm amount of 800,000 acre-feet
of Class 1 water generated by the Fri-
ant project,

Reclamation also released for pub-
lic review a draft environmental as-
sessment to cover intetim flovs in
2011.

The San Joaquin River Restoration
Program implementing agencies are
Reclamation, the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service, National Marine Fisheries
Service, California Department of Wa-
ter Resources and California Depart-
ment of Fish and Game,

OTHER SOUTH VALLEY
DAMS AND RESERVOIRS
Acre-Faat

Chowchile River / Buchiarian.
Fresno Rlver, Hidden
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Compromise
Briefly Eases
Pump Dispute

West Side Water
Supply Now 45%

It didn’t last long but the adversar-
ies in the state’s Delta pumping crisis
were able to agree on short-term man-
agement of Delta water exports during
late June.

Farmers, water 1 s, environ-

The agreement was short lived, It
expired June 30.
At the same time, the U.S. Bureau

of Reclamation increased the West |

Side's Central Valley Project (CVP)
allocation to 45% of contract amounts,
although the increase came long after
cropping decisions were made for this
year. The State Water Project (SWP)
i d its supply to 50%.

mentalists and city leaders negotiated
a compromise plan for managing Delta
pumping limits.

Striped Bass

Continued from Page 2

“We are aware that striped bass
have co-existed with salmon and
steethead in the Central Valley since
siiped bass were introduced in
1879,” NMFS officials wrote. “Given
the population crashes of salmon and
steelhead that occurred as the region
was developed, however, and the cur-
rent serious declines in salmon stocks
that are already threatened or endan-
gered, it is necessary to re-examine the
ecosystern effects of maintaining a
siriped bass sport fishery.”
CHANGE REGULATIONS

NMFS said CDFG should change
striped bass sport fishing regulations
“in an attempt to reduce their preda-
tery impact and thereby increase sur-
vival of native fish.”

Those changes, NMFS said,
should include a yzar-round season
for striped bass fishing and removal
of bag and size limits.

NMES cited a 2009 statement by
a biologist, Dr. Charles Hanson,
which found, “Striped bacs predation
in rivers tributary to the Delta ap-
pears to be the largest single cause of
mortality of juvenile salmon migyat-
ing through the Delta™ Hanson said
those mortality rates are about 90%,
LEGAL ACTION

On February 26, the CDFG was
sued by the Coalition for a Sustain-
able Delta for its support of siriped
bass. That exotic species, introduced
to the Delta 122 years ago, is damag-
ing native species such as endangered
salmon, steelhead and Delta smelt,
the lawsuit alleges.

Striped bass were introduced to
the Delta from the East Coast in
1879, The idea was to create a com-
mercial fishery. That has evolved into
a tremendously popular sport fishery.
In part by feasting on native species,
stripers have thrived in the Delta.

There has been another legal front
this spring. U.S. District Judge Oliver
Wanger rled in an endangered spe-
cies Dbiological opinion challenge
brought by water agencies over a
federal biclogical opinion to protect
the fish that NMFS “completely abdi-
cated” jts responsibility in the salmon
case (o consider altemmativez “that
would not only protect the species,
but would also minimize the adverse
impact on humans.”

Both increases occurred largely as
a reselt of above-average rumoff in
Northern California this spring.
DELTA $MELT CASE

Secretary of the Interior Ken Sala-
zar said the short-term agreement
came in a pending court challenge to
the 17,5, Fish and Wildlifc Service’s
biological opinion on the Delta smelt.

The agreement was reached by the
Interior Department, California De-
partment of Water Resources, water
vsers and environmental proups. It
covered operations of the CVP and
SWP by protecting the Delta smelt
while preserving the projects’ ability
to export water to urban and agricul-
tural users,

Salazar said the settlement did not
resolve the underlying challenge to the
biological opinion but marked a step
toward reducing conflict among the
parties,

“It was not so long ago that this
level of co-operation among these par-
ties would not have been possible, and
I commend everyone for their hard
work and perset rance in reaching this
agreement,” said Salazar.

The opportunity for consensus
arose after the U.S. District Court in
Fresno issued a decision on May 27
finding that the imrigators were likely
to succeed in their challenge to FWS's
biological opinion and had to consider
people as well as fish. Rather than
hotding hearings regarding an injunc-
tion, the court granted the parties’ Te-
quest to attempt to negotiate an appro-
priate agreement.

MAXIMUM PUMPING

Under the agreement, maximum
pumping under the biological opinion
was permitted while keeping the bio-
logical opinion and its limits in place,

As of July 1, all pumping restric-
tions required this summer under the
smelt biological opinion ceased.

Hearings on the challenge to the
substance of the biclogical opinion are
scheduled for July 89 before ULS.
District Judge Oliver Wanger in
Fresno.

Westlands Water District General

Tom Birmingham said in a
Fresno Bee column, “The immediate
relief that we sought from the court
was very limited, and the federal agen-
cies and environmental groups ha.z
now gagreed with us on a short-term
plan.

“But the problems that Iudge

M.

o)
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Not unlike its faby-
finth of channels
that seem to flow
anywhere and eve-
rywhere, confusing
issues continue to
surround the Sacra-
mente-San Joaguin
Bay-Delta Estuary

i

Near-Term Science Strategy Is

Framed On Biological Opinions

While legal maneuvering continues over
the federally-fashioned biological opinions
governing Delta water expon pumping, a task
force of federal agencies reports progress in
framing a near-term science strategy to sup-
port Delta water operations.

Also announced by the task force in late
June was a preliminary strategy for complet-
ing an integrated biological cpinion covering
the Bay-Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) and
water project operations.
FROM NAS REPORY

The Association of California Water Agen-
cies Teports that the science -trategy identifies
an initial list of near-term scientific research
issues arising from a recent National Academy
of Sciences report on aliernatives for reducing
water project impacts on threatened and en-
dangered fish species,

Activities ontlined in the strategy could be
used to guide 2011 water project operations.

The second strategy outlines analytical

tools 10 help assess management of the Delta
ecosystem and water supply, a path to obtain
new information to decrease uncertainty, and a
general approach to completing the new bio-
logical opinion.

UNRESOLVED ISSUES

Other scientific issues remain unresolved.
They include determining the relative effects
on endangered fish populations due to monal-
ity at the water projects, Delta contaminants,
food web dynamics, and predation and under-
standing the benefits of habitat restoration,

Officials in the Imerior and Commerce
departments in May announced plans to de-
velop a single, integrated biological opinion to
address the BDCP and water project opera-
tions.

Involved in the task force are the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisher-
ies Service, U.5. Bureau of Reclamation, and
U.S. Geological Survey,

Stewardship Council
Effort Is Under Way

Other Bay-Delta
Plan Work Continues

A new state agency formed to develop a
Plan for the tyoubled Delta as a result of last
fall’s passage of comprehensive water legisla-
tion has begun its wark,

The new Delta Stewardship Council has
started functioning as a sequel to the unsuc-
cessful CALFED Bay-Delta Process that spent
well over $3 billion without checking the estu-
ary’s environmental and infrastructure deterio-
ration or finding a solution for reliable water
supplies.

The new council must also define its role
in the development of another fairly recent
Delta planning effort, the Bay-Delta Compre-
hensive Plan (BDCP), which is mandated by
the water legislation to be incorporated into
the council’s Delta plan,

NO QUARANTEES

State Senator Joe Simitian (D-Palo Alto),
who authored legislation that created the
Stewardship Council, made no goaraniees in
an interview with the San Francisco Clironicle
but said past “benign neglect and ineffective
govemance have not served the state well.

Wanger and the National Academy of There's always some risk with a new direction,

Sciences identified in the biclogical
opinions are fundamental and can only
be resolved through substantial revi-
sions to both,”

but I think the old model was a proven fail-
are.”

CALFED labored some 15 years with the
state and federal governments striving to en-

sure that “everyone gets better together” in
watcr supply and quality, a better ecosystem
and stronger levees,

The new council is small, with only seven
metmbers, compared with some 25 agencies
that made wp the unwieldy CALFED, and has
certain defined authority that CALFED never
had. The council's final Delta plan will be state
law.

Although it ultimatefy failed, CaLFeD did
conduet much research about the Delta estuary
that should give the new council a head start,

Initial appointees to the Delta Stewardship
Council include:

* Phil Isenberg, Chairmas, a former
Assemblyman, Mayor of Sacramento
and past Chairman of the Delta Bluc
Ribbon Task Force.

* PRandy Fiorini of Turlock, a grower
and past President of the Association
of California Water Agencies.

* Gloria Gray of Inglewood, a Los An-
geles district water director and mem-
ber of the California Latino Water
Coalition.

*  Patrick Johnston of Stockton, a former
state Legislature member and past
member of the Bay-Delta Awthority
and Delta Protection Commission,

= Hank Nordhoff of Del Mar, a busi-
nEsstman,

Please see Stewardship, back page
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Water Bond: Governor Seeks Vote Delay Until 2012

Continued from iront page

Reservoir in Friant's back yard on the San

Joaquin River.

Tt would also clear the vay for im-
proved Delta water conveyance (which
water users would pay for) and a host of
Delta environmental and infrastructure
fixes, along with projects all aver the
state, some of which had been called
“pork” by opponents.

The bond also included funding to
clean up contaminated groundwater, boost
conservation efforts, update sewage sys-
tems and addre:s water re-use and desali-
nization.

At the tlime it was enacted, Schwar-
zenegger said, "This is withour any doubt
the most comprehensive water infrastruc-
ture package ... in the history of Califor-
nia. Democrats and Republicans carme
together and tackled one of the most com-
plicated issues in our state's history.” Leg-
islators, he said, “all compromised; they
all came together.”

OLE

“Tt is important to note that the deci-
sion to delay the water bond to the 2012
ballot i5 not due to any problems or per-
ceived weaknesses with the vater bond
itself,” said Glenn Farrel, Friant Water
Authority (FWA) Government Affairs
Manager. “The decisions are based solely
on the economic situation of the state and
the voters’ reactions to approving new
general obligation bond debt in the wake
of the current economic and state budget
situation™.

Farrel and FWA Assistant General
Manager Mario Santoyo, a California La-
tino Water Coalition Director, were in-
volved closely with the water bond bill's
development last year.

“The water bond has great value to all
of California and particvlarly the valley
and Friant Division,” Santoyo said. “Its
critical importance is one of the reasons
the Friant Water Authority has placed
such a priority on the bond these past
three years, Clearly, it's unfortunate the

legislation has the possibility of being
deferred to 2012 but the needs are all go-
ing to continue. We have fufl i

4
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OTHER COMMENTS
“The water bond represents a truly

that the measure will come before voters
two years from now.™

Directors of the Friant Water Author-
ity and Friant Water Users Authority were
in unanimous support of the bond meas-
ure,
FWA General Manager Ronald D.
Tacabsma said, “Friant will remain en-
gaged fully on the bond and related issues.
Between the difficult economic sitwation
and the state’s financial crisis, now may
not be the time to advance the hall but the
state’s aging v ater infrastructure, growing
population, environmental problems and
supply needs are simply going to have to
be addressed.”

Friant leaders will also continue to
voice CONCEm Over prossures being gener-
ated ~ including concepts for new fee pro-
grams — (o fund the rest of the Delta legis-
lative packape’s implementation over the
two years before the water bond reaches
the ballot.

comprehensive solution to fix the prob-
lems in the Delta, increase conservation
and recycling, and expand the availability
and quality of water supplies in every re-
gion of the state,” Jim Earp, co-chair of a
coalition backing the bon, said in a state-
ment. “We're confident that when pre-
sented to voters, they will approve the
measure. However, in light of the eco-
nomic situation, we agree with the Gover-
nor and legislative leaders that the best
timing for the water bond is in 2012, We
support postponing the bond to 2012.”

Steinberg said, “Given the challenges
currently facing California, 1 agree with
the Governor the water bond should be
postponed.”

“Timing is everything, and I'm willing
to wait to bolster voter understanding of
this critical measure,” Cogdill said in a
statement.

Rl

The bond represented a comprehensive
deal aimed at taking major steps toward
ensuring a reliable water supply for future

generations, as well as restoring the Delta
and other ecologically sensitive areas.

The plan is comprised of four policy
hills and an $11.14 billion bond,

It established Delta governance and a
Delta Stewardship Council (plezse see
related story, Page 3), sets ambitious wa-
ter conservation policy, ensures better
groundviater monitoring, and provides
funds for the State Water Resources Con-
trol Board for increased enforcement of
illegal water diversions.

The bond would fund, with local cost-
sharing, drought relief, water supply reli-
ability, Deita sustainability, statewide wa-
ter system operational improvements, con-
servation and watershed  protection,
groundwater protection, and water recy-
cling and water conservation programs.

The bond was fashioned to include

i seven categories, including drought relief,

v.ater supply reliability, Delta sustainabil-
ity, statewide water system operational
improvement, conservation and watershed
protection, groundv.ater protection and
water quality, and water recycling and
WwalEr conservation.
VALLEY POTENTIAL

Integrated regional water management
programs, combined with new opportumi-
ties in the measure's chapters on drought
relief, groundwater and water use effi-
ciency, were viewed as providing varied
funding assistance for southern San Joa-
quin Valley water projects and programs.

Schwarzenegger said last fall in sign-
ing the water bond legislation at Friant
Darn that the bonds would fund “a variety
of different projects which will fix the
Delts; it will restore its ecosystem and ir
will go and build a better conveyance sys-
tem.

“And we will have, once and for all,
below and above the ground water stor-
age, which we have been fighting for and T
wouldn't have signed this without that
water storage.”

Sup{p,ly: Reservoir Filling

Continued from front page

As o June 30, the reservoir behind
Friant Dam contained 467,609 acre-feet,
Storage was increasing at more than
10,000 acre-feet per day,

Edward Salazar of the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation operations staff in Fresno
told contractors June 29 that between di-
minishing  calculated natural  flow
amMounts, UPstream POWET COMpany opera-
tional plans and demands from Friant wa-
ter users and their districts, he does not
expect a spill, although Millerton Lake
may fill.

Spring featured a number of storm
events with cold mountain temperatures
and Sierra snowfall, particularly during
April and May, slowing the snowmelt
until warmer weather occurred in early
June.

SIMULTANEOUS SNOWMELT

An unusual situation resulted when
snow began melting rapidly at all eleva-
tions simultaneously, rather than begin-
ning at lower elevations and moving up
toward the crest on a more gradual basis
as is usuaily the case.

The San Joaquin River's calculated
watural flovy popped up to as high as
20,700 cubic feet per second on Tune 7.
Proving “ihat_the peak snowiclt is long
since passed, much hotier weather on June
28 resulted in full natural flows (as if there

were no dams) that vere only half as
great, around 180,000 c.fs.

Upstream, Southem California Edison
Company’s reservoirs are now %1% of
capacity with Mammoth Pool, the apper-
most reservoir for the San Joaquin River's

North Fork and Middle Fork supplies, ="

remaining full and spilling.
STRONG DEMANDS

‘Waler demnands continye to be strong.
On June 29, a flow of 1,006 c.fs. was
being released into the Madera Canal with
2,531 c.f.s. diverted to the Friant-Kemrn
Canal.

With interim San Joaguin River Resto-
ration Program flows having been cut
June 8 as previously scheduled, the San

Joaquin River release from Friant Dam [

amounted to 355 c.f.s. with 135 ¢.fs. pass-
ing the gauging station at Gravelly Ford
into a previously mostly dry reach of the
river.

Fnant Watar Aithotity 7} Randall McFalsnd
Stevenson Creek roars toward the San Joaguin River in Fresno County with water belng re-
leased upstream by Southern Caltfornla Edisen Company from the dam at Shaver Lake,

Continued from Page 3
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Stewardship: New Delta Council Beginning Its Work
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Deita Smelt Mandates Appealed To High Court

Users Contend ESA
Pumping Restrictions
Are Unconstitutional

A Conctitutional challenge to
the federal government's Delta
smelt regulations that have led to
devastating water-delivery restric-
tions affecting two-thirds of Cali-
fornia is on its way to the U.S. Su-
preme Court.

The Pacific Legal Foundation
(PLF) - an organization that liti-
gates for limited government, prop-

U8 Fen a.d Whdilia Sa~ce
Atull-grown Defta smeh

erty rights, free enterprise, and a
balanced approach to environ-
mental repulations — is petitioning
the high court to hear its appeal.
FRESNG ANNOUNCEMENT

The PLF, representing three
‘West Side growers, announced the
appeal June 24 during a Fresno
news conference in which Friant
Water Authority Assistant General
Manager Mario Santoyo was
among the speakers.

Santoyo noted the massive
amounts of idled acreage, unem-
ployment, and economic and social

damage that occurred in the valley
and elsewhere in California as a
result of Delta water export and
pumping reductions made to pro-
tect the Delta smelt,

For a time in 2009, it appeared
the sitwation could adversely im-
pact the Friant Division’s San Joa-
quin River water supply that de-
pends upon exports of substitate
water to historic water rights hold-
ers on the valley’s West Side.

The Delta smelt is a three-inch
fish in the Sacramento-San Joaquin

Fnemt Wi Authen.y / Prisuille rodmgoe.
Mano Santoye. Friant Water
Authority Assistant General
Please see Delta Smelt, Page 3 m,,a‘f?,' speaks © media

CVPUsers™
‘Exempted’
From Rules

Federal Conservation Plans

Emulate New Regulations

A California Water Commission majority
has held that Central Valley Project water con-
tractors should be exempted from new state
water efficiency and conservation reporting
requirements if reports they prepare are in con-
formance with U.S. Burean of Reclamation
rules.

The commission included the CVP exemp-
tion in its action blishing water -
ment regulations under SBX7-7, one of five
bills included in a comprehensive water pack-
age enacted by the Legislature in October 2009.

Mario Santoyo, Friant Water Authority As-
sistant CGenera]l Manager, made the federal con-
tractor exemption case for the Water Commis-
sion during a Sammer'l'tn hearing.

“Tt wasn't easy becaus: of opposition from
the environmental interests,” Santoyo snid.

“They argued hard against the exemption.™
He said the Water Commission hnf 10 deal
with arpements from those “who believe farm-
Plygge soc EMMERRCY. Uk page

Frianc Waia, nuthory £ »
Whitewater churned by a flow of more than 14,000
cubic feet per second rolls down the San Joaquin
| River gorge below Redinger Lake June 24

MG Mo

SnowmeltIs
In Full Swing

Late Runoff Peak Passes;
Reservoirs Are Nearly Full

ater than usual but long anticipated peak Sierra

Nevada snowmelt runoff has finally surged down

the San Joaquin River and other western slope

streams with high flows that rapidly increased res-
ervoir storage to near capacity but remained under control
Jjust as hydrofogists had calculated and planned.

Late June's seasonal maximum runoff came during the
year’s first big heat wave but the month ended with a brief
retum to an unusual winter-type June 29 storm. Rain for sev-
eral hours poured down upon the San Joaquin River water-
shed with a little snow above 10,000 fest.
AXIMUM SAN JOAQUIN RUNOFF

The season's peak flow thus far v:as 19,572 cubic feet per
second on June 16.

A combination of generally cool spring weather, agpres-
sive flood releases from Friant Dam and willingness of the
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation to spur demand with lower-
priced water and declarati of full supp thus far has
worked well in safely accommodating runoff from such a big
snow accumulation year.

These releases made it possible to carve out space in Mil-

Plezs s see Snowmelt, tark page

Environmental Review Clears Way For 2011, Restoration Flow Recovery

A final environmental assessment and
finding of no significant impact has
cleared the way for the 1.5, Bureau of
Reclamation to again re-circulate recap-
tured San Joaquin River interim restora-
tion flow water back to the Friant Division
during the current water year.

Under the 2006 Settlement and Eater
Congressional implementation legislation
that resolved 18-year San Joaquin River
litigation, an equal objective to resioring
the tiver between Friaot Dam and the
Merced River wa: a Water Management
Goal.

It is aimed at minimizing or eliminat-
ing Central Valley Project water supply
impacts to Friant Division contractors
resulting from restoration flows.

2010 WATER RECIRCULATION

Some success was achieved last year
in recovering water under the Restoration
Program’s interim flow regime although
most of the recaptured water was via ex-
change at Mendota Pool due to San Joa-

quin River conveyance restrictions below
Sack Dam (east of Dos Palos) due to seep-
age problems adversely affecting a num-
ber of riverside farms in western Fresno,
Madera and Merced counties.

The recaptured water was exchanged

into San Luis Reservoir and later returned
to the Friant Division through other ex-

changes and transfers.
The environmental documentation
covers up ko 260,000 acre-feet of recapiured
Plcase see Restoration, back page
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Environmental Group
Brushes Off Drought,
Pump Limit Impacts

The Pacific Institute has issued a report that has
left those in California agriculture wondering if they
missed something during Cali-
fornia’s most recent drought.

According to the Bay Area
| environmental "think tank,”
the 200709 drought and se-
vere Delia water export pump-

|miniscule fish caused litde
impact on the Golden State’s
total farm production.

Even areas largely depend-
ent upon on Delta water sup-
plies were not badiy harmed
A dead West Side or- economically, the Pacific In-
shard afte; gowg Wi~ griry v Yutiet Christian-Smith,
out water — 2009 .

lead author, said.

“Indeed, there were high levels of suffering and
unemployment in the region, but this report suggests
the causes of the high rate of unemployment and
sustained high levels of poverty are more complex
and do not appear to be directly related to water sup-

lies "
F Plesse see Drought Impacts, Page 3

U.S. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

ick Zaninovich has

taken his seat as the

U.S. Bureau of Rec-
lamation’s Operations Divi-
sion Chief for the South.
Central California Area Of-
fice in Fresno at a moment
| in fime guaranteed to be
quite an initiation.

Zaninovich's first day on
his new job was June 20,
just as flows in the San Joa-
qum River and storage in
| Millerton Lake behind Fri-
ant Dam were rising duetoa
massive snowpack that is
belatedly melting under
Central California’s first big
heat waves of the season.

His new position is al-
ways challenging, Bureau
Area Office operations staff|
members essentially manage
the San Joaquin River, in-
ciuding Millerton Lake stor-
age, river releases and flood
operations, and declarations
of Friant Division water
supplies.

Zaninovich was intro-
duced June 23 to Friant Wa-
ter Amthority Directors and
Managers during a FWA
board meeting in Visalia.

‘With more than 19 years
of professional experience in
the public and private sec-
tors, Zaninovich is a product
of California State Univer-
sity, Fresno, where he
earned a Bachelor's Degree
in Civil Engineering in
1992, He is a registered pro-
fessional engineer in both
California and Nevada,

"Nick has specialized
training and experience in
design and construction of
urhan storm water manage-
ment systems, design and
construction of urban storm
drainage detention and re-
tention basins, water distri-
bution system operations
and maintenance, pumping
system designs, and water
treatment plant operations,”
said Michael Jackson, the
Buresu's Area Manager in
Fresno.

He is no stranger to flood

“As an engineer for the
Fresno Metropolitan  Flood
Control District, Nick deter-
mined urban storm drainage
and flood control require-
ments for proposed develop-

Front Wetar,
Nick Zaningvich

ments, and participated on
the subdivision review com-
mittees,” said Jackson.

Zaninovich also worked
on the staff of Ceastland
Engincering as lead project
manager for water and
wastewater projects. He has
served as Nevadn County
Solid Waste and Sanitation
District Director, and has
also authored or co-authored
several v ater quality paper..

He has also worked for
the South Tahoe Public Util-
ity District and City of Di-
nuba.

Right now, Jackson said,
Zaninovich “is on something
of a steep learning curve”

Ed Salazar, Bureau staff|
member, has been serving
for most of the past two
years as the division’s in-
terim Chief, Jackson said
that for now Salazar will
continue to work with Friant
coniractors.

Ronald D. Jacobsma,
Friant Water Authority Gen-
eral Manager, said the FWA
and Friant districts are look-
ing forward to working with
Zaninovich.

“But we also want to
thank Ed Salazar,” Jacobsma
said.

“He has done a terrific
and highly professional job
in managing the high flows,
Restoration Program interim
releases and Friant water
supplies through some diffi-
cult periods.”

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER AND RESERVOIR WATER CONDITION$

AROUND FRIANT AND CALIFORNIA

ISABELLA DAM
Scoplng Sesslons

Focus On Repairs
Major deficiencies in the
condition of Isabella Dam
and an auxiliary dam v.ere
discussed at recent scoping
meetings held by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers,
The Corps is dealing
with problems of internal
erosion, an active earth-
quake fault directly beneath

| the auxiliary dam, and a
| spillway that is considered

too small. The dams now
carry the Corps” most at-risk

¢] status, Water storage contin-

ues to be limited.

Major deficiencies in-
clude internal erosion, an
active Kem River earth-
quake fanlt directly beneath
the auvxiliary dam, and a
spillway on the main dam
that is too small to handle a
once-in-10,000-years storm
event.

The problems were dis-
coverad by the Corps in 2006,

Various alternatives are
being considered but the
solution is apparently going
to include development of|
an additional spillway large
enough
maximum amounts of water
without risk that such a huge
storm’s runoff might over-
top the earth-fill structure,

The Corps has spent
about $24 million on studies.

Corps officials hope to
have a final decision on de-
signs  within six months.
Construction could start in
2014 and take three yzars to
complete.

CORPS OF ENQINEERS
Suit Aims At Levee

Tree-Removal Plan

A lawsuit was filed June
20 by three environmental
organization over a post-
Hurricane Katrina policy of|
the U.S. Army Corps of En-
gineers that could mandate
vntold numbers of trees to
be removed from levees
along valley rivers,

The Corps in 2007 re-
~ised its fevee maintenance
policy to prohibit trees or
shrubs on levees. Only short
grass would be permitted,

to safely handlef

WATERSHED PRECIPITATION FLOWS
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New Operations Division Chlef Named

The policy has not gone
down well. Trees along
streams provide shade and
habitat for fish and other
forms of witdlife.

“This would be the most
massive intentional inflic-
tion of environmental dam-
age on our rivers that we've
seen in modern times," Bob
Wright, a Friends of the
River lavryer, said. Other
plaintiffs are Defenders of
Wildlife and the Center for
Biological Diversity.

Endangered Species Act
viclations are alleged.

The policy has been de-
layed for a year throughout
the Central Valley.

In the past, the Cops
allowed trees on levees and
at times has planted trees on
such  projects.  Hurricane
Katrina's levee failures in
Lonisiana in 2005 changed
the Corps’ thinking, Failure
to comply would make local
agencies incligible for fed-
eral funds to recover from
flood damape.

The California Depart-
ment of Water Resources
estimates removing trees on
1,600 miles of valley levess
eould cost $7.5 billion.

LAKE MoCLURE
More Study Sought

On Expansion Plan

Plans by the Merced
Irrigation District to expand
the Merced River's Lake
McClure have run into a
hurdle placed by the Obama
administration.

A federal land manager
stated earlier in June that the
project would reduce the
Merced River’s wild and
scenic protections. The ad-
ministration says it wants
further study.

Rep. Jeff Denham (R-
Atwafer) is sponsoring legis-
lation backed on a bipartisan
basis by four other valley
Congressmen.

The plan calls for per-
mitting the Merced Drriga-
tion District to consider
modifying New Exchequer
Dam’s  existing  spillway
gates to allow MID to cap-
ture as much as 70,000 addi-
tional acre-feet in Lake
McClure during wet years,

RESERVOIR STORAGE OTHER SOUTH VALLEY
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DELTA STEWARDSHIP COUNCIL

New Alternative Estuary

Plan Will Be

An alternative proposal advocated by a coalition of
agricultural and urban interests will be included in its
entirety in an environmental impact report accompanying
preparation of a new plan for the Sacramento-San Joa-
quin Delta,

The Delta Stewardship Council agreed to include the
Alternate Delta Plan, which was prepared by a statewide
coalition of agricultural and urban water agencies, busi-
ness i and local gov s,

The Alternate Plan was submitted to the Delta Stew-
ardship Council on June 10 as an alternative to the latest
staff drafts of the Delta ptan. The Delta Stewardship
Council was formed by the 2009 water legislation pack-
age and is required to prepare a Delta Plan by Janvary I,
2012.

The Council announced it will be considering up to
scven altematives, including the coalition’s Aliernate
Delta Plan, Qther al ives to be considered may tend
o emphasize ecosy.tem improvements, water supply
improvements or improvements for in-Delta inter-
ests. The coalition’s plan is focused on meeting the co-
equal goals as required by the 2009 legislation. The
conncil will also consider its own siaff draft and a no-
project alternative.

Stephen Ottemoeller, Friamt Water Authority Water
Resources Manager, told the FWA Board of Directors

Continued from front page He said the

Commerce

Considered

that the draft Delta plan prepared by the Stewardship
Council “is very regulatory in its approach, focuses too
tuch on increasing flows through the Delta and reaches
beyond the Delta itself into arcas such as groundwater
and water conservation.”

PLAN

In a letter accompanying its alternative proposal, the

ag-urban coalition said its proposal would feature:

* Tmplementing & comprehensive program. “While
the Alternate Plan calls for heavy investment in
agricultural and urban water use efficiency and
local resource development to reduce reliance on
the Delta for forure water demands, a plan that
relies solely on these 1ools cannot succeed, as the
past two decades verify, As the work of Delta Vi-
sion concluded, we need storage, Delia convey-
ance improvements, and ecosystem restoration
investments to achieve the co-equal goals.”

* Using a performance-based management approach
through partnership and collaboration that the coa-
lition says “cannot be created through repulation™,
The alternate plan places maximum reliance on a
business model that provides assurances and other
incentives for apencies that meet performance-
based poals designed to meet statutory and regula-
tory requirements,

Delta Smelt: Appeal Being Made On Constitutional Grounds

“The Ninth Circuit was es-

California Oopartmant of Water Rasaures.

A meandering Delta channel.

¢ Assuring accountability, with performance goals
and measures for agencies and panticipants and
mechanisms, *The Alternate Plan calls for the
ilentification of clear and attainable ecosystem
and water supply reliability goals, as well as meas-
urement and monitoring of outcomes.”

* Providing a path for a successful Bay Delta Con-
servation Plan (BDCP),

o Improving statewide water supply reliability. “The
Alernate Plan imends to significantly improve
water supplies for all areas of the state compared
to current available supplies... . Storage, convey-
ance and restoration actions most be implemented
to solve existing physical problems and protect
fisheries. The Alternate Plan calls for a come-
sponding improvement in the amount of supply
available to those paying for the solution. Without
improvements in water supply, there is no eco-
nomic justification to invest in costly conveyance,
storage, and additional ecosystermn restoration ac-
tions,”

Please see Altemative, back page

Delta that has been declining for
many years despite federal En-
dangered Species Act regula-
fions.

Thoese have failed to halt the
species’ drop in number: but,
the PLF contends, “have crip-
pled the San Joaquin Vatley's
agricultural economy over the
past three years by dramatically
reducing water pumping from
the Sacramento-San  Joaquin
Delta into the valley and South-
ern California.”

The appeal is of a Ninth

Circnit ruling against the PLF in
its litigation brought two years
ago in U.S. District Court in
Fresno.
‘U ONAL'
“The Delta smelt water cut-
backs aren't just bad for the
economy and ineffective at
helping the fish,” said Middle-
ton. “The point of our lav.suit is
that they are flat-out unconstito-
tional.”

Clause limits federal regulation
1o interstaie commerce. “But the
Delta smelt isn't an interstate
fish — it exists only in Califor-
nia, And it isn't commercial.
Nobody buys it or sells it.”

Middleton said that “under a
faithful reading of the Constitu-
tion, the federal governmem has
1o authority to put the Delta
smelt on the Endangered Spe-
cies Act list. It has no authority
o issue any regulations at ail
that focus on the Delta smelt, et
alone mandatory water cutbacks
that have dealt a crippling blow
to California’s farm economy
over the past few years.”

RUL

In rvling against PLF's lav-
suit and upholding the water
cutbacks, the Ninth Circuit im-~
plied that any regulation that
could somehow be said to have
a “substantial relation” to inter-
state¢ commerce is Constitu-
tional.

sentially saying there is no limit
on the federal government's
regulatory awthority,” Middleton
said.

“If a regulation is valid sim-
ply because it might havz some
hypothetical tic to interstate
commerce — as opposed to a
clear, definable connection —
there's mo stopping point, no
testraint on what the national
government can do.”

Middleton said federal sup-
ply curtailments continue to
cause problems, even with wet-
ter conditions.

“As late as March, when the
Sierra  snowpacks were the
deepest in years, farmers in the
federal water system were still
being told they would receive
only 60% of their contracted
water allocation,” he said. “That
figure rose by May, but that was
much later than farmers needed
te do the most effective plan-
ning.”

He noted a May 2 press re-
lease from the California De-
partment of Water Resources
that stated federal environ-
mental regulations were stll
restricting supplies, adding that
a 100% allocation would be
“difficult to achieve even in wet
years due to [water] pumping
restrictions” for ESA-protected
fish,

The PLEF contended that at
the height of the natural deought
in 2007-09, federal pumping
restrictions had a devastating
effect on the San Joaguin Val-
tey’s agricaltural economy with
an estimated 200,000 acres of
farmland fallowed b of

Bill Jennings of the Califor-
nia Sportfishing Protection Alli-
ance said restrictions on Delta
pumping had nothing to do with
Westlands® fallowing, which he
and other environmentalists
contend resulted from West-
lands' acquisition and retire-
ment of land due to salt build-
ups amd other soil quality prob-
lems.

“Blaming the farmers’ prob-
lems on the Delta smelt and the
Endangered Species Act is a red
herring masking the Pacific Le-
gal Foundation's philosophical
objections to the concept of
protecting endangered species,”

imrigation cutbacks in the West-
lands Water District alone.

NO EFFECT?

Many in California’s envi-
ronmental and fishing commu-
nities questioned the basis of
that PLF statement and the liti-
gation.

] 1gs said,

“The Delta smelt is simply
the canary in the coal mine rep-
resenting the collapse of the
biological tapestry in the Bay-
Delta estuary, The land is fal-
lowed because of the legacy of
greed and over-irigation of
marginal lands.”

Drought Impacts: rReport Termed ‘A Slap In The Face’ To Ag

Continued from Pege 2

Such statements are news to the many growers who
fallowed lands in 2008-09, farm workers who were
thrown out of work and owners of ag-related businesses
that were also crippled economically or forced to close,
f

"Attempts now by others te give a broad brush to say
the agriculture economy is doing fine is a disservice,”
said Mike Henry of the California Farm Water Coalition.

A Coslition statement added, “Studies that attempt to
misdirect the impacts felt by the recent water delivery
restrictions caused by environmental regulations and the
drought is a slap in the face to those who have lost jobs
and farmers forced 1o leave fields unplanted, ... This
sudy introduces statewide agricultural production to

minimize regional impacts. Linking unemployment in
the West Side rural communities of Fresno County to
countywide losses of home construction jobs is a fal-
lacy. Anyone who has visited and met the people of
these communitics would realize their dependence on the
farm economy.”

According to the Pacific Institute, agricultural job
losses during the drought — which hit hardest in the La-
tino population — were minor compared to declines in
construction and other employment,

Christian-Smith, and co-authors Morgan Levy and
Peter Gleick insisted, "The propution of agricultura jobs
has either remaincd stable or increased in the areas facing
the greatest reductions in federal and state water deliver-

ies. This finding directly contradicts claims that water
shortages caused agricultural job losses.” They said job
losses were concentrated in non-agricultural sectors.

ACCEPTED AS FACT

This Pacific Institute report received conciderable
statewide news coverage that seemed to accept its con-
tentions as fact. Such as happened before with some of
the environmental group’s “findings” that are critical of
irrigated agriculture. One such report a few years ago
insisted that water supply problems in agriculture could
be solved through increased water management effi-
ciency and conservation, even though growers in CVP
districts today are among the world’s most cfficient users
of water,
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mterim flows that might be made
available for recirculation back to Friant
Division contractors as Class 1 or 2 sup-
plics during the cument water year but
this year's wet conditions would indicate
actual return deliverzes would be far less

| because all releases since March 1 have

bzen flood releases that are not available
far recirculation.
Restoration releases aiier flood re-

Restoratlon FIows

amounted to about 51,500 acre-feet,
About 260,000 acre-feet of interim flow]
water, ahove what would have been -
leased before the Settlement, was re-
leased from Frizot Dam wto the river
betwesn Octaber 1, 2009-September 30,

2019, A zood water vear eased the effect il

of water supply reductions to Friant ws-
ers,
Interim releases are intended to ficlp)

planners of the Restoration Program and|

leases are rerminated would be eligibl
tor recapture and recirculation. and Rec-
lamation estimates that actusl recircula-
tion in 2011 vaill be closer to 15,000 to
20,000 acre-feet.

The process would utilize south-of-
Delta facilues for ditect delivery to the
Friant Division or thmough transfers and
exchanges between Friant contractors and
non-Friant contractors

The State Water Resources Control
Board in 2010 issued an order that per-
Tuts recovered Resworation Program wa-
%I fo be stored or routed through San
Luts Ressrvoin and celivered io Frianc
contractors directly or through z changes
o1 transfess.

This 15 anowmer important step by the
tedesal government in fusihermg the Fn-
ant Water Authority’s determination to
pursue all avnlable means of meovery of
river yesworation relcascs under the: Settle-
meny o furthes the vqual water manape-
ment goal of die Settlernen: * sad FWA
Geeneral Manape: Ronald D Jacobsma

Tacobsma sad Friant also contimyes
to pursuc modifications ‘o the Friant-
Kem and Madera canals to brng them up
to design capacity to help move more wet
Yeal water

Additionally, consuction of pump-
back facilities on the Fnan-Kein Canaf's
lower reaches 10 move re-circuluted wa-
ter pack into the Fruant Division 1s being
pussued
RECOVERED WATER

Farst-vear mfenm restoration Jows
recovered by the US Borear of Recla-
mation in San Lans Reservour and recucu-
lated fm use by Fnant congactors

its accompanying water managemen
activities in gathering important data and
building an understanding of whae will
needed when full restouation flows aimed|

restoration flows begin in 2014 becanse
of the ongomng Delta punping .estrutltms
and related environmental problems)

That Setiement resolved 18-year old

tion of environmenial and fishing groups

The case evolved over the years ulii]
mately focusing on iepal effarts by the
plantitts to compel restoration of San|
Toagum Rivea flows, fishery habita: and 4
return of salmon to e tiver downsueas
troni Fnani Dam, northeast ot Frespo T
had been schedulid w0 go co tial eardy 1
2005 on ‘remedic.” afier a US Disinet
Court udge in Sacramento ruled n 2004
that the United Siates was hable for 1

negofiations followed.

“pproximaiely 60 miles oi the ave
systern had been div — excepi for occa
sondl flood anagement icleasss —
61 vears followine completon of the
Central Valley Project’s Friane Division

Eff|c1ency CVP Compliance

Continuad I‘mmﬁunt page

ers are pol-efficient with water use, and
who feclthat conservation can somehow
cresie. 1 new supply of water to put into
the Delta.”

i Samoyu said federal water contractors
began reporting individual water deliveries
‘in 1982, A 6% meter accuracy requirement
was added in 1992,

“The new obligations and duties that
will be borne by agricultural water suppli-
ers are not new to CYP contractors, and
have been required of CVP contractors for
some time,” said Ronzld D. Jacobsma,
Friant Water Authority General Manager.

The proposed regulation states, “An
agricultural water supplier subject to
CVPIA (Central Valley Project Improve-
ment Act) or RRA (Reclamation Reform
Act of 1982) shall be deemed in compli-
ance with this article if all irrigation water
delivered by that water supplier to each
customer is delivered through measure-
ment devices that meet the United States
Bureau of Reclamation accuracy standards
defined in Reclamation's Conservation
and Efficiency Criteria Standards of 2008
or future amendments.”

A public comment period has started.

The action included a recommendation
that the California Department of Water
Resources adopt agricultural water meas-
‘urement regulations. Accurate measuring
devices would be mandated on neardy all
imigation laterals and turnouts in the state.
Well ‘aver 100,000 such gates could be
Tequired.,

Volume “uccuracy requirements for
delivered v.ater uld be established at
between 5-12%, A

Alternative:

Continued from Page 3

® Pursuing all important ecosystem
stressors, not just the water convey-
ance system and flows. “The Alter-
nate Plan calls for accelerated crea-
tion of habitat to continue reversing
the loss of wetlands in the system,
strong predation and poaching con-
trol programs, improved protection
of salmon muns, pollution control
programs to reverse nutrient imbal-
ances and prevent further degrada-
tion of water quality, screening of
unscreened diversions, and other
actions that are determined to be
substantially beneficial to the ego-
system.”
Improved water quality, using a
framework to coordinatc regulatory
agencies and improve their regula-
tory approaches. It calls for mecha-
nisms to address the most pressing
ecosystem pollutant issues and for
establishment of a drinking water
policy to ensure water guality for
future generations.”
® Promoting a healthy Delta econommy.

The coalition said its Alternate Plan
“is consistent with the comprehensive
approach outlined in the Delta Vision
Blue Ribbon Task Force's Strategic Plan
and the 2009 legislative package. Its im-

Delta Proposal

plementation would lead to improvements
in water supply reliabitity for alt areas of
the state, jmproved ecosystem health for
the Delta, and protection of the Delia’s
unique values as an evolving place.

“In contrast, the latest Council draft
plan appears aimed at reducing water sup-
plies and augmenting flows for fish
through an approach that relies on regula-~
tions to force reductions in demand, with
dire consequences for the state’s econ-
omy. Such an approach is contrary to the
co-equal goals and would eliminate the
economic justification for local water
agencics to pay for key elements of a
comprehensive solution,

The Alternate Plan recognizes the
need for convzyance improvements, addi-
tional groundwater and surface water stor-
age and ecosystem Testoration investe
ments through the BDCP to address
physical and environmental problems in
the Delta and to help restore and protect
fisheries. Tt also recognizes the value of
sustaining California’s farm economy.

*The Delta plan presents a once-only
opportunity for the Delta Stevardship
Council,” the coalition said. “The Council
can provide much-needed momentum and
collaboration to further the achievement
of the co-equal goals, or it can promote
discord and delay improvements by driv-
ing stakeholders away from the process,”

Snowmelt

Continued from front page
lerton Lake, which was down w 41% full
as late as May 5 before beginning w fll.
Water orders have been kesping the

Madera and Friant-Kern canals at or near |

capacity.

Between March 1-June 30, flood re-
leases into the San Joaguin River have
amounted o 1,125,000 acre-feet, nearly
twice the capacity of Milledon ILake.
Those have included interim river restora-
tion flows that otherwise would have been
released totaling 281,400 acre-feet.

A flood release earlier in the winter
sent approximately 190,000 acre-feet into
the river from December 26, 2010-Tanuary
28, 2011.

San Joaquin River flood releases are
fairly frequent and large in quantity be-
cause of Milleton Lake's small size —
520,500 acre-feet (v.ith only 385,000 acre-
feet of manageable storage available above
its canal outlots). Additional storage, such
as the proposed Temperance Flat Reser-
voir gbovz Millerton Lake, would have
captured much more of the high runoff and
minimized flood releases,

Storage in all San Joaquin River reser-
voirs was Tearing or at capacity at the Wa-
terfine’s press time on July 1.

Millerton Lake at midnight June 30
was 93% full, at 484,031 acre-feet. Al-
though the lake behind Friant Dam was
still filling, storage was going up more
slowly, prompting the Bureau of Reclama-
tion to reduce its release from Friant Dam
— including flood releases — from 6,000
e.f.s. to 2,860 c.f.5. by month's end.

Upstream, Southern California Edison
Company’s Florence Lake and Mammoth
Pool on the San Joaquin River are both
full and other lakes are nearing capacity.
Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Bass
Lake storage is at its temporary capacity
(restricted by work on Crane Valley Darn) .

2012, would be established. DWE' Tepre-
sentatives have suggested that certified
volume measurement devices meetipg
accuracy requirements may cost $6,508
cach and $1,200 a year for monitoring,
repair and reporting,

“We don't know hov. many turnouts
are going to require upgrading at a cost of
$6,500 each or more,” Mike Wade, Cali-
fornia Farm Water Coalition Executive
Director, told the California Farm Bureau
Federation’s Ag Alert. “It's impossible to
know that until districts begin assessing
their infrastructore to see what level of
accuracy they're able to attain with current
measurement.”

Using DWR estimates of gates that
will need new devices installed, the capital
costs range from about $96-$104 million.

Wade said the 2012 deadline does not
mean that every gate must meet the cur-
rently recommended standard “but it does
mean wajer suppliers will need a plan in
place for how they'te going to do it.”

The regulation applies generally to
retail and wiolesale water suppliers serv-
ing 25,000 acres or more.

It does not apply to canal authorities or
other entities that convey or deliver water
through federal facilities not subject to the
article, such as the Friant Water Authority
{which operates and maintains the Friant-
Kern Canal) and the Madera-Chowchilla
Water and Power Authority (fur lhe
Madzra Canal).

The legislation also Tequired ,wdtr.r
suppliers to adopt a pncmg,slructum for
customers based at least-in part on quan-

, ity dfhveredﬁ

’
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Pamen Creek thunders tuward Big Cresk
swollen with the flow unleashed by a big
snowpack metbng or higher ndges

Bureau operations staff member Ed
Salazar said there remains a great deal of
high elevation snow to melt, even though
resubiing runoff is not expected to reach
another seasonal peak, He told Friant Wa-
ter Authority directors that July's runoff is
anticipated to reach 691,000 acrefeet.

“Ed has again done a terrific job in
managing the river and reservoir under
difficult circumstances,” said Ronald D.
Jacobsma, FWA General Manager,

The most recent California Department
of Water Resources forecast, issued on
June 29, anticipates the San Joaquin
River’s natural runoff — as if there were no
dams ~ during the peak April-through-July
period will most probably amount to
2,190,000 acre-feet, 175% of average.

High inflows to Millerton Lake will
continue into the fall. As natural runoff
tapers off, Southern California Edison is
planning to begin dew atering Shaver Lake
in August to complete a dam rehahilitation
praject this fall,

"We're going to have to be moving
water through August, September, October
and November,” Salazar said,
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_ EXPANDED COVERAGE: Center for Irriga

n Technology’s New Ag Water Use Stu

The Reality Of Ag Water ‘Savings’

CSUF Study Shows Conservation Doesn’t Create Significant New Supplies

riant Water Authority leaders are applanding a

new academic study that derails the myths of

claims that agricultural water conservation can

result in enough new water to solve the prob-
lems of water management or at least provide the vol-
umes of water desired by ail nsers.

A report on the study released November 16 by the
Center for Irrigation Technology at California State Uni-
versity, Fresno validates Jandmerk water efficiency find-
ings in a study conducted three decades ago.

CIT is an internationaily-respected research bedy in
the field of water use, management and efficiency on the
CSUF campus. Its recent research confirms and builds
upon the carlier work and conclusions of Robert Hagan
and [avid Davenport at the University of California,
Davis in 1082, eqse sew sjite 0ti17, Page 2.)

“We are very pleased, to sec that such an estcemed

The study Is an important
addition to the ongoing
discussions about Califor-
nia water and specificaily
what decisions must be

| made to assure adeguate
supplies for the future.’

—Dr DAVID ZOLDOSKE

research group has validated much of what those of us
involved in delivering and utilizing apricultural water
supplies have been saying for decades,” said Friant Water
Authority Assistant General Manager Mario Santoyo.
“Agriculture’s water use efficiency has increased dra-
matically over the past 20 years and there is no evidence
that conservation we’ve achieved is sufficient to create
significant additional water supplies for others. We agree

with what Dr. David ZoMoske, the CIT’s Director, said
in introducing the study.”

According to Dr. Zoldoske, “The study is an impor-
tant addition to the ongoing discussions about California
water and specifically what decisions must be made to
assure adequate supplies for the future, The information
presented in this paper should provide a valuable tool in
moving the discussions forward.”

Santoyo noted that previous reports authored and em-
braced by environmental organizations have claimed ag-
riculture can conserve 10-15% of its water with those
supplies then made availeble to be redirected to other
uses, “That is a fallacy. as this report clearly states.” he
said.

A NL

“CIT’s eport demonstraies and details thet agricaltural
conservation would account for just 1.3% of existing farm
water supplies and only 0.5% of the stale’s total water

Plasas fes Shully, Sare e

—___—————

A Foggy
Fall Dawn

Along The
Friant-Kern

Wisps of fog rise from
unhurried waters in
the Frisnt-Kern Canal
east of Clovis In
Fresno County on a
chilly November
moming. Water or-
ders have decreased
seasonally and by
menth’s end stood at
442 cubic feet per
second being re-
leased from Friant
Dam.

Friot Wauaz Aoy £
J Randeh McFarleno

Ag Facing
Regulatory
Expansion

Irrigated Lands Program

Growing In Its Scope
ecent Central Valley Regional Wa-
ter Quality Control Board action to

lude discharges to ground
ensures that virtually all imigated agricultural
operations will fall under the Regionsl

Board's Imigated Lands Regulatory Program

(ILRP), a reality for which many Friant Divi-

sion districts and their growers are preparing.

David Orth, Southern San Joaquin Wa-
ter  Quality Coaliion  Coordinator

(SSJWQC) and Kings Rivar Conservation

District General Manager, told a Kings

River Water Association meeting November

Mid-Fall Storms Are Little Help To Watershed

Storms have been stingy over the cen-
tral Sierra Nevada since early October
and long-term predictions appear to be
offering litile hope for change,

November provided four storm events
over the San Joaquin River watershed,
with only one bringing more — and that
just modestly — than very light rain or
SIOW.

The National Weather Service's long-
range forecast for Central California in
December, the beginning of the region's
three wetlest months, is for “equal
chances” of above or below average pre-
cipitation, but Jamuary-through-April pre-
dictions are for belov.-average rain and
ENOW,

Storsge in the San Joaquin River's
Millerton Lake remains higher than nor-

mal for this time of year as a result of the
above-average 2010-11 water year and on
November 30 stood at 298,397 acre-feet,
just under 57% of capacity. Upstream
storage is also fairly high. The 1.5, By
reau of Reclamation has indicated that a

significant storm event could trigger a
need to evacuate some water from Miller-
ton Lake to comply with flood control
parameters, Such an event could result in
additional supplies to Friant contractors
and/or flood releases.

14, “It’s time for folks to understand the
scope of the new Irmigated Lands Regulatory
Program.”

That scope, at least within the Tulare
Lake Basin, is going to be much broader
than it has been over the past several years.

Please see Irigated Lands, Page 2
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Retlred TBID Manager Boudreau Dies

ohn E. Boudreau, who managed the

Terra Bella Irigation District for

three decades and became a leader

in Friant Division v ater and powzr
issues, died Qctober 26 at his home in Ca-
yucos. He was 78.

Mr. Boudreau's carcer as Engineer-
Manager with TBID began in 1968 and
ended with his 1998 retirement. He was
active in all issues involving the Central
Valley Project and Friant water, including
the former Friant Water Users Association.

In 1985, Mr. Boudreau helped organize
the Friant Water Users Authority, which the

next year became the Friant-Kemn Canal’s
conveyance contractor for the U.S. Burean

of Reclamation, He was an active participant in the
agency's Advisory Committee and served on many other

Friant committees as well,

From 1979-2000, Mr, Boudrean also managed the Fri-
ant Power Authority, He oversaw planning and constryc-
tion of the FPA's three hydroelectric power plants on the

face of Friant Dam.

“For those of us in the Friant Power Authority, our dis-
tricts owe an enduring debt of gratitude to John and his fore-
sight in the development of the FPA power project,” said
Delano-Earlimart Imigation District General Manager Dale
Brogan in a message to other Friant leaders in remembrance
of Mr. Boudreau. "One of his more prophetic quotes about
the FPA project, while in the middle of being financially
devastated, was to hold on, knowing that one day the project
would be profitable. That continues to ring in my ears.”
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPROAR

Mr. Boudreau was a leader in what became a public
uproar when the Bureau of Reclamation announced in 1994

John Boudiéau

that it was beginning the San Joaquin River
Comprehensive Plan as called for in the Cen-
iral Valley Project Improvement Act.

The first public meeting held by the Bu-
fean to scope the plan was in Terra Bella and
400 attended. Even larger crowds objected to
the process in meetings that followed in De-
lano, Tulare and Madera. Ultimately, Friant
contractors lost no water as a result of the
program,

Mr. Boudreau also was active in the As-
sociation of California Water Agencies, was
an Execntive Board member of the Thermal
Electric Water Supply Committee, and
chaited both the Tulare County Nuclear
Power Plant Advisory Committee and Tulare

County Flood Control Commission.

He was bomn in Los Angeles in March 1933, a week
after Long Beach, where his parents lived, was heavily

damaged in an earthquake,

SANTA CLARA GRADUATE

After spending his youth in Long Beach, where he was
a body swrfer and played basketball at 5t. Anthony's High
School, John attended Santa Clara University on o basket-
ball scholarship and camned a bachelor's degree in mechani-
cal engineering,

He began his engineering career at Shell Chemical be-
fore joining Aerojet General in Sacramento in the 19605 as
a test engineer on the Polaris missile program.

After a brief term of active duty in the U.S. Amy as a
second lieutenant, Mr. Boudreau served eight years in the
Army Reserve, rising to the rank of Captain,

In 1956, he married Sue Josephson of San Jose, whom
he met while he was at Santa Clara,

About The CIT
At Fresno State

A SSTWQC newsletter states: “The current
agricultural waiver applied only to surface
water and allowed individuals to avoid regula-
tion if it could be proven that the agriculiural
operation did not discharge storm water or
irrigation water infto surface waters of the
state. The amended ILRP will begin with an
assumption that every irrigator is a discharger
because of the inclusion of groundwater.”

“This is a regulatory program that all farm-
ers will have to deal with,” Orth seid. “Except
for extremely limited ck irmigators
will no longer be able to argne that they are
not dischargers.”

They will also have to pay more. In Sep-

tember, the State Water Resoutces Control
Board approved an ILRP fee increase for imi-
gators,
What had been an annual fee of 12 cents
per acre has been raised to 56 cents for each
acre due to the Legislature’s decision during
budget crisis deliberations to eliminate state
general fund support for the program. Future
state fiee increases are possible.

The Regional Board has jurisdiction
throughout the Central Valley and adjoining
mountain and foothill areas in all or parts of
32 counties, including the Friant Division.

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER AND RESERVOIR WATER CONDITIONS

Although the Friant Water Authority is not
a party to ILRP issues, the plan being framed
for the Tulare Lake Basin affects all Friant
districts that receive water from the Friant-
Kern Canal.

RE| IVE] Nl

Preparations and grower awareness efforts
are umder way. One example is the Deer Creek
and Tule River Authority in Tulare County. It
has sent applications for sub-watershed mem-
bership to all landowners of five acres or
more. About 100,000 acres are enrolled and
those who have not joined will have at least
one more chance to sign up.

Sean Geivet, who manages the Terra Bella,

Saucelito and Porterville irrigation districts .

(all members of the Deer Creek and Tule
River Authority and Friant Water Authority),
says landowners have been informed on water
quallty issmes.

“I think growers are more up to speed than
others may think,” Geivei said. Especially in
districts with federal water contracts from the
Central Valley Project’s Friant Division, in-
creases in regulation and fees are nothing new,
he said. Geivet said the Regional Board dis-
cussion is really over where to build a regula-
tory bureaucracy — either at a fairly local level
or within the Regional Board. “Either way,
we’re going to be regulated,” he said.

ARGUMENTS UNSUCCESSFUL

Regional Board action expanding its ILRP
regulatory” reach came despite extensive argu-
ments submitted by the SSTWQC during hear-
ings. The Coalition argued unsuccessfully that
the Regional Board was over-reaching in regu-

Much of this menth's Fni-
ant Waterune 1s dedicated to
presenting an overview of an
important study on farm wriga-
tion efficiency and conserva-
tion,

lating discharges to groundwater because not
all irrigated agriculture degrades groundwater
quality. Legal challenges to adequacy of the
Regional Board's findings under the Califor-
nia Environmental Quality Act have been
made.

Talks are continwing between SSIWQC University, Fresno’s Center for
and Regional Board staff rep ives on N Imgaton Technology.
develk nt of a genem] order that would . .
estab]?flllmregulatory pmvmuns for the Kings, C)'enled in 1980, CIT is
Kaweah, Tule and Kern rivers sub-watersheds
although that process is not likely to be com-
pleted and lead to implementation wntil 2014
or 2015.

The SSTWQC newsletter stated, “The Cog-
lition will continue to meet with the Regional
Board staff...in an effort to obtain a general
order that best represents water quality issues
and conditions for the Tulare Lake Basin®
Coalition officials added, “The ability of the
Coalition to continne representation of the
Inndovmm's will depend ultimately on the ad-

of the Regional Board.”

CIT points out that one of|
California’s biggest challenges

sion of CIT 1is w0 help extend
s limited supply of water
through the use of technology,
research and education
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CENTER FOR IRRIGATION TECHNOLOGY’S NEW AG WATER USE S'I'UDii

ther studies have come and gone but a 1982
report by two University of California,
Davis, researchers remains as true today as
when it was released. That work by Robert
Hagan and David Davenport creaied a research founda-
tion that much of production agriculture has embraced
and used over the past three decades to improve irriga-
tion efficiency, management and conservation.
1ts findings have also been largely validated in the
recently released Center for Irigation Technology study
and report upon which California State University,
Fresno, researchers worked for the past few years,

STILL STAND

“Regarding the potential for agricultural water con-
servation to fix the water management probleins in Cali-
fornia, it is strongly evident that the major findings of
the [Hagan-Davenport] Report still stand,” the CIT re-
port’s conclusion states.

CIT adds, “Claims of excessive irrigation inefficien-
cies, with resulting large volumes of new water avail-
able, are wrong” due to practices by f to
recover and re-utilize water.

“We’re encouraged that CIT finds it is strongly evi-
dent that major findings of the Hagan-Davenport Report
that resulted from an extensive water efficiency study
nearly 30 years ago stand,” Friant Water Authority Assis-
tant General Manager Mario Santoyo said. “We all know
that what CIT says is true — that today’s water issues go
well beyond what Robert Hagan and David Davenport
studied, but the basis of their work has been found to be
just as relevant now as it was in 1982, Much of what
critics of agricultural water use claim is being wasted is
actually used again by other farmers and comnunities.*
HABAN-DAVENPORT CONCLUSIONS

Here are the Hagan-Davenport Report™s principal
conclusions:

= “California’s net water deficit can ba reduced only by

agricultural water congervation actlons that curtail sofl
surface evaporation ... and flows to highly saline sinks,
Therefore, the realistic potential for agricultural water
congervation, without loss In crop production, is not
lirely to be in the range of 10-50%%, but is more likaly to
be approximately 2-3% of the watcr appiled In Califor-
nia's Irrigated agriculture.

= "t to jude that a p d

system such as sprinkler or drip requiras only 8 fracton
of tha water applied by systems such as furrow or bor-
der-strip. (With good design and management, most
irigation systcms have a similar potential for efficiant
water application.) Because of the recoverability and
rgusability of field runoff end deep percolation, It Is
even mere erreneaus to conclude that decreasing run-

off and deep percolatlon will proportionately reduce the
state's nat water deficit. Therefore, stalements suggest-

ing a 10-50% potential savings in agricultural water
conservation by improving irrigation application sys-
tems are a dissenvce to the people of California be-
cause water policy and action programs based on such
statements wlil substantially underestimate the state’s
needs for future water supplies.”

* “Onfarm water savingy can best be zchieved by
" proper mznagement of existing and new inigation sys-
tams and through good irrlgation programs which deter-
mine the correct iming and quantity of watar applica-
tion. These savings will mainky occur a5 a reduction in
recoverable water and as reuse of recovered water, On-
farm reduction of Irrecoverable wsater loss can be
achieved without curtailing economic crop production,
mainly by reducing soil surface evaporation but the
magnitude of the state-wide savings that ¢an be practi-
cally achleved through raduced [evaperation] is not
axpected to be substantial.

*  Water used In Inigation |5 either recoverable or is irra-
coserably lost. It is important that recovarable water be
recovered and reused as efficiently as possible. How-
ever, it should net be permitted to accumulate under
conditions where it is subject to evaporation or to tran-
splration losses by nonproductive vagetation, Seepage,
surface runoff, and deep percolation contributing te soif
molsture available to ¢rops, groundwater, or wilidilfe
habitat and recreation cannct be regarded as lost.
Water flow to sall water bodies is iracoverable and
should be avolded. “Conservation decisions must take
Into account envirenmantal and in-stream nesds as
well as the appropriaie balance of potentlal water sav-
Ings against net farm Income, possible reductions in
food and fiber production, infrastructural viabifity, and
the ablity of farmers to retain flexibility in their cpera-
tions and remaln competitive in the market.”

o Agoncles distributing Calomia's irrigatlon water are
individually distinctlve In histork, geologlc, geographic,

e SATION ESHNGLOCY S NEW AC WATER DoESTY_______
The Hagan-Davenport Report of 1982

UC Davis Study Set Efficiency Benchmark That Agriculture Still Uses

viewpcint (without regard to assoclated effects), the
declslon to use water conservation measures depends
on whather the motive Is 1) just to reduce on-farm
weter demand, or 2) to reduce the state’s net water
deficit. Reducing field runoff {R0) and deep percolation
(DP) by improving lrrigation application efilciency, wilt
reduce on-farm water demand but will not afiect the
state’s water deficit because RQ and DP are retover-
ablg for reuse. The state's water defigit can only he
reduced by curtailing ire¢overable losses to the air snd
o saline sinks, mainly to the ocean. This will not create
new water, but it will maka more of the existing water

i 1 for agrk [municipal and in-
dustrial], and in-stream uses.”

“Tha largeat tue lows of waber from agriculiural areas
ooours as crop transpiration which can theoretically be
cturtailed only by reducing the area, the rate and/or the
time duration of the transpiring surface.” Becausa crop
grawth and trangpiration are related strongly, transpira-
tion reductlons by restricting irrigation, if conside rable,
“would cleardy reduce crop production, and if small,
may cauce only a small reduction in crop yield but
would increase the risk of substantial reductlons In
yigld. Neither prospect Is likely to ba acceptable to
growers, They are more likely to take water conserva-
tion actions, however, if thelr net farm profits increase
through savings in preduction ¢osts associated with
walsr management.”

Thers are many other effects associated with agricul-
tural water congcrvation astions. A posftive result can
be energy savingy while negatives result if groundh
rgcharge or wildlife habitat water supplies are reduced
as a result of conservation. Other benefits can include
fal in 1gaching of fertilizers or off-farm

lessening of poliution.

San J Valley groundwater overdraft can be re-
duced by reducing net water demand by cutting evapo-

watgr-source, polltical, and other char 50
water pricing, management and distribution policies

tr to the air but since ET reduction tencs to
curtail agricultural production, this generally Is not a
Ical solution. Another optlon Is to bring morg water

vary considerably. “Because of thasa unlque ch
Istlcs, unl 1 ions on
canservatien actions cannot be made.”

+ “Thers Ia w Iarge amay of conservation actions, hut
while these are workable In theory many are not always.
justified in practice because of technical, sconomic,
and environmental reasons. These conservation ag-
tlons might be taken during water storage, convayance,
and appllcation; by use of cultural and erep manage-
ment practices; by reusing and reclaiming water; and
through institutlonal mechanisms.”

+  "In much of the Sah Josguln ¥aley, water conservation
has been practiced by water agencies and growers for
many decades, This has been done out of necessity
because of poor natural distribution of water and scar-
city of water supplies relative to irrlgatlon demands.
Irrigation is essentlal because avallable water Is the
major lacking in an otherwlse bountiful valley
blessed with fertile soil and plantiful alar radiation.”

* ¥ wotor saving Is looked at sohly from an ondfarm

water

inte the valley through development or transfers.

“To be practical, thess solrtions should result in litde
loss in famm profit, and water transfers should be of
mutual benefit to the water sellers and the water buy-
ars. The storage and transfer of surplus flood water
(over and above thet needed to maintain instream
neads) that would otherwise be irracoverably lost is the
ocean would contribute considerably toward reduging
Callfornla’s total projecied net water deficlt. Also, in-
creased storage, both as surface and groundwater,
wauld reduce the state's vulnerabliity to future
droughts.”

No preclss Is be-
cause “a distinction must be made batwasn water sav-
ings that agcur only on-farm and thesa that help allevl-
ate the state's water deficit; and that deficlt can only be
mat by reducing irmecaverable water outflow, but there
is Insufficient information on the economic and envi-
renmental Impacts of reducing those fmecaverable
water losses from the state,”

‘Recoverable Fractions’ Principle Is Key In Ag Water Conservation

t's a term that may not sound failiar

According to CIT, understanding of the

recovered and reused several times and

but a recent study and report has reaf-

firmed the critical importance of re-

coverable fractions in understanding
the amount of water supply actually realized
through agricultural water conservation.

“Some claim Californio agriculture is
wasteful or inefficient with water used to
irfigate crops and fields,” says the Center
for Imigation Technology about the report
prepared by California State University,
Fresno researchers. “However, based on the
principle of recoverable fractions..., new
volumes of water gained throngh conserva-
tion practices are insignificant.”

In fact conclusions in CIT's report
state, “The estimated potential new water
from apricultural water use efficiency is
1.3% of the current amount wsed by the
state’s farmers — about 330,000 acre-feet

CIT defines recoverable fractions as
“surface runoff’ or deep percolation from an
irmigated field that is reclaimed and re-used.
The new use can be another field, farm, city
water supply, or the enviromment.”

"It is imperative to understand when
discussing efficiency of volumetric con-
sumption by agriculture the focus must be
on the farm, district, and basin, not the indi-
vidual field or irrigation event,” CIT says.

The concept became recognized in a
1982 water efficiency report by Robert
Hagsn and David Davenport (please see
related story, this page}), althongh “fractions”
were then referred to as water “losses.”
€00D OR BAD DESTINATIONS

*"When imigation water is applied to a
field to satisfy the needs of a crop, that wa-
ter can end up in several different places,”

pet year... . That represents about 0.5% of the CIT report says, “... These fractions ...

Califotnia’s total water use of 62,66 million
acre-feet.” Costs to achieve such a small
tota] amount coudd be very high.

can be beneficial or non-beneficial,” There
are also ptive or no; i
fractions.

ptive

recoverable fraction concept and how it
could affect water diversion changes re-
quires acknowledgement of the complexi-
ties existing among different water users,

CIT says, “hopacts can be seen from
flow reductions (and the timing of these
reductions) in sireams and rivers, as well as
impacts to water guality from imgation
return flows, recoverable or irrecoverable.
Everything dowastream of any changes to
the established water distribution patterns
can be affected, including plants and ani-
mals, recreation, as well as human and in-
dustrial consumptive uses.”
NON-BENEFICIAL

Non-beneficial fractions in fields resnlt
from irrigation inefficiencies and need to be
mininized.

“Recovergble fractions arven't true deple-
tions,” the report says, “Rather they are
water that can be used at a different place
and different time than the original diver-
sion. In fact, recoverable fractions may be

possibly for different purposes.”

The report states, ' The only true deple-
tions (losses) in terms of water volumes are
imecoverable fractions. All water users
should contimally sirive to tinimize frre-
coverable fractions. However, recoverable
fractions are just that, recoverable. There
may be other undesirable impacts ... and
the range of uses (e.g, irrigation, recreation,
human consumption, stock watering) may
be diminished with each rense and recov-
ery, but nonetheless, they are available.”

“Cantion should b used when evaluating
estimates of new water available through
conservation,” the report says. “Decisions
affecting agricultural water use are dependent
on many variables including crop and imriga-
tion system selection, soil management, avail-
able water delivery systems, and water qual-
ity. Agricultural water conser ation estimates
are, by necessity, based on generalizations
involving these varisbles.”
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Friant-Kern Service Area lllustrates Study Findings

wo key findings in the Center

for Irrigation Technology’s

“Agricultural Water Use in

California” repont ave  illus-
trated by recounting how things work in
the Central Valley Project’s Friant Divi-
sion within districts served from the Fri-
ant-Kern Canal.

Friant's CVP supply is not only isc-
fated from the rest of the Central Valley
Project, the Frinnt-Kern Canal flows into
the southern San Joaquin Valley, a closed
basin (that is part of the Tulare Lake Ba-
sin). Water does not move back to the San
Joaquin River or out to the Pacific Ocean
except in the wettest of years, thus creat-
ing a closed-end system.
NONE OUY OF AREA?

CIT researchers fotmd that “improved
on-farm efficiency may not result in new
water outside the use area." They said that
bettering on-farm efficiency could actually
permit more irrigated acreage or more
water-intensive crops to be grown,

“An important point of this example is
that the additional water within the system
resulting from improved efficiencies is

To Read The Entire CIT Report And Its Findings

= There are many other issucs and factors discussed in the report, I s

available on line Go to www.callfornjawater.org

used to imigate more crops,” the study
said. “The recovered fractions (water sup-
plies) are not left in the reservoir or sent
outside the district, ... This water could be
sold and transferred to another user ™

Another finding related directly to
Friant is that “improved on-farm effi-
ciency can create third-party impaets,” In
Friant’s case, better on-farm efficiency is
part of a change from a balanced aquifer
to aquifer overdraft.

“The improved on-farm efficiency did
not create new water, it just changed the
use of the affected water,” CTT said,
DEEP PERCOLATION

“The overall impact on groundwater
quality from reduced deep percolation is
not clear. Less deep percolation could
reduce the movement of nitrates and other
soluble chemicals to the pquifer. If a salt
bal is to be maintained in the soil to
ensure crop production and quality, it may

result in a higher salt concentration in the
deep percolation that remains. This could
eventuslly contribute to the overall salt
concentration in the aquifer.”

The report also summarizes how the
comjunctive use of groundwater and sur-
face water — so vital to the overall Friant
Division water supply — operated.

“When there are sufficient surface
water supplies available from the Friant-
Kem Canal, groundwater sources may not
be used. However, in times of scarcity,
groundwater is used to augment, or even
completely supplant, the canal supply.

“This is the concept behind conjunc-
tive water management and water banks.
in times of plenty, water is transferred to
dedicated recharge areas ... so that the
excess water is percolated and stored in
the aquifer. This stored water is then used
in times of drought. Intentional percola-
tion wsing dedicated sites provides for
high-quality water reaching the aquifer.”

Flowing Into
A Closed Basin

The Friani-Kerm Canal pagses through the
Delanc area where its water deliveries have
ieen a major factor in combating ground-
watar overdraft for 50 years. The Central
Valley Project’s Friant Division is a closed-
end systern with no outlet to the ocean
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Study'

Cantinwred. ﬁ'am front page
use,”, Santoyo said. “These are tiny amounts statewide, addmg
up-io what CIT estimates as bemg 330,000 acre-feet each year.”
/The report also shows that previous reallocations of agricultural
water supplies for cnvironmental purposes now add up to at feast
5% of farm water diversions depending on the water year,
Experience since Central Valley Project water deliveries be-
gan in the Friant Division along the San Joaquin Valley’s Bast
Side in the mid to late 1940s agrees with what the CIT shows and
is demonsirated in some detail by the study, Santoyo said,
“Changes in irrigation practices create opportumities fo use the
saved water within the region, such as through transfers, but have
not resulted in new supplies beyond the Friant Division,” he said.
CIT's r 3 state, “An imp goal of this report is
to affirm that the issue is not what total percentage of water ugl'i
culture diverts or it is whether or not agri
providing good stewardship over its allocation, As noted earher
the [Hagan-Davenport] Report was published in part as a re-
sponse to ‘misunderstandings’ that were leading to claims of
water wastage within agriculture. These types of claims continge
along with reference to solutions that could be quickly or easily
implemented.

“The authors of this paper, as did Davenport and Hagan,
reject these claims and explain why based on the principle of
recoverable versus irrecoverable fractiohs.” (Pleass == mlatud
story, Page 3.)

Friant Water Authority General Manager Ronald D. Jacob-
sma pointed out CIT's study “demonstrates a clear and well-
defined trend toward dramatic improvements in water manage-
ment and efficiency. The study shows that between 1954-2008,
drip irrigation use on California’s 8 million irrigated acres in-
creased by 1530%, from 933,696 acres to 2,336,130 acres. The
increase in drip irrigation and water use efficiency throngh the
farmland irrigated from the Friant-Kern and Madera canals is
even greater.”

The teport also points out the trade-offs that result in large-
scale farm production within the San Joaquin Valley. “If society
wants/needs this mix of food and fiber production, or if the nor-
mal flow of business decides in favor of this level of preduction,
tien the result is a larpe volume of consumptive plant water use
— evapotranspiration. This is simply a result of the physics of
irrigated Crop production.™

' ‘Tmy Amounts StateW|de Can Be Conserved

“Something clse we have leng known ihat has been validated
by the report is that water applied to a crop but not actually used
by the plant is not lost but typically percolates into the ground
and helps boost groundwater supplies,” Jacobsma said.
“Groundwater is relied upon not enly by thonsands of farmers
but many scores of communities and tens of thousands of rural
residents with no other water source far domestic needs. CIT
warns repeatedly of the potential for third party impacts if agri-
cultural water use is reduced.”

“As for switching to a crop that takes less water, it isn't that
casy,” said Santoyo. He said the CIT study is corract in pointing
out that farm markets and ditures for
field preparation and equipment, soil types and mxmy other cru-
cial factors must all be considered.

Santoyo also said the new study also “corroborates Friant's
experiences in comjunctively using groundwater and surface
water, noting that preservation of groundwat:r supplies is |m-
possible if surface water supplies are inadequate or di
The report notes that a serious overdraft problem, now amount-
ing to some 2 million acre-feet annually across the state, will
continue if surface water supply and reliability do not improve.
AG WATER USE ISNT ‘ISOLATED"

He said that it “is important to nete the report’s conclusion
that farm water use isn’t some isolated activity that takes place
but that it’s an integral part of what the report calls “local and
regional environments that are often co-dependent and impacted
by decisions and activities of the local agricultural water users”.”

The study says, “Water use patterns in the California have
developed over decades, especially those involving large stor-
ape/delivery projects, resulting in co-dependent partnerships,
Careful analysis must be done to evaluate all impacts before
simply calling for increased on-farm water use efficiency.

Changes to these environments that result in perceived benefits *

0 soine users can also result in negative impacts to other third-
party users, It is essential to identify and understand these conse:
quences.”

“Friant's farmers know and understand what this »vport
states,” Jacobsma added, “that to be viable, any big changes
have to be founded on assessments and analysis by 1he people
who know the local conditions best — the farmers theanselves.”

Many Factors
Are A Part Of
Efficiency Study

naly=is of irngation efficiency
can be very complex. “While
the umigation efficiency on an

individual field may be poor,
the nrigation efficiency of a fum, imga-
tien distnet, or the basin may be very
high because the inefficiencies of one
fiedd (recoveruble fiactions) are picked up
for use by cthers in a larger area” the
Centei for Imgation Technology says
‘However, diversions in themselves
can [ead to negatve mpacts on other
beneficial uses and users Thus, m most
situahions it should be an imperative to
umprove field mmgation efficiencies by
reducing the requred diversion to any
mdividual field and 1n so domg, reducing
;unuoe and subsurface dramage flows
70 REDUCE DIVERSIONS

An equation 18 1cluded m the report
o ¢siimate required field water diversions if
m order to wdentify variables and their
telationships  CIT says tne equation
shows that to reduce the acre-feet pe
vear diverted to a field. o%e or more of
these factors must occur
*® A reduction m irrigated acreage.
* A reduciion m crop evapotranspr-
ration (E1¢)
* An increase m effectivences of |
1audall
+ A redoction m the leachine 1aho
* An mcrease in irigation effi-
wiency

mrigated acreage shonld
not be vonsidersd 4 waten conservation
imeasure, but o tansdi of water out of
agriculture ” says the 1eport “The ques-
{titn 18 how wall thus impact regional snd
$ 4t ceonomzes and food sopphies?

ap EIL 15 the combmation of sor!
i3 evaporation that oceurs because
of gn?g'_;}mn waiex that 15 present (noi the
mmeiiie evaporabon from free wated
surfloe‘ lmmg and just after the nnga-
o event) and transpianon from the
crop sirfhves

Redvsing L1 might be accomplished
by redur.wg the soil wetted atea chang-
mg the c7op to one usme less water or
changing crop management but, CIT

. [Buch changes in practices have o
with othex facioiz such as the
econotizs of disese and pest manage-
ment vsipacts of sach decisions ”
IMPROVING EFFICIENCY

Jiiproving umigation  efficiency 1
mosk mmportent of all ficld application

redlictions to improve efficiency
“Thus can myolve improving manage-
miput of the existing system o1 changing
i utigation sysiem that makes it eas-
wi to achigve the inherent potential effi-
vxncy of the system,” say: CIT s report.

Options for 1improved on-fann wga-
iion system management mclude under-

mndmg system charsctenstics and oper-

ating parameters, vsing some form of
irngation scheduling znd mamtaining the
system to achieve the mtended imigation
efficiency.

“The potential water savings From any
of these options depends largely on how
well o1 poorly the current irmigation wys-
tein performs © CIT observes *Many
dicas and growers m Califorma already
achieve high efficiencies  The Frant
Division for mary vears hes had some of
the nation’s Inghest rmgation efficien-
vies
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Year of Data 2010 Enter data year here

Table 1
Surface Water Supply
Federal Federal non- Water Upslope
2010 Ag Water  Ag Water. State Water Local Water  (define)  Drain Water Total

Month (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)

Method M1 M1
January 0 0 0 3,812 0 0 3,812
February 3697 0 0 0 0 0 3,697
March 0 0 0 23,424 0 0 23,424
April 28327 0 0 480 0 0 28,807
May 42509 0 0 9,640 0 0 52,149
June 27254 0 0 14,457 0 0 41,711
July 20514 0 0 15,681 0 0 36,195
August 38342 0 0 11,623 0 0 49,965
September 10785 0 0 566 0 0 11,351
October 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
November 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
December 0 0 0 9,632 0 0 9,532
TOTAL 171,428 0 0 89,215 0 0 260,643

Lower Tule River Irrigation District

Tables - Page 1



Table 2

Ground Water Supply

Groundwate Groundwate

2010 r r
Month (acre-feet)  *(acre-feet)

Method E2
January 0 275
February 0 4,607
March 0 8,362
April 0 9,369
May 0 4,355
June 0 22,969
July 0 46,507
August 0 39,551
September 0 37,819
October 0 11,025
November 0 4,332
December 0 3,013
TOTAL 0 192,184

*normally estimated

Lower Tule River Irrigation District Tables - Page 2



Table 3
Total Water Supply

Surface  Groundwate M&lI District

2010 Water Total r Wastewater Water
Month (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)

Method

January 3,812 0 0 3,812
February 3,697 0 0 3,697
March 23,424 0 0 23,424
April 28,807 0 0 28,807
May 52,149 0 0 52,149
June 41,711 0 0 41,711
July 36,195 0 0 36,195
August 49,965 0 0 49,965
September 11,351 0 0 11,351
October 0 0 0 0
November 0 0 0 0
December 9,532 0 0 9,532
TOTAL 260,643 0 0 260,643

*Recycled M&I Wastewater is treated urban wastewater that is used for agriculture.

Lower Tule River Irrigation District
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Table 4
Distribution System

2010
Canal, Pipeline,  Length Width  Surface Area "' “'M"**“"" Evaporation  Spillage Seepage Total

Lateral, Reservoir (feet) (feet) (square feet) (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)

Tule River 248,160 12 2,977,920 92 290 0 22,859 (23,058)

Unlined Canals 887,040 8 7,344,691 226 716 0 81,711 (82,201)
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 10,322,611 317 1,006 0 104,570 103,881

Lower Tule River Irrigation District Tables - Page 4



Table 5

Crop Water Needs

Leaching Cultural Effective ~ Appl. Crop
2010 Area Crop ET Requiremen Practices Precipitatio Water Use
Crop Name (crop acres)  (AF/Ac) (AF/AC) (AF/AC) (AF/AC) (acre-feet)
Corn 53,502 2.29 0.00 0.57 0.00 153,149
Alfalfa 20,556 4.60 0.00 1.15 0.29 112,184
Wheat 18,509 1.35 0.00 0.34 0.19 27,671
Cotton 4,853 2.56 0.00 0.64 0.00 15,517
Almonds 3,106 3.42 0.00 0.85 0.14 12,828
Walnuts 3,088 3.63 0.00 0.91 0.06 13,841
Pistachios 2,064 3.51 0.00 0.35 0.04 7,885
Vineyard 2,025 2.58 0.00 0.65 0.03 6,471
Prunes 1,447 3.42 0.00 0.85 0.14 5,976
Other (<5%) 2,788 3.42 0.00 0.85 0.14 11,515
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0
Crop Acres 111,938 367,038

Total Irrig. Acres 111,938  (If this number is larger than your known total, it may be due to double cropping)

Lower Tule River Irrigation District
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Table 6
2010 District Water Inventory

Water Supply Table 3 260,643
Riparian ET (Distribution and Drain) minus 0|
Groundwater recharge ‘intentional - ponds, injection  minus 23,044 |
Seepage Table 4 minus 104,570
Evaporation - Precipitation Table 4 minus 689 |
Spillage Table 4 minus 0|
Transfers/exchanges/trades/wheel (into or out of the district)  plus/minus (8,111)‘
Non-Agri deliveries jelivered to non-ag customer:  minus 0
Water Available for sale to agricultural customers 124,229 |
Compare the above line with the next line to help find data gaps

2005 Actual Agricultural Water Sales From District Sales Records 177,821 |
Private Groundwater Table 2 plus 192,184 |
Crop Water Needs Table 5 minus 367,038 |
Drainwater outflow (tail and tile not recycled) minus 0
Percolation from Agricultural Land (calculated) 2,967 |
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Table 7

Influence on Groundwater and Saline Sink
2010

Agric Land Deep Perc + Seepage + Recharge - Groundwater Pumping = District Influence 127,614
Estimated actual change in ground water storage, including natural recharge) (11,340)
Irrigated Acres (from Table 5) 111,938
Irrigated acres over a perched water table

Irrigated acres draining to a saline sink

Portion of percolation from agri seeping to a perched water table

Portion of percolation from agri seeping to a saline sink

Portion of On-Farm Drain water flowing to a perched water table/saline sink
Portion of Dist. Sys. seep/leaks/spills to perched water table/saline sink
Total (AF) flowing to a perched water table and saline sink

o|Oo|o|o|o|o|o
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Table 8
Annual Water Quantities Delivered Under Each Right or Contract

Federal Federal non- Water Upslope

Year Ag Water  Ag Water. State Water Local Water  (define)  Drain Water Total
(acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)  (acre-feet)
2001 76,942 0 0 26,373 0 0 103,315
2002 78,511 0 0 46,876 0 0 125,387
2003 131,470 0 0 61,354 0 0 192,824
2004 71,472 0 0 20,063 0 0 91,535
2005 247,595 0 0 112,596 0 0 360,191
2006 196,658 0 0 130,141 0 0 326,799
2007 30,535 0 0 19,847 0 0 50,382
2008 71,872 0 0 41,614 0 0 113,486
2009 125,173 0 0 30,835 0 0 156,008
2010 171,428 0 0 89,215 0 0 260,643
Total 1,201,656 0 0 578,914 0 0| 1,780,570
Average 120,166 0 0 57,891 0 0 178,057
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